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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION

The American education system has been evolving since the early days
of our nation. The system has matured on its own momentum with little
outside interference until relatively recently. Although the states have
the legal responsibility to provide public education, much discretionary
authority has been granted to the local school district.

The implication of civil rights decisions and ensuing legislation
beginning in 1954 (Brown vs. the Board of Education), and Sputnik, in
1957, became major turning points for increased educational activity and
the need to try to educate children better in mor. ideal social situa-
tions. Not only did states get more actively involved with programs and
money, but the federal government, traditionally not a viable force in
education, began passing legislation and handing down court decisions
with strong mandates for schools.

Schools which had previously been quietly functioning without out-
side intervention were bombarded from many directions. Administrators
have since found themselves in an ever-changing role that seems not to
take away previous responsibilities but, instead, tends to add and com-
pound the duties that need to be accomplished.

One of the most farreaching items of federal legislation is The Educa-
tion for All Handicapped Act of 1975 (Public Law 94-142, 111). All schocls
in the nation are affected by the requirements of the law pertaining to
the handicapped. While the law is very complex, the present study deals

with only one segment that has a direct effect on school administrators.



This requirement of the law is that each child in special education will
have an individualized education plan (IEP) which must be developed and
written in a meeting which includes the teacher, parents .r guardians,
perhaps the child, and a person representing the local schools.

Since the enactment of P.L. 94-142, schools have been actively in-
volved in implementation. General comment has indicated that the law has
created quantities of extra work for school administrators. The one item
in the law requiring IEPs is the source of widespread anxiety and concern.
The ensuing study is a response to an awareness of these comments and

concerns.
Statement of the Problem

It has been a little more than five years since Public Law 94-142,
The Education for All Handicapped Act of 1975, became law. Many changes
have taken place during that time concerning the education of handicapped
children. The development of an individual education plan (IEP) for all
handicapped children is one of the most important aspects of the act
which affects school administrators. It is important that a study be
conducted to ascertain the impact upon the role of the administrator in the
development of the IEP. These new demands may affect the entire role ex-
pectations for such an administrator.

The law explains the IEP as a written statement outlining the educa-
tional program for each handicapped child that is developed in a meeting
which includes the teacher, parents or guardians, possibly the child

and "a representative of the local education agency" (LEA). Weintraub,



Abeson, Ballard and LaVon (118) identify the representative of the local
education agency as the building principal. Thus, it seems appropriate
to investigate, analyze and assess the role of Iowa elementary princi-
pals in the develorment and administration of individualized education
plans in compliance with Public Law 94-142, Govermment guidelines and
the exposition of a number of relevant writers identify specific responsi-
bilities that such a principal should meet.

It is the intent of this study to see if Iowa elementary principals
perceive and are meeting their responsibilities in a similar manner and
to assess the impact of these new demands relative to the elementary
principal's role expectations, past and present Further, the study en-
compasses the thinking of elementary teachers in regard to how the ele-
mentary principal appears to be accomplishing these duties, also past

and present,
Purpose of the Study

Building principals should assume an important role in the develop-
ment of the IEPs as principals are explicitly mentioned by Weintraub,
Abeson, Ballard and LaVon (118) in several references, and principals
are probably implicated when the word administration or administrator is
used. To assess these expectations one must logically consider the per-
ceptions of principals in relationship to the implementation of the
TEPs and the larger scope of P.L. 94-142, Rather specific responsibil-
ties have been itemized by Weintraub (117), Edgar (cited in Haring, 42),

Torres (108, 109), Strickland, Turnbull and Brantly (103), Barbacovi and



Clelland (6), Ballard, Nazzero and Weintraub (5), and Dougherty (25, 26).
These were the bases for the concerns sbout which elementary princi-
pals were queried in an attempt to discern their place in the princi-
pal's administrative duties. How have these relatively new responsibil-
ities changed or added to the role of the elementary principal?

The purpose of the present study was to consider the development and
administration of the IEP and the role of a representative sample of ele-
mentary principals in Iowa in relationship to perceived roles before and

after the implementation of P,L, 94-142,

Objectives of the Study

The objectives of this study were to elaborate on the stated purpose
through attempting to ascertain the following:

1. What is the current role of the elementary principal in the
development of IEPs?

2. What is the elementary principal's perception of his/her role
in the development of IEPs and the worthiness of the process?

3. What is the staff's perception of the elementary principal's
role in the development of IEPs and the worthiness of the
process?

4. What demographic and personal factors appear to be related to
the elementary principal's perception of his/her role?

5. What other administrative functions suffer because of the ele-

mentary principal's role in the IEP process?



Hypotheses to be Tested

The hypotheses for the study were:

Ho: There is no difference in the perception of the role of the
elementary principal in regard to IEP development when consid-
ering the perceptions of elementary principals and their staffs.

Ho: The elementary principals' perceptions of their role in IEPs
is independent of the following factors:

a) Years of experience
b) Age

c) Sex

d) Educational level

e) Educational background in special education through college
credits

f) Educational background in special education through work-
shops and/or inservice experiences

g) Association with exceptional individuals.

Ho: There is no difference before sud after the implementation of
IEPs when considering the perceptions of elementary principals
and elementary teachers regarding the amount of time spent on
the duties of elementary principals.

Basic Assumptions

Two basic assumptions were made in the study. They are:

1. The respondent groups have sufficient experience and insight to
make accurate judgments about the role of the elementary prin-
cipal in regard to the IEP development.

2. The responding elementary principals are involved members of

the IEP process.



Definitions

Terms that are used in this study are defined as follows:

1.

2.

The

IEP - Individualized Educational Plan as required in P,L. 94-142.
P.L. 94-142 - The Education for All Handicapped Act of 1975 -
Federal law.

Elementary Principal - Usually the building administrator of a
given level in a school system. In this study, the levels were
kindergarten through grade six.

Local Education Agency (LEA) administrator usually implies the
building principal at the local school district level.

AEA - Area Education Agency. There are 15 geographic divisions
in Iowa whose administrative units are responsible for special
education and for providing media/library services to the public

schools in each area.
Delimitations

following factors narrow the field of investigation:

The study pertained only to selected public elementary schools

in the state of Iowa.

A random sample included elementary principals and elementary
teachers fram selected Iowa public school districts.

Principals and teachers selected must have been serving in their
respective capacities before and after P.L. 94-142; therefore,
respondents were selected from elementary principals and teachers

who had been in their respective district six years or longer.



Outline of Procedure

In order to gain information, the elementary principals were asked
to complete and return a questionnaire. Further, each elementary teacher
was queried in a similar manner to secure his/her opinion of the elemen-
tary principal's role in administering his/her responsibilities before and
after P.L. 94-142,

Appropriate descriptive analyses were applied to the data as well
as t-tests, and chi-square procedures,

The sources of data were a selected set of Iowa school districts.
Data were secured from a random sample of elementary principals who met
the eligibility requirements of six years in the district and from a ran-
dom sample of elementary teachers in the state. All instrumentation
were developed by the researcher. The instruments include sections per-
taining to personal and demographic information as well as role respon-

sibilities and perceptions.
Organization of Study

This study has been organized into five chapters. Chapter One pre-
sents the problem, hypotheses and an overview of the investigative proce-
dure. Chapter Two provides background to the current role of elementary
principals. The development of P.L. 94-142 was explored and related
literature and research into the development of 1EPs were also presented
in this chapter. 1In Chapter Three, the development of the necessary in-
struments and the methods and procedures for collecting and analyzing

the resulting data can be found., The results of the data collection



are presented in Chapter Four while Chapter Five focuses upon conclu-

sions and recommendations.

Summary

American education has evolved into a viable force in society. One
of the farreaching pieces of federal legislation is Public Law 94-142,
The Education for All Handicapped Act of 1975. A major aspect of the
law is the requirement for individual education plans (IEPs) for every
special education student. The IEP is essentially a management tool that
may require additional responsibilities of the principal. The present
study delves into the role of Iowa elementary principals before and after
the implementation of P.L. 94-142, considering the development and admin-

istration of IEPs.



CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Introduction

Three areas of information are pertinent to the literature related
to this study. They are the concept of the elementary principalship, the
growth of special education and the emergence of individual education

plans as the mandate of P.L. 94-142.
The Elementary Principalship

The elementary principalship was stimulated by growing urbanization
in the United States. Cities established graded schools and there was a

need to have a division of educational responsibilities.

Early duties

Duties of principals were originally largely clerical in
nature, including such things as keeping attendance records, re-
porting enrollment and attendance to the central office, and
accounting for school funds and supplies. As schools became
larger, graded, and departmentalized the managerial aspects of
the job began to assume importance. The principal had to classify
pupils by grades, assign pupils and teachers to rooms, and coor-
dinate the efforts of several teachers., Toward the end of the
nineteenth century, the principal began to assume responsbility
for supervision and the improvement of instruction. (27, p. 210)

During the present century the elementary principal has been assigned
classified tasks under the five categories of administration, supervi-
sion, teaching, clerical duties and community responsibilities. As early
as the 1920s, elementary principals believed that they 'should make a

genuine contribution toward improving the quality of education’” (21, p.

2).
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Time studies

A study was conducted in 1919-1920 on three aspects of the elemen-
tary principal's work-supervision, administration and clerical duties.
Superintendents were asked to evaluate the importance of these areas by
giving a percentage of time their principals should try to devote to
each. Supervision was reported with a median percentage of fifty; admin-
istration, twenty percent; and, clerical duties as ten percent.

The principal's time allotment in reality was discerned. As Cooper

(21) related,

Instead of devoting two and one-half times as much atten-
tion to supervision as to administration, principals spent one-
third more time in administration! Rather than the recommended
twenty percent, they devoted almost eighty percent as much time
to clerical duties as they did to supervision. (21, p. 3)

By 1958, time allotments for various school functions were charted

by Cooper (21) as follows:

Table 1. Percent of time that elementary supervising principals devote
to different school functions in an average week and their
estimates of how they would like to allot their time: 1928,
1948, and 1958 (21, p. 7)

1928 1948 1958
Function Actual Ideal Actual Ideal Actual Ideal
Administration 30 25 29 24 30 25
Supervision 34 51 39 55 35 49
Clerical work 19 6 15 3 14 4
Teaching 4 6 2 3 3 2
Community work 13 12 15 15 18 20

Combined difference
of actual and ideal
time allotments 38 34 32
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Extension of responsibilities

As time has passed, changes have indicated that leadership ability
and the role of change agent are new duty requirements of the elementary
principal. Activities include policy-making, staff selection, preparing
budgets, selecting instructional materials, curriculum development,
pupil placement, planning or remodeling physical facilities, and commu-

nity involvement.

To be more specific about duties and responsibilities, a listing was
made by the National Education Association in 1948 (cited in Jacobson,

Reavis and Logsdon, 58, p. 11).

Mandatory and Discretionary Duties
of Elementary School Principals

(As found in a sampling of published rulebooks of local
schoolboards in fifty cities of over 30,000 population.)

Manc ‘tory ministerial dutiesa

To be present in building between specific hours
To keep certain records and accounts

To receipt for delivered supplies

To check school census

To inventory equipment, books and supplies

To check payroll list

To report injuries to pupils and employees

To fly American flag

Discretionary ministerial dutiesb

To conduct fire drills

To supervise janitors

To report needed building and equipment repairs

To supervise building at recess and noon hour

To notify parents of unsatisfactory work of pupils
To regulate, permit, or refuse entrance to visitors
To requisition and dispense supplies and equipment.
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To
To
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To
To
To

To
To
To
To

To

To
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Discretionary powersc

classify pupils

keep personnel records of teachers

keep personnel records of pupils

assign teachers

make curriculum schedules

conduct teachers' meetings

allocate funds made available for building, according to
budget

obtain substitutes for teachers who are absent

evaluate teachers' efficiency

supervise instruction

co-operate with juvenile court and other law enforcement
agencies

regulate or abolish activities of teachers and pupils in
buildings

handle complaints of patrons

discipline pupils

In

a. Duties classified as mandatory ministerial are those
vhich are required of the principal not only as to
performance but also as to how and when performed.

b. Duties classified discretionary ministerial are those
which are discretionary only as to how the required
end is achieved.

c. Discretionary powers are those in which the principal
may use his judgment as to how, when, and sometimes
whether a certain matter is done. In some cities ele-
mentary school principals have more discretion in some
of those matters than in other cities.

Jacobson, Reavis and Logsdon's 1950 edition (57), two tables indi-

cate additional duties. The first table identifies duties of principals

that were specified fifty or more times in 150 cities.

The second table of Jacobson, Reavis and Logsdon's (57) identifies

supervisory activities performed by principals.

Goldman (36) identified the principal's role as twofold. The "intra-

organizational role calls for the principal to bring together materials,

resource persons, teachers, and pupils in a positive relationship so as
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Table 2. Duties of principals specified 50 times or more in Rules and
Regulations of Boards of Education in 150 cities (57, p. 210)

Number of
cities
Duty specifying Percentage

Assume charge of buildings, grounds and equip-

ment 103 68.7
Hold fire drills 93 62.0
Suspend pupils 89 59.3
Witness and inflict corporal punishment 86 57.3
Requisition books and supplies 78 52.0
Record and report suspensions 69 46.0
Enforce rules and regulations 67 44,6
Direct and control janitors 65 43.3
Record and report as the law provides, or as the

superintendent demands 63 42.0
Record and report teachers' attendance 60 40.0
Assume responsibility for classifications and

promotions 60 40.0
Supervise students outside classrooms 59 39.3
Counsel and aid teachers 57 38.0
Record and report corporal punishment 51 34.0

Assume charge of distribution of supplies 50 33.3
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Table 3. Supervisory activities within the school performed by super-
visory and teaching principals (57, p. 493)

Supervising Teaching

Supervisory activity principals principals
1. By helping each teacher with her problems 97% 94%
2. By interviewing, study, and adjusting indi-

vidual pupils 84% 747%
3. By visiting classes to observe the teaching 79% 52%
4, By interviewing and planning with parents 77% 70%
5. By leading general discussion at teachers

meetings 71% 55%
6. By providing teachers with extensive in-

structional materials 70% 50%
7. By working with groups of teachers on prob-

lems of their own choosing 51% 37%
8. By asking individual teachers to report at

teachers meetings 51% 36%
9. By appointing committees of teachers to

report at teachers meetings 51% 28%
10. By giving tests to classes 417% 38%
11. By giving or arranging for demonstration

lessons 36% 17%
12, By conducting and applying research studies

of instruction and learning 30% 18%
13. By asking supervisors to examine and to

report on classes 27% 16%
14, By teaching or coaching groups of pupils 19% 237%

15. By giving lectures on instructional problems
at teachers meetings 14% 8%
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to effect intellectual development and social growth in the learners"
(36, p. 14). The extraorganizational role required the principal to be
a communicator between the school, parents and conmunity. The school
should reflect the interests of the community and also be an instrument
of desired social change.

The range of tasks is broad. The Southern States Cooperative Pro-
gram in Educational Administration developed this list of critical task
areas in 1955 (as cited in Goldman, 36, pp. 29-31):

1., Critical Task Area: Instruction and Curriculum Development

a, Providing for the formulation of curriculum objectives;

b. Providing for the determination of curriculum content and
organization;

c. Relating the desired 2
cal facilities, =24

d. Providing mateg
structional

>~ time, physi-

“he in-

Agsisting &
ment through Y
c¢. Determining the ¥
d. Helping to develop
of community life;

iile improvement
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to effect intellectual development and social growth in the learners"

(36, p. 14).

The extraorganizational role required the principal to be

a communicator between the school, parents and community. The school

should reflect the interests of the community and also be an instrument

of desired social change.

The range of tasks is broad. The Southern States Cooperative Pro-

gram in Educational Administration developed this list of critical task

areas in 1955 (as cited in Goldman, 36, pp. 29-31):

1. Critical Task Area: Instruction and Curriculum Development

al
b.

Providing for the formulation of curriculum objectives;
Providing for the determination of curriculum content and
organization;

Relating the desired curriculum to available time, physi-
cal facilities, and personnel;

Providing materials, resources, and equipment for the in-
structional program;

Providing for the supervision of instruction;

Providing for in-service education of instructional
personnel.

2, Critical Task Area: Pupil Personnel

Initiating and maintaining a system of child accounting
and attendance;

Instituting measures for the orientation of pupils;
Providing counseling services;

Providing health services;

Providing for individual inventory service;

Providing occupational and educational information services;
Providing placement and follow-up services for pupils;
Arranging systematic procedures for the continual assess-
ment and interpretation of pupil growth;

Establishing means of dealing with pupil irregularities;
Developing and coordinating pupil activity programs.

3. Critical Task Area: Cammunity School Leadership

Helping provide an opportunity for a community to recognize
its composition;

Assisting a community to identify its potential for improve-
ment through the use of natural and human resources;
Determining the educational services;

Helping to develop and implement plans for the improvement
of community life;



5.

16

Determining and rendering services which the school can
best provide in community improvement with and through the
cooperation of other agencies;

Making possible the continual re-examination of acceptable
plans and policies for community improvement with particular
reference to the services which the schools are rendering.

Critical Task Area: Staff Personnel

a.,
bo
Ce.
do
€.
fo

Providing for the formulation of staff personnel policies;
Providing for the recruitment of staff personnel;
Selecting and assigning staff personnel;

Promoting the general welfare of the staff;

Developing a system of staff personnel records;
Stimulating and providing opportunities for professional
growth of staff personnel.

Critical Task Area: School Plant

Determining the physical plant needs of the community and
the resources which can be marshaled to meet those needs;
Developing a comprehensive plan for the orderly growth and
improvement of school plant facilities;

Initiating and implementing plans for the orderly growth and
improvement of school plant facilities;

Developing an efficient program of operation and maintenance
of the physical plant.

Critical Task Area: School Transportation

b,
c.

d.
e.

Determining school transportation needs and conditions
(roads, location of schools, and so on) under which trans-
portation services must be rendered;

Procuring equipment and supplies through approved methods

of purchase and contract;

Organizing and providing an efficient system of school
transportation maintenance;

Providing for the safety of pupils, personnel, and equipment;
Developing an understanding and use of the legal provisions
under which the transportation system operates.

Critical Task Area: Organization and Structure

Establishing working relationships with local, state, and
federal agencies to provide services needed by the school
system;

Working with the board of education in the formulation of
school policy and plans;

Designating appropriate operational units within the school
system;

Developing a8 staff organization as a means of implementing
the educational objectives of the school program;
Organizing lay and professional groups for participation in
educational planning and other educational activities.
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8. Critical Task Area: School Finance and Business Management
a. Organizing the business staff;
b. Determining sources of school revenues;
c. Formulating a salary schedule;
d. Preparing the school budget;
e. Administering capital outlay and debt service;
f. Administering school purchasing;
g. Accounting for school movies;
h. Accounting for school property;
i. Providing for a school insurance program;
j. Providing for a system of internal accounting.

Gross and Herriott (cited in Goldman, 36) listed these nine items as
extremely or very important parts of the elementary principal's job.

Working on the improvement of curriculum;
Planning and conducting teacher's meetings;
Dealing with classroom problems of teachers;
Evaluating the performance of teachers;
Conferring with individual teachers;
Introducing new teaching methods;

Observing teachers in the classroom;
Coordinating the work of teachers;
In-service training. (36, pp. 33-34)

VOIS WN -~
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updated critical task list was the Southern States Cooperative

>
3

Program in Educational Administration appeared in 1965 (cited in Faber

and Shearron, 27, pp. 212-213).

Critical Task Area: Instruction and Curriculum Development

1. Providing for the formulation of curriculum objectives
2. Providing for the determination of curriculum content and

organization
3. Relating the desired curriculum to available time, physical

facilities, and personnel
4, Providing materials, resources, and equipment for the instruc-

tional program
5. Providing for the supervision of instruction
6. Providing for in-service education of instructional personnel

Critical Task Area: Pupil Personnel

1. Initiating and maintaining a system of child accounting and

attendance
2, TInstituting measures for the orientation of pupils

3. Providing counseling services
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Providing health services

Providing for individual inventory service

Arranging systematic procedures for the continual assess-
ment and interpretation of pupil growth

Establishing means of dealing with pupil irregularities

Critical Task Area: Staff Personnel

Providing for the recruitment of staff personnel
Selecting and assigning sta”f personnel

Developing a system of staff personnel records
Stimulating and providing opportunities for professional
growth of staff personnel

Critical Task Area: Community-School Leadership

Determining the educational services the school renders and
how such services are conditioned by community force
Helping to develop and implement plans for the improvement
of community life

Critical Task Areas: School Plant and School Transportation

Developing an efficient program of operation and maintenance of

the physical plant
Providing for the safety of pupils, personnel, and equipment

Critical Task Area: Organization and Structure

Developing a staff organization as a means of implementing the
educational objectives of the school program

Organizing lay and professional groups for participation in
educational planning and other educational activities

Critical Task Area: School Finance and Business Management
Preparing the school budget

Accounting for school monies
Accounting for school property.

Faber and Shearron (27) have contributed the following diagram to

explain the elementary principalship (Figure 1),

Teachers, too, play an important role in the life and work of the

principal. A number of investigators have produced lists of those qual-

ities, characteristics and behavior which teachers expect in the
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Saxe (99, pp. 86-87) lists the following:

Teachers expect the following from their principal.

14,
15.

16.
17.
18.
19.

20.
21,
22,

Consistent, clearly formed policies.

Eff{cient handling of administrative details.

An aura of confidence and courage.

Consultation with staff in planning program.

Accurate interpretation of views, both up and down,
between teachers and central administration.

The ability to evaluate and rate teachers without "threat.,"
A deep understanding of the needs of children.

Ample help for the beginning teacher.

Recognition of teacher achievements.

Delegated authority commensurate with the execution of
assigned responsibility.

Tolerance, kindness and respect for the individual.
Ready availability for conferences.

Support or backing of teachers in their dealings with
pupils and parents.

Provision for relief from routine, clerical duties.
Firm but constructive control of the faculty resulting in
adherence to regulations.

Intelligent use of faculty meetings.

Special provisions for atypical children.

Skill and calmness in dealing with irate parents.
Correct social distance - impersonal but friendly rela-
tionship to staff.

A high degree of skill in human relations.

Fair and impartial allocation of rights and duties.
Facilitation of instruction - provision of materials,
supplies, auxiliary services, etc.

For a school to function effectively, the principal and the superin-

tendent must work together very closely. Saxe (99) points out the

following responsibilities of principals as perceived by the superin-

tendent:

1.

2,

Be responsible to the superintendent for all supervision, organ-
ization and administration within the building.

Assist the administrative assistants in planning and carrying out
procedures and policies pertaining to the instructional program.

Delegate all except the major administrative and clerical duties
to staff members and assume the principal's function to be mainly
one of supervision.
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11.

12,

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

21

View supervision as a cooperative process involving classroom
teachers.

Complete supervision reports for teachers not on tenure as
frequently as possible and on all other teachers at least once
per semester.

Recommend whether or not teachers shall be reemployed.

Constantly appraise and evaluate the instructional program and
make provisions for its continuous improvement.

Be responsible for the teacher staff utilizing fully the commu-
nity resources to enrich the learning process.

Through democratic administration and high professional stand-
ards, work cooperatively with the teaching staff for the best
interests of the students.

Be responsible for the assigmment of teaching staff within the
building.

Be responsible for the health and welfare of the students and
the teachers.

Be responsible for the evaluation of growth, classification and
guidance of students within the building.

Be responsible for organizing the supervision of playgrounds,
corridors and lunchroams.

Oversee the attendance and conduct of the students.

Be responsible for determining the needs of the schools and for
the requisitioning of the materials through the appropriate
channels.

See that the janitorial services and the work related to the
maintenance of building and grounds are accomplished.

Be responsible for maintaining good public relations with the
cammunity.

Take an active interest in local, state and national organiza-
tions.

Perform such other duties as may be assigned by the superinten-
dent. (99, pp. 109-110)
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Current functions and time usage

Hughes and Ubben (50, p. 2) identify five functions of the prin-

cipal as

school-community relations; staff personnel development, pupil
personnel development; educational program development; and
business and building management,

Moreover, the principalship has two dimensions. One of
these dimensions has to do with effectively managing the enter-
prise. It is composed of those activities concerned with pro-
curing, coordinating and deploying the material and personnel
needed to accomplish the goals of the school.

The other dimension is somewhat more difficult to define
but can be summed up in one word: leadership. This is a dimen-
sion of quality. It is distinguished by the ways a principal
uses himself/herself to create a school climate characterized by
staff productivity, creative thought, and efficient and effec-
tive movement toward the goals of the school organization,

Since some time usage data are included for the early part of the
twentieth century, the next three tables give Hughes and Ubben's 1978
rendition of ideal, perceived and real use of time by elementary prin-

cipals.

Table 4. A typical group of elementary school principals' responses to
the statement: If it were the best of all possible worlds, 1

would allocate my time as follows? (50, p. 347)

Mode Avg. High Low
Community-school relations 15% 167% 20% 107%
Staff personnel 20 26 45 20
Pupil personnel 25 22 35 4
Educational programming 25 21 25 15
Building management 10 10 15 5
Unoccupied 5 3 5 0
Other? 0 2 7 0

aN-12 (all were from the same district).

bStatements: Attendance at workshops; graduate work; visiting class-
rooms.
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Table 5. A typical group of elementary school principals' responses to
the statement: Alas, it's not the best of all worlds and here's
how I think I actually spend my time® (50, p. 348)

Mode Avg. High Low
Community-school relations 10% 147 25% 20%
Staff personnel 20 19 25 15
Pupil personnel 20 17 30 4
Educational programming 10 & 20 15 20 10
Building management 25 27 45 15
Unoccupied 5 3 10 0
Otherb 5 5 10 0

fN=12 (all were from the same district).

bSelf-renewal: Attendance at workshops out-of-district.

Table 6. Real use of time by elementary principalsa (50, p. 348)

Function Average % of time

Community-school relations 8%

Staff personnel 15

Pupil personnel 25
Educational programming 10
Building management 35
Unoccupied 5

Other

AN=12 (all were from the same district).

Roe and Drake (cited in Blumberg and Greenfield) divide the princi-
pal's role into two areas of emphasis (8, p. 18).

Administrative-Managerial Emphasis
a. Maintaining adequate school records of all types
b. Preparing reports for the central office and other agencies
¢, Budget development and budget control
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d. Personnel administration

e. Student discipline

f. Scheduling and maintaining a schedule

g. Building administration

h. Administering supplies and equipment

i. Pupil accounting

j. Monitoring programs and instructional processes prescribed
by the central office.

Educational Leadership Emphasis

a. Stimulate and motivate staff to maximum performance

b. Develop with the staff a realistic and objective system of
accountability for learning (as contrasted to merely moni-
toring programs and instructional processes in input terms
as prescribed by the central office)

c. Develop cooperatively operable assessment procedures for on-
going programs to identify and suggest alternatives for im-
proving weak areas

d. Work with staff in developing and implementing the evaluation
of the staff

e, Work with staff in formulating plans for evaluating and
reporting student progress

f. Provide channels for the involvement of the community in the
operation of the school

g. Encourage continuous study of curricular and instructional
innovations

h. Provide leadership to students in helping them to develop a
meaningful but responsible student government

i. Establish a professional learning resources center and
expedite its use.

Lipham and Hoeh (cited in Blumberg and Greenfield, 8) identified
five functional areas of responsibility with leadership being a major
concern., Blumberg and Greenfield provide an abbreviated range of activ-
ities within Lipham and Hoeh's functional framework (8, p. 20).

1. Instructional Improvement
Asgessing Program Relevance
Planning Program Improvements
Implementing Program Improvements
Evaluating Program Change

2, Staff Personnel Services
Identification of New Staff
Orientation of Staff
Agsignment of Staff
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Staff Improvement
Evaluation of Staff

3. Student Personnel Services
Student Values
Student Involvement
Student Guidance Services

4, Finances and Facilities
Financial Resources
School Plant Resources

5. School-Community Relations
Community Analysis
Communicating with the Community
Utilizing Community Resources.

Summary of the elementary principalship

The role and duties or functions of the elementary principal in the
United States began with simplistic responsibilities. Keeping attendance
records and accounting for school funds and supplies were essentially
the extent of the position's requirements.

Through the years, the lists of responsibilities have been extended
and rearranged to cover a broad range of activities. Today, elementary
principals find their job descriptions varied and complex. Delegation
of tasks has become a necessity. Time 1s of essence. Yet, there seems
to be no limit to what such a person is required to do. Ultimately the
responsibility for all duties rests with the principal and the role re-
flects changes.

Bean and Clemes (7) provide definitions that help clarify current
terminology.

Function - a definable task that a person performs, which can

often be part of a job description. Any specific function may have
subfunctions, i.e., 8 reading resource teacher has one functionm,
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the diagnosing of reading problems. As a result of this, other
functions, such as having meetings with teachers or other re-
source people, completing reports, etc., are necessary.

Role - a collection of often related functions which are
given to one person to perform. The person colors the way in
which the functions are performed by:

a. Deciding about the relative importance of each.
b. Determining time allotted to each.

¢. Performing them in a certain style.

d. Influen.ing them with personal mannerisms

Role Change - a role changes when any of the following events
occur:

a. Functions are added or deleted.
b. The relative importance of any function changes because of

changing conditions.
c. New conditions require altering the time allotted to a

function.

d. A new person assumes the role, so that style and personal
mannerisms change.

e. The person performing the role changes in his view of the
role.

f. Persons influenced by the role change in their perception
of it. (7, p. 222)

The origin of tasks for the elementary principal is from outside as
well as from inside the educational system. One of the most recent in-
fluences has come from the federal govermment in the form of legislation
known as Public Law 94-142, The Education for All Handicapped Act of
1975. The job of finding room in the elementary principal's schedule
for all that this law demands is a monumental exercise. The impact of
only one part of the law, the development and management of individual
education plans (IEPs) is the focus of this study. To fully understand

the reason for 1EPs, a chronology of special education and the evolve-

ment of the law ensue.
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Special Education

Special Education in the United States has progressed significantly
in recent years reaching a pinnacle with Public Law 94-142, The Education
for All Handicapped Act of 1975, P.L. 94-142 has had a profound effect
on education as public schools attempt to meet the intent of the law in
providing appropriate services to specified exceptional children., Arriv-
ing at this propitious point in time is the result of parent involvement,
court decisions, legislation, and social consciousness. However, the
history of special education has often been sporadic.

States were originally given the responsibility for education within
their borders more by what was not explicitly stated in the United States
Constitution than by what was expressed in that document. There are
implied references in the '"general welfare' clause of the preamble.
Liberties receive attention in the First Amendment's statement referring
to freedom of religion. The Fourteenth Amendment guarantees all people
protection under the law. The provision of three branches of govermment
acknowledges the ability of Congress to enact laws to provide money for
education; the new Department of Education (connected to the executive
branch) imposes regulations; and, the judicial branch interprets the
laws.

States have reacted to the generalizations of the federal govern-
ment's interest in education by making provisions for education in state
constitutions. In these documents, twenty-one states have indicated edu-
cation should be for "all children'" while the remaining twenty-nine

states provide for systems of public education without signifying for
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whom it is intended.

Jowa and special education

An example of state involvement in special education, previous to

1975, is the following brief outline of Iowa, where the state constitu-

tion states that education is for "ALL."

1849

1953

1955

1876

1902

1913

1945

1974

Legislature provided per capita support for children in local
area,

Asylum for Blind provided.

Private school for deaf was funded by the state. The law of
1849 was repealed and ALL deaf and blind were to attend these
two schools.

Asylum for feebleminded children was established.

Compulsory education for all children 7-14 in "proper physical
and mental condition'" was mandated. (Code 2823-9 Supp.
1907) (19)

“"Colony" for epileptics established.

Special Education division of the Department of Public In-
struction was established '"for the promotion, direction, and
supervision of special education."

"Certification for special education teachers was created.’
(Code 281.1 1946) (19)

Parents MUST enroll children in special programs unless they
have a medical certificate to the contrary. Senate File 1163
provided for special education for all children fram birth

to 21 with Area Education Agencies given the responsibility
for implementation.

Federal legislation

The federal legislative history includes the following significant

dates:

Land grants provided:

1827 - Schools for the deaf in Kentucky and Florida.
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1855 - St. Elizabeth's Hospital in Washington, D.C. for mentally

retarded.

1857 - Gallaudet College (for the deaf) in Washington, D.C.

1879 - American Printing House for the Blind, Louisville, Kentucky.

Other relevant legislation includes:

1957

1958

1958

1961

1962

1963

1963

1965

1965

1966

P.L. 83-531 authorized cooperative research for the retarded.

P.L. 85-905 authorized captioned films and other specialized
media for the deaf.

P.L. 85-926 authorized funds for training teachers of the
mentally retarded.

P.L. 87-276 authorized funds for training teachers of the
deaf.

P.L. 87-415, Manpower Development and Training Act, author-
ized skill training for the unemployed and underemployed. It
was directed toward the disadvantaged and was a step toward
the fullest possible creative use of human resources. It was
amended in 1963 and 1965,

P.L. 88-164, Mental Health Center Construction Act, augmented
previous laws in this category to include hard of hearing,
deaf, speech impaired, visually handicapped, emotionally dis-
turbed, crippled and otherwise impaired as well as the men-
tally retarded and deaf. Further, grants were made for re-
search and projects in these areas.

P.L. 88-210, Vocational Education Act, made provisions for
those who have handicaps that prevent their effective partic-
ipation in regular vocational education programs as well as

a number of other provisions.

P.L. 89-36 created a new source of higher education in the
establishment of the National Technical Institute for the
Deaf.

P.L. 89-313, The Elementary and Secondary Education Act was
amended to provide assistance to state programs or schools
for the handicapped.

P.L. 89-694 created a model secondary school for the deaf in
Washington, D.C.
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1966 - P.L. 89-750 added grants for preschool, elementary and secon-
dary handicapped children under the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 196S.

1967 - P.L. 90-170 updated and extended mental retardation needs.

1967 - P.L. 90-247 established regional resource media centers for
the handicapped and amended The Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act.

1968 - P.L. 90-538, Handicapped Children's Early Education Assis-
tance Act, encouraged experimentation in preschools and
federal money went to local levels.

1974 - Amendments were extended "“for the purpose of . . . initia-
tion, expansion, and improvement of programs and projects for
the education of the handicapped children at the preschool,
elementary school, and secondary school levels in order to

provide full educational opportunities to all handicapped
children." (8, pp. 62, 118)

It can be recognized that federal and state histories indicate
growth in awareness and the need for education of the handicapped through

the legislative process.

Court cases
The courts provide another area where forces have been at work which

enhance the position of the handicapped in the schools. Significant

cases include:
Brown vs. Board of Education (1954)

The famous desegregation case states, '"In these days, it is doubtful
that any child may reasonably be expected to succeed in life if he
is denied the opportunity of an education. Such an opportunity,
where the state has undertaken to provide it, is a right which must
be made to all on equal terms." (95, p. 3)

The Brown vs. Board of Education case had a wider impact than was
at first realized. The rights of the handicapped were an area that sur-

faced as a result of the case. Handicapped groups are often referred to
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as minorities. While there were several court cases that hold relevance
because of this connotation of being a minority, two cases dealing di-
rectly with education of the handicapped became especially noteworthy.

Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children (PARC) (102) vs. the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania (1971)

This was a lawsuit against the state in behalf of 13 mentally re-
tarded children over the failure of the state to provide a free
public education for all mentally retarded children in the state.
The results were a mandate to the state to provide such an education.

This case resurfaced and was expanded to include all handicaps
in the following case.

Mills vs. Board of Education (1972) (72)

A class action suit was pursued by parents of seven handicapped
children against the Washington, D.C. Board of Fducation, Depart-
ment of Human Relations and mayor for failure to provide all handi-
capped children a public education. Results were a free and appro-
priate education for all as lack of funds was not an acceptable
excuse.

Parent activists

In recent times, parents have become program organizers and politi-
cal activists, They have put pressures on the local schools to provide
for exceptional children. Parents have been involved in lobbying for
legislation and, further, they have been instrumental in taking causes
through the courts. Parents being able to rally through large groups,
such as the National Association of Retarded Citizens, the United Cere-
bral Palsy Foundation and the Association for Children with Learning

Disabilities, had all the resources necessary to pursue desired goals.
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Public Law 94-142
The setting was appropriate for the congressional action that cul-
minated in P.L. 94-142, The Education for All Handicapped Act of 1975,
which was to become effective in 1977. The purpose of the act was to
assure the provision of needed services to all handicapped children.
As stated more precisely,
To assume that all handicapped children have available to them
. « o 8 free, appropriate public education which emphasized
special education and related services to meet their unique
needs, . . . to assist states and localities to provide for the
education of all handicapped children, and to assess and assure
the effectiveness of efforts to educate handicapped children.
(86, p. 3)
Detailing the purpose of the act the following four points are
included:
1. To assure that all handicapped children have the opportunity
for a free education especially designed for them, age 3-21.
2. To assure that their rights and the rights of their parents
or guardians are protected.
3. To help the states and localities provide for the education of
all handicapped children.
4, To insure that the educational program provided by the state or
locality is effective.
Definitions which the law p-ovides include the following that are
relevant to the present investigation:
Special Education - "Specially designed instruction, at no cost to
parents, or guardians to meet the unique needs of a handicapped

child." (111, 89 Stat. 775)

“Free appropriate education" - requires that '"special and related
services . . . (be) provided in conformity with the required
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individualized education program.'" (111, 89 Stat, 775)

"Individualized education program' means a 'written statement for
each handicapped child developed in any meeting by a representa-
tive of the local education agency or an intermediate educa-
tional unit who shall be qualified to provide, or supervise the
provision of specially designed instruction to meet the unique
needs of handicapped children, the teacher, the parents or guard-
ian of such child, and, whenever appropriate; such child, which
statement shall include:

1.

A statement of the present levels of educational performance
of such child,

A statement of annual goals, including short-term instruc-
tional objectives,

A statement of the specific educational services to be pro-
vided to such child and the extent to which such child will
be able to participate in regular educational programs,

The projected date for initiation and anticipated duration
of such services, and

Appropriate objective criteria and evaluation procedures and
schedules for determining, on at least an annual basis,
whether instructional objectives are being achieved."

(111, 89 Stat. 776)

Civil Rights guaranteed by P,L. 94-142 are listed below:

NV WN -
.

Right to education

Right to free education

Right to an appropriate education
Right to least restrictive enviromment
Right to due process

. Right to confidentiality

. Right to nondiscriminatory testing

The law further has provisions on fiscal authority, local authority,

state advisory panel, relationships to other legislation, inservice train-

ing, employment of the handicapped, architectural barriers, native lan-

guage and noncompliance (111).
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Summary of special education

From sporadic beginnings, special education has more recently had
direction from federal and state govermments. The people of the United
States have functioned through the various avenues available to them to
gain desired results. The awareness of needs of the handicapped has been
forthcaming. Action has been taken and implementation has been required
of schools in the form of P.L., 94-142,

The full recognition and understanding of P.L. 94-142 are still in
the beginning stages. An enormous amount of planning and implementation
are required. The law reflects a giant step by the federal govermment
into the operation of educational programs. It is also evidence of a
kind of social revolution as all handicapped people strive toward full

acceptance as citizens of the United States.

Individualized Education

As a result of P,L. 94-142, all students who are identified as in
need of special educational services are required to be served in appro-
priate educational settings. One aspect of achieving a suitable educa-
tion for exceptional children is the requirement of an individual edu-
cation program (IEP) to be developed for each student meeting certain

criteria.

History of individualized instruction

In seeking the beginnings of individualized instruction, some refer
to the early days of education in this country, In the one teacher

school, continuous progress learning was a reality. These schools were
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multi-aged, with levels of learning ranging from beginning students up-

ward to usually eighth grade. Students were exposed to various content

information, There was flexibility of time in lessons and recitatioms.

Help was available from other students as well as the teacher or lessons
could be done alone.

Moving into larger schools changed much of the older format for
learning. Students and teachers were divided so that usually one teacher
had one grade level of students in a room. This resulted in an age-
graded, lock-step system in which all students, regardless of differences
among them, were constrained to study the same way for the same length
of time. The formal development of individualized instruction programs
probably was a reaction to these developments in mass education. By the
end of the 19th century, there were attempts to make schooling more
adaptable to the differences among students. Also, instruments for
measuring human abilities were available in the early twentieth century.
These helped emphasize the need for less uniformity.

A list of programs indicates that individualizing in some form has
been part of American formal schooling almost from its inception.

1) Tutoring - This original individual program was once exclusively
for the rich but it can be employed in contemporary public
schools,

2) Correspondence Courses - One of the first efforts to individ-
ualize instruction was available as early as 1873.

3) Self-paced Unit Plans - Preston Search initiated the Pueblo Plan

in 1888. It was a laboratory scheme permitting a student to
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pace his own coverage of the course rather than await his turn
in daily recitation. Other plans have been initiated through
the years.

Programmed and Camputerized Instruction - Programmed teaching

by text and machine emerged in the early 1960s. By 1965, the
adaptive teaching machine was available. This gives or with-
draws assistance and changes the difficulty of the materials
according to a running computation of the student's performance.
Independent Study Programs also were a product of the 1960s.
These are any program that for some portion of the school day
has some freedom from supervision. Two elements included in
these programs are: 1) individual study (study by one's self),
and 2) self-directed study (study independent from a regularly
structured curricula),.

Grouping for Individualization - Subgrouping for teaching (abil-
ity groups, interest and activity groups, teachability groups)
and group work as a method (nondirective group teaching, sensi-
tivity group work) have both been suggested as means of individ-
ualizing instruction, the first by reducing the differences among
students, the second by encouraging development through con-
trolled social interaction.

Administrative Plans - There are numerous plans for removing

the age-grade barrier, permitting students to advance through
the levels of schooling at more individual rates. And there are

numerous plans for dividing students into classes according




8)

9)

37

to their intelligence, ability, or achievement., Team teaching
was introduced, in part, to free teachers for small groups and
individual consultation by having one teacher lecture to several
classes at once,

Personal Programs - In this type of program, students take part
in all decisions concerning themselves, rules are minimized, and
students attend only those classes they wish to attend.
Remediation and Teaching Exceptional Children - Progress has
been made in the clinical diagnosis and specific treatment of

individual learning problems (35).

Complete individualization, unless qualified, underlies this attempt

by Gibbons (35) to develop a descriptive system:
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11.
12,
13.
14,
15.

Percentage of the student body

Percentage of the school day

Attendance

Materials for study

Method by which the materials are to be studied
Pace at which the materials are to be studied
Activity that accompanies or follows study
Decision making

Teaching function

Teaching focus

Teaching method

Enviromment

Time structure

Evaluation

Objectives or purpose. (35, pp. 32-33)

Three individualized programs presently in use

Educators have recognized that each person's uniqueness should be

identified and addressed for optimum learning to take place. Therefore,

a number of individualized programs have been developed in regular school

settings. Psychological testing and studies have been instrumental in




38

advocating these variations in mass education. The recognition of the
special needs essential for handicapping conditions further prodded
educators into developing creative approaches to learning. While public
schools were primarily focusing on individual differences in the nonhand-
capped or mildly handicapped school population, the implications had
merit for those students generally classified as in need of special edu-
cation.

Three individualized programs which have gained much significance
and popularity are the IPI, IGE, and PLAN. A brief description of each

follows.

IPI

IPI means Individually Prescribed Instruction. The idea behind
this program is to fit a student into the program at the point along the
series of skills where he fits best.

IPI lesson materials are written to permit pupils to proceed quite
independently and with a minimum of direct teacher instruction. The
basic aspect of IPI is a provision for detailed diagnosis of pupil skills
and abilities and the continuous monitoring of pupil progress.

The student's role: The student's responsibility for his own learn-
ing often extends to self-correction of his written work. Self-prescrip-
tion is the next step of independence.

The teacher's role: The teacher guides each student through diag-
nosis, prescription, and learning according to the student's needs. The
teacher also makes decisions by looking &t the pretest, and his/her own

observation of the child.

The IP1 staff is a team of professional educators and nonprofessional
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aides. They are trained to guide students in their learning tasks and
to support the IPI system., This staff consists of: administrator, who
is the manager and instructional leader; teacher, who evaluates pupil's
records, diagnoses their needs, and prepares individual learning pre-
scriptions; aide, who scores tests, helps students obtain materials, and

keep skill sheets current (29).

IGE

The IGE, or Individually Guided Education, originated in 1965 and
is conceptualized as a comprehensive alternative system of schooling
designed to produce higher educational achievements by providing effec-
tively for differences among students in rate of learning, learning style,
and other characteristics.

At the heart of IGE is the instructional programming model (IPM) for
the individual student. It specifically takes into account each pupil's
beginning level of performance, rate of progress, style of learning,
motivational level, and others. Instructional programming for the indi-
vidual student is appropriately carried out in any area in the cognitive,

psychomotor, or affective damains. There are six steps in this model:

Step 1 - Setting general objectives

Step 2 - Identification of a subset of specific instructional
objectives appropriate for a group of children

Step 3 - Actual assessment of each child's level of development
of skills (observing or administering a test)

Step 4 - Setting up instructional objectives for each child in the

unit
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Step 5 - a) Plan an instructional program whereby the child attains
his objectives
b) An individual teacher completes the detailed plan and
carries it out for certain children
Step 6 - Pupils are assessed to determine their attainment of ob-
jectives,
Evaluation provides information at three times: the beginning, to
set up the objectives; middle, to facilitate student progress; and the

end, to determine student's progress and aid decision-making (105).

PLAN

PLAN is an acronym, Program for Learning in Accordance with Needs.
The basic building block in PLAN is the TLU (Teaching-Learning Unit),
which includes instructional objectives associated with recommended
learning activities and criterion tests. A guidance system uses data
on students and draws upon a bank of available TLUs to recommend an in-
dividualized program of studies (POS) for each student. The POS is in-
dividualized on the basis of both the number and type of activities the
student pursues.

A computer facility is used to collect information concerning prog-
ress and performance of students.

For this type of educational program to be functional, the individ-
ual student must take the responsibility for formulating goals, making
decisions and plans with respect to his educational development, and man-
aging the learning program required to achieve the goals he has set.

Developed between 1967 and 1970, PLAN was founded on the belief that an
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educational program should use the individual student and his needs as
the basis for a complete educational system. It is based on the philos-
ophy of individual planning, individualized instruction, and continuous
evaluation, and requires the support and cooperative efforts of teachers,
administrators, and students.

The student's typical learning ~vrle is as follows: The student's
POS is recalled from the computer; the student, with the teacher's help,
selects TLUs on which he/she will work, and he/she sets the schedule for
completion; the student interacts with various learning materials and
with resource personnel; the student takes a test; the computer scores
the test and adds data to the student's file. If the TLU is mastered,
the teacher and the student confer on the next portion of the POS to be
assigned. If the TLU is not mastered, the student is recycled with addi-
tional learning activities until he/she achieves his mastery.

PLAN is directed toward the long-range educational goal of develop-
ing independent learners or teaching youngsters how to learn by them-
selves. And the best part, for teachers, is: The computer does the

paper work (105).

Present situation

These individualized programs, and many others, were developed and
available when the idea of individualized instruction became more wide-
spread, In 1975, Public Law 94-142 was established as the Education for
A1l Handicapped Children Act. At the core of this law is the guarantee
that every child in a special education program will be provided with an

individual education plan and program.
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Within the law, the term '"individual education program" is strictly
defined as:

A written statement for each handicapped child developed in a
meeting by a representative of the local education agency or
intermediate educational unit who shall be qualified to provide
or administer the delivery of specially designed instruction to
meet the unique need of handicapped children; the teacher; the
parents or guardian of such child; and, whenever appropriate,
such a child; which statement shall include: 1. A statement
of present levels of educational performance of such child;

2, A statement of annual goals, including short-term instruc-
tional objectives; 3. A statement of the specific educational
services to be provided to such child and the extent to which
such child will be able to participate in regular educational
programs; 4., The projected date for initiation and anticipated
duration of such services, and; 5., Appropriate objective cri-
teria and evaluation procedures and schedules for determining,
on at least an annual basis, whether instructional objectives
are being achieved. (111, 89 Stat., 776)

Administrative responsibility for IEPs

The administrative personnel involvement is the primary concern of
the present study. To iterate the law on this point, the law requires
the following people for the staffing of children:

a representative of the local education agency or an intermediate

educational unit who shall be qualified to provide, or supervise

the provision of specially designed instruction to meet the unique
needs of handicapped children, the teacher, the parents or guardian

of such child, and, whenever appropriate, such child. . . .

(111, 89 stat., 776)

Interpretation of this segment is ongoing. Limiting the topic, con-
sider only the phrase, ". . . a representative of the local education
agency or an intermediate educational unit who shall be qualified to pro-
vide, or supervise the provision of specially designed instruction to

meet the unique needs of handicapped children, . . ."

Gearhart and Wright (32) identified the local education agency
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representative as the '"LEA administrator (assistant superintendent, prin-
cipal, supervisor, etc.)" (32, p. 75).

The Midwest Regional Resource Center (Des Moines, Iowa) and Nebraska
Department of Education (71) indicated that the LEA is an administrator
of the local school district or a supervisor of special education.
Weintraub (117) also referred to this role by the word "administrators'.

The booklet Educating All the Handicapped, (77) identified the prin-

cipal as the LEA. Dougherty (25) referred to the principal in the LEA
position.

In attempting to implement the process of IEPs, literature indicates
clarification of the law has ascertained that an administrator is the
appropriate person to fill this position, The administrator has further
been defined as one who is in charge of special education or the building
principal or someone who has authority to make administrative decisions
for the schools. 1In practice, the building principal is usually called
upon to function in this capacity. Johnson and Gold (59) describe re-
sponsibilities which confront the building principal as a result of P.L.
94-142. Some of these duties include: 1) providing accessibility of
appropriate public education and the related support services; 2) aiding
in the IEP process through formulation of the IEP and coordination of the
related planning sessions; 3) developing channels of communication be-

tween parents and the school; and 4) coordinating mainstreaming efforts.
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IEP as a management tool

——

Since the IEP is a management tool to program the needs of special
education children, certain administrative responsibilities emerge.
Concerns of building space, appropriate staff and financing the IEP pro-
gram must be addressed with appropriate decisions forthcoming (Edgar,
cited in Haring, 42; Weintraub, 117; and others). The mechanics of
drawing the team members together for meetings is another item of
relevance to the system (Zettel and Weintraub, 124). School administra-
tors must do everything to involve parents in the meetings. Knowing what
resources exist beyond the school and how they can be utilized is another
need for administrative presence at the team staffings (Weintraub, 117).
Making certain that the appropriate significant others (such as assess-
ment or identification personnel) for each child are present is a duty,
also.

Edgar (cited in Haring, 42) and Torres (108, 109) note that when the
child study team gathers, a chairperson should probably be the administra-
tor. Being in an administrative position makes it logical to help with
the coordination of committees within the committee/team. The adminis-
trator has the authority to convene such groups as well. The administra-
tor has access to parent contact procedures. If an interpreter is needed
for the parents inclusion into the procedure, that, too, can be arranged
for in an orderly manner by the administrator. Making arrangements for
data collection and storage and place of meetings is likewise facilitated
by the administrator.

Strickland, Turnbull and Brantly (103) list chairpersons and
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administrative responsibilities as follows:

WOV WN e~

Coordinate committee

Communicate with parents

Facilitate group decision-making

Supervise record keeping procedures

Insure due process procedures

Chair committee meetings

Provide input on capabilities of the school system
Provide support for implementation

Make scheduling arrangements for committee members

Barbacovi and Clelland (6) sequence the placement activities in

this order:

Assessment Report and Recommendation Received
Placement Team Identified

Pa

rents Notified

Placement Meeting Scheduled
Eligibility and Determination Made
Individual Education Program Developed

Pa

rental Permission Obtained for Placement

Placement Made (6, p. 56)

When the sequence of activities is made relative to the administra-

tive duties of planning, programming and evaluation, the following list

of items evolve as being responsibilities of the administrator:

Specifying personnel and delineating responsibilities for
(a) receiving the assessment committee's report and recom-
mendations, (b) notifying parents relative to participation
in the individualized education program development and sub-
sequent placement decisions, (c) determining eligibility,
(d) determining placement, (e) developing and revising the
IEP, and (f) reviewing evaluation information;

Specifying special education and related services personnel
necessary for the placement committee;

Determining the placement committee's composition of mandated
and consulting members;

Delineating administrative issues and procedures for the func-
tioning of the placement committee, including specifications
of decision-making style and rules of order;
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- Delineating placement issues and questions to be addressed
by the placement committee.

- Determining effectiveness of placement committee, including
the number of children placed, the effectiveness of operation,
and the quality of administrative planning. 1Included in this
effectiveness examination 1is: (a) how completely the com-
mittee met requirements for contents of the IEP, (b) how well
the assigned responsibilities were accomplished, (c) success
of children for wham programs have been planned, (d) evidence
of communicaiicn between committee and implementers, (e) records
of decisions, (f) appropriateness of placement decisions, (g)
time spent in developing programs, and (h) time from referral
to IEP completion to placement;

- Specifying and delineating interdepartmental cooperation and
responsibilities;

- Scheduling times for meetings and determining locations, and

- Developing individualized education programs, including;
(a) outlining areas of concern or need, (b) prioritizing
long-term goals, (c) writing/selecting short-term objectives
for prioritizing goals, (d) specifying services needed, (e)
specifying persons responsible for implementing IEP, (f) spec-
ifying percentage of time in various aspects of program,
(g) setting timelines, (h) specifying percentage of time in
regular classroom, (i) making a placement recommendation, and
(3) establishing objective evaluation criteria. (6, pp. 57-58)

Dougherty (25) noted that the school principal has the responsibil-

ity of seeing that each child is educated in as equitable a fashion as

possible.

In essence, the IEP process is a never-ending process that may be
diagrammed very simply as follows in Figure 2.
Strickland, Turnbull, and Brantly (103) provide the following

model that gives the sequence and functions of committee activities in

Figure 3.
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Figure 2, Model of IEP process



Responsible Agent

Special Services
committee
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Function

Coordination of
Process from Referral
to 1IEP Review

Special Services
canmittee

Special Services
committee

Multidisciplinary
evaluation team

Special Services
committee
multidisciplinary
evaluation team

Reviewing the
Referral

Providing Notice
Obtaining Consent

Collecting
Evaluation
Information

Sharing Evaluation
Information

Activities

development of organizational
plan

appointment of committes

insurance of compliance with
law regulations

intervening when obstacles pre-
vent other committees from
carrying out assignments

referral reviewed

all available information
examined

questions generated by committee

need for further assessment
determined

appointment of multidisciplinary
evaluation team

parents informed of rights and
proposed actions

parental consent obtained for
further assessment

responsibilities assigned for
obtaining evaluation (con-
sulting members named)

evaluation scheduled and com-
pleted

evaluation summaries received

evaluation summaries reviewed
as to appropriateness and
completeness

documentation of any biasing
factors during evaluation

parents informed of meeting
and invited to attend

all available information and
evaluations examined

oral reports made on all
obtained information

classification and documentation
of needs related to program
planning

appointment of IEP committee by
special services committee

parents informed of evaluation
results and IEP involvement
in a written notice

Figure 3. Sequence and functions of committee activities (103, p. 38)



IEP committee

Implementers
specified by
special services
committee

System-wide
advisory task
force

IEP Committee
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Developing

the IEP

Implementation
of IEP

Monitoring
the IEP

Reviewing
the IEP

Figure 3 (Continued)

specify level of performance
determine and prioritize annual
goals
write short-term objectives
specify evaluation procedures
determine placement, related
services, and extent of
time in regular class
obtain approval from all IEP
committee members, including
parents

teaching of objectives as
specified on IEP

provision of services in least
restrictive setting

frequent evaluation of student
progress

specify areas in which monitor-
ing will occur

choose and administer appropriate
strategy

review data

plan intervention to build on
strengths and minimize
problems

evaluating student progress in
accordance with IEP

pinpointing obstacles inter-
fering with progress

revising IEP in life of data

obtaining approval of all
committee members, in light
of data

Torres (109) developed another model to expedite the IEP process

from evaluation and referral to implementation (Figure 4).

Still a third model of the programming process (Figure 5) was

offered by Pasanella and Volknor (83).
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Cumulativel] Maximum
Time Time For

Each Ste Referral is Received and

Process is Deemed Warranted

5 days

e e o o N0 J P@TsSOn Knowing Child Files a
Request for a Surrogate Parent
be inted _

5 days
2 days | [Parenta) Notification is Sent]
7 _days
P " nforma Local Education Agency
5 days pp g =No u{ Files Request for Hearing
12 days “—
Local Education Agency
LReceives Parental Permission
5 days I .
17 days Chairperson of the Evaluation
Team Schedules Evaluations
No Re-Schedule
— C T A . —— St — —— ——
30 days

[Evaluation 1s Completed }———— Parent Obtains
Independent Evaluation

No I End of Process

Eligidbility o
ndicapped Certified

47 days tEvaluation Team Reports
Results and Proposed Educa-
tional Program Written

10 days nformal |No-) Local Education Agency
Resolution? Files Request for Hearing
Child 1s Placed
Sy )
8 mnths_
Review of
Individualized Education
10 days Program
1
Findings and Recommendations
of Review

Figure 4. Evaluation and placement
(109, p. E)




CONTINUOUS PROGRESS CHECKS

::==-——{<I

EVALUATION

5

ANNUAL REVIEW

—
T IMPLEMENTATION OF A PLM‘{—

SCREENING

OBSERVATION

IDENTIFICATION

Figure 5.

ANALYZE
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PLACEMENT
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Instructional programming process (83, p. 3)
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Barbacovi and Clelland (6) identified a sequence of full service

delivery system components as follows (p. 50):

Identification
Component

Assessment
Component

Placement
Component

Instructional
Component

Monitoring/
Evaluation
Component

They proceed to combine these program components with the adminis-

trative activities of planning, programming and monitoring/evaluating.

The following matrix emerges:

Matrix of Full Service Delivery Model with Adminjstratjve

Responsibilities

Administrative Responsibilities

Planning Programming Evaluation
Identification
Assessment X X X
Placement X X X
Instructional X X X
Monitoring/
Evaluating X X X
X indicates primary points of impact (6, p. 51).
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Seeing the models and matrix helps to provide a perspective of what

the IEP process involves.

Criticisms of IEPs

Since implementation of the IEP process in schools, some criti-

cisms have arisen. General observations such as the following have been

noted:

1.

There are serious disagreements about the additional respon-
sibilities created by the rules and regulations of the IEP
process;

Questions arise about the validity of the amount of time and
effort principals must utilize in conquering the required paper
work and conferences with staff members, students and parents.

Ballard et al. (5) refer to more problems:

3.

Even after staffings have occurred principals are not comfort-
able signing a program that the principal feels is not ideal
or is not leading in the proper direction;

The principal can become a ''person in the middle" between a
parent's wishes and the child's needs when they do not concur;

Insufficient funds that limit programs or prevent services,
though not a viable reason for not providing services, create
genuine problems;

Staff orientation to the IEP process is usually not a smooth
procedure;

Vice-President, Walter Tice (107) indicates:
Negative feelings run high against the IEP;

Time is shifted away from children in favor of paperwork re-
sulting in less education of children instead of more;

Dale (cited in Ballard et al., 5) adds:

9.

The number of meetings/conferences can become an 'administra-
tive nightmare' ranging from the required ones to an unknown

quantity.
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Research

Research into the administrative aspects of the IEP include the
following findings.

Yoshida, Fenton and Kaufman (123) reported that in Connecticut
1) administrators and appraisal personnel were dominating members of the
IEP team meetings, 2) teachers felt inhibited by the presence of princi-
pals, 3) because teachers were disenchanted with the meetings, adminis-
trators need to find more ways to increase teacher participation, 4) ad-
ministrators know more about the scope of activities involved in the
IEP process than do support personnel. This was especially true in the
areas of programming and evaluation.

From studies in North Carolina, Goldstein, Strickland, Turnbull and
Curry (37) noted that 1) when IEP teams did not have full representation,
it was the representative of the public agency who was most likely to
be absent from the staffing, 2) the local school representative was
present at only 36 percent of the conferences, 3) principals rated the
IEP committee meetings as being satisfactory (4.5 on a scale of 5)
overall,

General school administrators identified 14.6 percent of their time
as being spent in the performance nf special education administrative
duties according to the Michigan study completed by Raske (91). The time
spent participating in IEP meetings consumed the most time of the fifteen
special education duties Raske identified.

Related research includes Brown (13) who indicated that: 1) admin-

istrators such as superintendents and principals and regular classroom
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teachers tended to take a neutral to supportive position toward main-
streaming, 2) these people also agreed with the idea of cooperative plan-
ning and cooperative staffing.

Nuschy (80) discerned that Texas superintendents were in almost
complete agreement in their attitudes that the '"full mainstreaming' con-
cept for 1) severely handicapped students was not supported, but, 2) it
will help the mildly handicapped student,

The amount of specialized education in a large midwestern school
district was studied by Bullock (14) and he found that 65 percent of the
elementary school administrators had not taken courses that could be
identified as related to exceptional children.

Payne and Murray (cited in Brown, 13) found that urban principals
are less supportive of the integration of handicapped students into
schools than are suburban principals.

Studying attitudes of administrators toward the mainstreaming of
handicapped children in regular classrooms, DeLeo (22) discovered that
1) directors of special education had more positive attitudes followed
by special education teachers, principals, and regular classroom teach-
ers, 2) larger districts have less favorable attitudes than smaller dis-
tricts in regard to integration.,

Continuing an interest in attitudes, Jackson (55) surveyed attitudes
of administrators and teachers in regard to mainstreaming. In the
study, administrators were especially concerned about special education
students being included in regular classrooms.

Attempting to determine factors that influence principals into



56

acceptance of special education in their building, Marsh (67) discovered
that the principal's desires includes indepth orientation programs about
placement procedures and program options,

Symons (104) like Bullock (14) noted there is lack of special edu-
cation training by principals.

In Iowa, Hollinger (45) indicated that there is general support
for special education by general education administrators.

Hubbard (49) found that present college coursework does not relate
to placement decisions, attitudes or years of experience in regard to
integration of handicapped students.

No significant differences regarding mainstreaming before and after
training programs of principals was a conclusion reached by two separate

researchers in 1976, Myers and Kyers (74) and Carpenter (16).

Sumary of recent resgearch

There is interest in the education and administrative role in the
general area of special education. Authors Brown (13); Nuschy (80); Payne
and Murray (cited in Brown, 13); Deleo (22); Jackson (55) and Hollinger
(45) have surveyed attitudes toward handicapped students. Training com-
ponents and their effectiveness have been investigated by Bullock (14),
Marsh (67), Symons (104), Myers and Kyers (74) and Carpenter (16). How-
ever, though somewhat related, the reviewed literature does not address
itself directly to the elementary principal and the IEP process. Only
the studies done by a) Yoshida, Fenton and Kaufman (123); b) Goldstein,
Strickland, Turnbull and Curry (37); and c) Raske (91) have direct ref-

erences to the administrator in the IEP process.
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Summsry of individualized education

Individualized education began as early as the one-teacher school,
although it was not identified by name. Through the years, a variety of
individualized concepts have been tried. Some of the very early forms,
such as tutoring, still exist. However, three current plans known as
IPI, IGE and PLAN are much more complex.

The existence of many types of programs to individualize was known
when Congress formulated P.L. 94-142., The law mandates individual edu-
cation plans (IEPs) for each special education student. Perhaps the IEP
for special education students is a peak of achievement in the individ-

ualization movement of public education.

Summary of the Chapter

Beginning with the changing role of the elementary school princi-
pal, Chapter II has continued to unfold the development of special edu-
cation culminating with P L. 94-142 noting especially the growth and de-
velopment of individualized education, Because of the implementation of
P.L. 94-142, elementary principals are probably involved in the develop-
ment and administration of IEPs. Research indicated very little atten-
tion has been given to the role :{ elementary principals in the IEP
process. To this end, Chapter III will explain research procedure for

the present study.
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CHAPTER III. METHODS AND PROCEDURES

This study examined the role of elementary principals in selected
public school distrcits in Iowa. The thrust of the study was to investi-
gate the impact on the duties of these administrators due to the federal
mandate to have individualized education plans for all special education
students as a result of P.L. 94-142, The Education for All Handicapped
Act of 1975. A researcher-made questionnaire was used to ascertain the
information. The concern was targeted toward what duties the elementary
principal traditionally performs and how these were affected by the

addition of the management responsibilities caused by IEPs.
The Questionnaire

The instrument used consists of three parts. A portion of the ques-
tionnaire addressed specific duties that have been identified as rele-
vant to the elementary principal’'s damain. Some of these are traditional
responsibilities. Others have been listed as appropriate because of the
requirements of P.L. 94-142 related to IEPs. Another portion of the
questionnaire concerned itself with attitudes toward IEPs that the ele-
mentary principal perceives or the teacher perceives as the elementary
principal's role. The last part of the questionnaire sought demographic
information. The purpose of it was to gather pertinent information fram
the elementary principals and elementary teachers. Responses were re-
quested regarding years of experience, age, sex, professional prepara-

tion in special education and association with exceptional individuals.
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(The entire questionnaire 18 in Appendix B.) The questionnaire was not
checked for reliability and the validity was not ascertained. Pretesting

of the questionnaire was done by elementary teachers at the Iowa School

for the Deaf.

Population

The population used in the study included randomly selected elemen-
tary principals and elementary teachers in Iowa public schools. All have
been in their respective districts for at least six years. They, there-
fore, have knowledge of their districts both before and after the imple-
mentation of P,L, 94-142 regulations concerning IEPs. The sample in-
cludes 100 elementary principals and 300 elementary teachers in 100 Iowa
school districts. Approximately 107 of all the public school elementary
principals were selected as an appropriate sample size. Then, it was
determined an adequate match was three of each principal's teachers.

The Iowa Department of Public Instruction provided a computer printout

of all the elementary principals and teachers (K-6) who had been in their
respective districts for six or more years as of December 12, 1980. One
hundred districts were randomly selected. Then the elementary principals

and elementary teachers used in the research were randomly chosen fram

those districts.
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Procedure

The questionnaire (Appendix B) was devised to identify duties with
which elementary principals are traditionally occupied. Also, new re-
sponsibilities delegated to them as a result of IEPs were included. Some
personal attitude questions were included along with certain demographic
items. In responding, the elementary principals were to indicate the
degree of involvement and attitude they have with or about each item as
well as the estimated amount of time a task requires by marking a choice
on a Likert-type scale. The elementary teachers' responses were simi-
larly acquired.

The individuals used in the sample were all mailed the instrument
with a cover letter (Appendix A). There were complete directions and a
return self-addressed stamped envelope. The entire mailing was sent
April 8, 1981,

A week later a follow-up phone call was made to those who had not
replied asking them to please complete the survey and return it. To
secure the remaining nonrespondents' input, another copy of the question-
najre and appropriate letter (Appendix C) were sent April 29, 1981. The
final total response was from 79 elementary principals and 177 teachers

from across the state of Iowa for a total of 256.

Methods of Statistical Analysis

The statistical analyses used for securing information included
appropriate descriptive analyses, t-tests and chi-quare procedures.

The data fram individual questionnaires were all scored and placed
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The hypotheses were examined through tests performed using

the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) and the facilities of

the Computer Center on the campus of Iowa State University.

Hypotheses for the Study

The three hypotheses for the study are:

Ho:

Ho:

Ho:

There is no difference in the perception of the role of the

elementary principal in regard to IEP development when consid-

ering the perceptions of elementary principals and their

staffs.

The elementary principals' perceptions of their role in IEPs

is independent of the following factors:

a)
b)
c)
d)

e)

f)

8)

Years of experience
Age

Sex

Educational level

Educational background in special education through
college credits

Educational background in s3pecial education through work-
shops and/or inservice expcriences.

Association with exceptional individuals,

There is no difference before and after the implementation of

IEPs when considering the perceptions of elementary principals

and elementary teachers regarding the amount of time spent on

the duties of elementary principals.
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Summary

The study consists of an original random sample of 100 elementary
principals and 300 elementary teachers in 100 ramdonly chosen Iowa pub-
lic school districts. The participants were all from an Iowa Department
of Public Imstruction listing of individuals who had served in their
districts for at least six years,

The instrument used was made expressly for the study by the re-
searcher, It contains demographic material as well as job-related in-
formation.

The statistical procedure included appropriate descriptive analyses,

t-tests and chi-square procedures at the .05 significance level.
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CHAPTER IV. RESULTS OF DATA COLLECTION

The ma jor purpose of this study was to identify the impact upon the
role of Towa elementary principals because of the required development
of individual education plans (IEPs) as mandated in P.L. 94-142, There-
fore, a sample of one hundred elementary principals and three hundred
elementary teachers who had been in their respective school districts
prior to and following the enactment of P.L. 94-142 for a minimum of six
years was randomly chosen. Three teachers were selected from each prin-
cipal's school within the selected district.

Each group was asked to respond to a questionnaire that included
three parts, Respondents reacted to Part I concerning areas of responsi-
bility and Part II on attitudes by identifying preferred responses for
before and after P.L. 94-142 on a Likert-type five-point scale. The only
exception was section H of Part I which had blanks which called for per-
centage responses to activities performed before and after October, 1977.
Part III of the questionnaire called for data which were demographic in
nature and required blanks to be filled or answers to be chosen from
given response options (see Appendix B).

A total of four hundred questionnaires were sent to the principals
and teachers and two hundred and fifty-six were returned. Of those,
seventy-nine elementary principals responded representing seventy-nine
percent of the one hundred principals sampled. One hundred seventy-seven
of the three hundred elementary teachers returned their questionnaires

for a response percentage of fifty-nine, Ideally, the larger the response
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the better, but after the initial mailing, telephone contacts and a
second mailing of the questionnaire, the timeliness of the research en-
couraged completion of the study based on these returns.

A description of demographic and other information is presented
first, Following that, the inferential statistical items are presented.
All respondents did not answer all of the questions. Therefore, there
were variations in the numbers utilized for each item. The tabulations
were done using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS)

through the facilities of the Iowa State University Computer Center.
Description of Demographic Information

Each demographic item collected was tallied. Table 7 is a summary
table of the frequencies and percentages of data regarding the elementary
principals and elementary teachers who responded to Part III of the
questionnaire,

The elementary principals and teachers were asked to report their
total years of experience. Elementary principals' experiences ranged
from two to thirty-five years while elementary teachers indicated their
years of service to be as long as forty years. It was possible for in-
dividuals in the sample to have been in the present district six years
but not in the specific job of elementary principal or elementary teacher
for that time. The Department of Public Instruction could only identify

length of time in the district, not the specific jobs held by persons

in the sample.
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Table 7. A summary of demographic information regarding the elementary
principals and elementary teachers who participated in this
study

Elementary Principals Elementary Teachers

number % number %
Years of experience
as principal:
Less than 10 years 16 28.2
11-20 40 51.3
21-35 16 20.5
Years of experience
as teacher:
Less than 10 years 45 37.1
11-20 70 39.3
21-35 41 23.0
40 1 .6
Age:
28-35 4 5.6 31 26.5
36-50 36 50.0 58 49.6
51-66 32 44 4 28 23.9
Sex:
Female 15 20.5 137 87.7
Male 58 79.5 21 13.3
Educational level:
Bachelors degree 23 14.5
Bachelors + 15 77 48.4
Masters degree 21 28.8 46 28.9

Masters + 30 44 60.3 12 7.5
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Table 7 (Continued)

Elementary Principals Elementary Teachers

number % number %
Educational level:
Specialist 7 9.6 1 <6
Doctorate 1 1.4
College credits (semester
hours) in special education:
Less than 5 hours 30 41.1 89 56.3
5-10 26 35.6 57 36.1
11-20 13 17.8 8 5.1
21-30 3 4.1 1 .6
31 or more 1 1.4 3 1.9

Professional growth in special
education other than earned
college credits (workshop and/
or inservice experience):

None 1 1.4 60 37.7
Some 51 69.9 84 52.8
Numerous 21 28.8 15 9.4

Association with handicapped
individuals:®

No contact 15 19.2 65 36.5
A relative 22 28.2 28 15.7
A close friend 15 19.2 20 11.2
An acquaintance 32 41.0 29 16.3
Teach or work with 33 42,3 46 25.8

'Relponlea in this category could be and often were in more than ome
category.
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The elementary principals were categorized for descriptive purposes
into three groups according to length of experience. There were sixteen
who had less than ten years of experience. Forty elementary principals
had between eleven and twenty years experience while sixteen had between
twenty-one and thirty-five years of experience.

Elementary teachers had as many as forty years of experience. Cate-
gorizing teachers into groups revealed that forty-five had under ten
years; seventy had eleven to twenty years; forty-one had twenty-one to
thirty-five years; and one had forty years experience.

Age was also reported and the range was from twenty-eight to sixty-
six. To better describe the ages, age was categorized. Group I was iden-
tified as between twenty-eight and thirty-five. Thirty-six through fifty
was considered Group II. Group III ranged in age from fifty-one through
sixty-six.

Separating the respondents into the groups, elementary principals
and elementary teachers by age yielded the following information: there
were four elementary principals between twenty-eight and thirty-five
years of age; thirty-six principals were thirty-six through fifty years
of age; and thirty-two principals were fifty-one through sixty-six years
of age. There were thirty-one elementary teachers included in the Group
I category; fifty-eight in Group II; and twenty-eight people in Group III.

Information regarding the sex of the respondents was collected.
There were fifteen female principals and fifty-eight male principals who
responded. The elementary teachers were predominantly women, one hundred

thirty-seven. Twenty-one men identified themselves as elementary
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teachers.

The elementary principals' educational level data indicated that
elementary principals had at least a master's degree., For twenty-one,
the master's level most accurately described their educational level.
Forty-four principals responded with a master's plus thirty hours level
while seven had specialist work. One principal has a doctorate,

The elementary teachers' educational level tended to be less than
that of the elementary principals. Twenty-three elementary teachers in-
dicated the bachelor's level as the one that describes their background.
Seventy-seven teachers had an additional fifteen hours. A master's was
checked by forty-six respondents, but only twelve held a master's plus
thirty hours. One teacher had specialist level work.

When coursework in special education was considered, about forty-
one percent of the elementary principals had less than five hours of
college work., Twenty-six respondents had between five and ten hours of
courses in special education. In the eleven to twenty hour group only
thirteen had done work in the area. Three had between twenty-one and
thirty hours and only one had more than that.

The elementary teachers' responses paralleled the elementary prin-
cipals to the extent that most of them had less than ten hours of college
credit in special education. Eighty-nine teachers had less than five
hours of work while another fifty-seven had no more than ten. But only
twelve had more than ten hours; eight were in the eleven to twenty hour
bracket; one in the twenty-one to thirty hour bracket; and three had

more than thirty hours in special education.
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The respondents' professional growth other than college credits
showed the extent to which elementary principals and elementary teachers
have participated in workshop and/or insezvice experiences related to
special education.

Elementary principals have availed themselves of opportunities for
at least "some'" growth as ninety-eight percent of the respondents marked
they had 'some' or "numerous'" workshop and/or inservice experiences in
special education.

The teachers also indicated that they have attended workshop and/or
inservice experiences in special education. About one-half of the re-
spondents had been to some workshops and/or inservice meetings, but only
fifteen had been to numerous meetings. However, as many as thirty-seven
percent of the teachers had not been involved in workshop and/or in-
service activities.

When asked about contact with handicapped individuals, the options
for responding were:

I have had no contact with handicapped people

I have a relative who is handicapped

I have a close friend who is handicapped

I have an acquaintance who is handicapped

I teach or work with a person who is handicapped
It was possible for respondents to mark more than one answer on this
section of the questionnaire.

The elementary principals indicated that almost one-fifth of them

had no contact with the handicapped. Twenty-two elementary principals
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have a handicapped relative. Only fifteen have close friends who are
handicapped but thirty-two have acquaintances who have a handicap.
Mostly, however, elementary principals have contact with the handicapped
through their work as thirty-three responded to this category.

The responses from elementary teachers were similar to those of the
principals. Sixty-five teachers reported no contact with the handicapped.
Twenty-eight had relatives who are handicapped., The smallest number
(twenty) reported having a close friend who is handicapped. An acquain-
tance with the handicapped was indicated by twenty-nine teachers. Asso-
ciation through teaching or working was marked by forty-six teachers.

In attempting to develop statements about the hypothesis,

Ho: The elementary principals' perceptions of their role in IEPs is
independent of the following factors:

a) Years of experience

b) Age

c) Sex

d) Educational level

e) College courses in special education

f) Professional growth through workshop and/or inservice experi-
ence, the computer runs utilizing chi-square technique provided initial
frequency tables with percentages (see Appendix D). A brief general dis-
cussion of them is included in the demographic information because in
many instances useful inferential statistical outcomes were not achieved.
Those items where a statistically significant result wss reached are

addressed in the discussion of inferential statistics which is in the
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later part of this chapter.

The elementary principals responded to twenty-five IEP-type activ-
ities. The choices for their responses were '"never", 'rarely", "some-
times'", "usually" and "always', These were examined in regard to the
independent variables of years of experience (Appendix D, Table A),
age (Appendix D, Table B), sex (Appendix D, Table C), educational level
(Appendix D, Table D), college courses in special education (Appendix D,
Table E), and professional growth through workshop and/or inservice
experiences (Appendix D, Table F).

Those responses which totaled eighty-five percent or more for the
"usually" and "always" columns were reviewed. Further, there were in-
stances when elementary principals appeared "never" to attend to IEP re-
sponsibilities. Those responses that totaled over fifteen percent were
itemized as well.

When considering these six independent variables, four IEP-type
activities received highly positive responses to indicate that these are
usually or always done by elementary principals. The activities were:
involve other appropriate professionals (audiologists, psychologists,
etc.) in special education staffings, provide input into IEP meetings
on the capabilities of the school system, provide for the appropriate
development of IEPs according to P.L. 94-142 requirements, and being re-
sponsible for seeing that each child is educated in as equitable a fashion
as possible.

In contrast, arranging for financing for special education, arrang-

ing for an interpreter, if needed, and devising and filling out IEP
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related forms were IEP-type activities that many elementary principals
do not do regardless of their years of experience, age, sex, educational
level, college courses in special education or participation in work-
shops and/or inservice experiences concerning special education.

Other IEP-type activities that received at least two-thirds of the
responses in the '"usually" and "always'" columns follow and demonstrate
the positive perceptions elementary principals have for IEP-type activ-
ities. These nine were marked for all of the variables under discussion,
They were: 1) provide building space for special education, 2) arrange
for parent involvement in special education meetings about I1EPs, 3)
arrange for parent involvement, 4) arrange for data collection and stor-
age for special education student files, 5) arrange a place for IEP meet-
ings, 6) publicize and insure due process procedures, 7) provide for the
implementation of IEPs, 8) specify personnel to be involved in IEP imple-
mentation, and 9) oversee the record-keeping required by IEPs,

The variable of association with the handicapped which was also a
part of this hypothesis was examined utilizing the t-test procedure and
so does not enter into the present discussion, but it is a part of the

later section on inferential statistics.
Inferential Data

This section presents the analyses of data assembled to test the
three hypotheses of this study. First, differences in perceptions of the
elementary principal's role comparing elementary teachers views with that

of their principals were examined. The independence of the elementary
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principal's perception of the role in IEPs and certain other factors,
related to years of experience, sex, age, educational background, special
education background both in college courses and workshop/inservice ex-
periences and association with handicapped individuals, was explored.
Lastly, the perception of the effect on traditional elementary princi-
pal roles due to the elementary principal's new role in IEP development
was analyzed. It should be noted that there were some variations in

the number of responses because, while each respondent was requested to

answer all of the questions, some did not.

First hypothesis

Ho: There is no difference in the perception of the role of the
elementary principal in regard to IEP development when consid-
ering the perceptions of clementary principals and their staffs.

Table Eight itemizes the IEP-type activities that were used as the
basis for comparison between perceptions of elementary principals and
elementary teachers on a matched t-test. The number, mean, standard
deviation, degrees of freedom and t-value for each item along with nota-
tion of which are significant at the .05 and .01 levels are found in
this table.

Three elementary teachers were paired with their elementary princi-
pal in order to obtain the data. The teachers and principals responded
to IEP-type activities so a comparison could be made about the perceived
role of the elementary principal in this new area of responsibility. The
two groups seemed to have similar perceptions on seventeen of the IEP-

type activities. However, eight of the IEP-type activities were



Table 8. Perceptions of elementary principals and their teachers regarding IEP-type activities

Standard Degrees of t-
IEP-type activity Number Mean deviation freedom value
Provide building space for Principal 62 4,21 1.10 61 2.15%
special education Teacher 3.87 0.81 ¢
Provide for staff for special Principal 62 3.81 1.46 61 1.59
education Teacher 3.43 1.29 ¢
Arrange for financing for Principal 59 2.78 1.44 58 0.21
special education Teacher 2.83 1.32 y
Arrange for IEP meetings Principal 3.95 1.07

Teacher 61 3.58 0.95 60 2.60%*

Arrange for parent involve- Principal 62 3.98 0.93 61 2.06%
ment in special education Teacher 3.70 0.77 *
meetings about IEPs
Arrange for utilization of Principal 61 3.62 1.14 60 1.47
resources beyond the school Teacher 3.40 0.85 *
for special education
Involve other appropriate Principal 2 4.35 0.87 73 1.77
professionals (audiologists, Teacher 4.20 0.59 *
psychologists, etc.) in
special education staffings
Serve as chairperson of Principal 3.76 1.20 3 0.79
IEP team Teacher 7% 3.68 0.83 7



Coordinate and convene commit-
tees within the IEP team

Arrange for parent involve-
ment

Arrange for an interpreter,
if needed

Arrange for student involve-
ment, if needed

Arrange for data collection
and storage for special educa-
tion student files

Arrange place of IEP meeting

Publicize and insure due
process procedures

Provide for implementation
of IEP

Provide input into IEP meet-
ings on the capabilities of
the school system

Specify personnel to be
involved in IEP implementa-
tion

*
Value is significant at the .05 level.

**Value is significant at the .0l level.

Principal
Teacher

Principal
Teacher

Principal
Teacher

Principal

Principal
Teacher

Principal
Teacher

Principal
Teacher

Principal
Teacher

Principal
Teacher

Principal
Teacher

75

75

68

75

61

61

60

61

59

61

0.85
0.85

0.98
0.75

0092
0.62

0.79
0.73

0.93
0.65

74

74

67

74

60

59

60

58

60

0.73

1.67

-2.59%%

-0.53

1 .43

2.78%*

3.34%%

1.47

3. 74%%

1.50

SL



Table 8 (Continued)

Standard Degrees of t-
IEP-type activity Number Mean deviation freedom value
Provide decision-making style Principal 75 3.83 1.06 74 0.04
and rules of order for IEP Teacher 3.83 0.77 ‘
meetings
Delineate placement issues and Principal 2 3.66 1.13 73 -1.21
questions to be addressed to Teacher 3.77 0.76 ‘
the placement committee
Evaluate the effectiveness Principal 75 3.75 0.97 % -0.14
of the IEP process Teacher 3.76 0.67 °
Devise and fill out IEP- Principal 3.08 1.39
related forms Teacher [ 3.43 1.00 74 3458
Oversee the record-keeping Principal 2% 3.84 1.16 73 -0.23
required bt IEPs Teacher 3.86 0.86 *
Provide for the appropriate Principal 7% 4.18 0.96 73 0.50
development of IEPs according Teacher 4.13 0.78 *
to PL. 94-142 requirements
Responsible for seeing that Principal 75 4.56 0.79 74 0.04
each child is educated in Teacher 4,56 0.46 °

as equitable a fashion as
is possible

9L
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significant at the .05 or .0l level to indicate there were differences
in perceptions between the elementary principal and their elementary
teachers on these items.

1) Providing building space for special education, 2) arranging for
IEP meetings, 3) arranging for parent involvement in special education
meetings about IEPs, 4) arranging a place for IEP meetings, 5) publiciz-
ing and insv' ing due process procedures, and 6) providing input into IEP
meetings on the capabilities of the school system were IEP-type activi-
ties that had higher means by the elementary principals than the elemen-
tary teachers. The means were significant at the .01 level for four of
the six activities. The two that were significant at the .05 level were
providing building srace for special education and arranging for parent
involvement in special education meetings about IEPs.

The means were higher for the elementary teachers on two IEP-type
activities. Both were significant at the .0l level. They were arrang-
ing for an interpreter, if needed, and devising and filling out IEP-re-
lated forms.

There is a difference in the way elementary principals and their
teachers perceive the elementary principal's role in the IEP process when
considering eight of the IEP-type activities. However, seventeen other
IEP-type activities were considered by elementary principals and their
teachers. The elementary principals and their elementary teachers' re-
sponses to these concurred with the hypotheses that there is no differ-
ence in the perception of the role of the elementary principal in regard

to IEPs when comparing elementary principals and their staffs.
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Second hypothesis
Ho: The elementary principal's perception of the role of IEPs is

independent of the following factors:

a)
b)
c)
d)

e)

£)

g8)

Years of experience
Age

Sex

Educational level

Educational background in special education with college
credits

Educational background in special education in workshop
and/or inservice experiences

Association with handicapped individuals in one or more of
the following ways:

1) no contact

2) relationship

3) an acquaintance
4) a close friend

5) teach or work with

Each of these independent variables except association with the

handicapped was to be examined using the chi-square statistical test.

(The original frequency distributfon tables are in Appendix D,) Most of

the factors were nontestable because, even after camputer runs to collapse

the data, too many of the contingency table cells failed to qualify for

useful chi-square statistical tests.

For contingency tables larger than 2 x 2, the lack of con-
tinuity in the X2 distribution resulting from small expected fre-
quencies is of lesser consequence. However, it is suggested that
when more than 20 percent of the cells have expected frequencies
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less than 5 and/or any cell has an expected frequency less than

1, it may be possible to combine adjacent rows and/or columns

without distorting the data. (44, p. 348)

The independent variables of years of experience, age, and educa-
tional level were not testable or were not significant when considering
the independence of the elementary principals' perceptions and IEP-type
activities, However, the following chi-square results were valid and
significant. These are individually described.

The sex of the elementary principal was a variable used to determine
if it was independent of IEP-type activities when considering the elemen-
tary principals' perceptions. Of the twenty-five IEP-type activities,
one of them was a valid test and significant,

Specifying personnel to be involved in IEP implementation emerged
as significant at the .05 level when the original frequencies were com-
bined. The elementary principals' responses of 'mever', "rarely" and
"sometimes" were combined so that these three columns were tallied
together as '"'sometimes or less'", The "usually" and "always" responses
remained separate. The two by three contingency table is in Table Nine.
Twenty-three male elementary principals always assume responsibility for
this IEP-type activity. Another nineteen of them usually do this.
"Specifying personnel to be involved in IEP implementation' could be
considered dependent on maleness.

College credits in special education was an independent variable
within the elementary principal's background that was considered. Elemen-
tary principals responded by indicating their choice which best described

their credit hours earned in special education. The choices were less
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Table 9. The sex of the elementary principal and the elementary prin-
cipals' perceptions when the IEP-type activity is specifying
personnel to be involved in IEP implementation

Responses of elementary principals
Sometimes or

Sex less Usually Always

n % n % n %
Female 1 (1.4) 10 (13.9) 4 (5.6)
Male 15 (20.8) 19 (26.4) 23 (31.9)

Chi square 5.93%

*Significant at the .05 level.

than five, five through ten hours, eleven through twenty, twenty-one
through thirty and thirty-one or more. In order to try to obtain a test-
able contingency table, the responses in the three categories above ten
hours of credit were cambined into one group. Further, the responses to
the IEP-type activities were collapsed into three groups. The responses
of '"mever", '"rarely", and "sometimes' were tabulated together. The
"ugually" and "always' responses remained as separate columns. The con-
tingency table, therefore, was three by three with four degrees of
freedom.

A single IEP-type activity became tecstable and significant at the
.05 level. It was "arranging for student involvement , if appropriate".
As Table Ten indicates, eighteen elementary principals 'never", 'rarely",
or "sometimes' attend to this responsibility if they have had less than
five semester hours in college courses pertaining to special education.

When the elementary principals had five through eleven hours in special
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Table 10. The number of college credit hours in special education
earned by elementary principals and the elementary princi-
pals' perceptions when the IEP-type activity is arranging
for student involvement, if appropriate

Responses of elementary principals
Sometimes or

Hours in

special edu- less 5 Usuallz% Always 7

cation n * n n °

Less than 5 18 (25.0) 4 (5.6) 7 9.7)
5-10 11 (15.3) 12 (16.7) K] 4.2)

11 or more 5 (6.9) 6 (8.3) 6 (8.3)

Chi square 10.18%

*
Significant at the .05 level.

education, eleven '"never", 'rarely", or '"sometimes' arrange for student
involvement, but another twelve 'usually" do. Six responses each were
tabulated in the "usually" and "always" columns when more than ten hours
had been earned in special education by elementary principals. However,
the table is dominated by those elementary principals who have less than
five credit hours who arrange for student involvement, if appropriate,
"never", 'rarely" or "sometimes'". There is a likelihood that the fewer
college~level courses in special education that elementary principals
have the less likely they are to "arrange for student involvement, if
appropriate".

Professional growth in special education other than earned college
credits was ascertained by asking the elementary principals to indicate
which choice best described their situation when the options were '"no",

“some" or “numerous' workshops and/or inservice experiences. For
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securing statistical information, the data were collapsed into a two by
three contingency table with two degrees of freedom. The single elemen-
tary principal who had no workshop and/or inservice experience was dropped
so that only the categories of '"some' and 'numerous'" workshop and/or in-
service experiences remained. The IEP-type activities were collapsed
into three groups. The responses of ''mever", ''rarely", and '"sometimes"
were put together into one category. The 'usually' and "always' re-
sponses remained as separate categories. Two of the IEP-type activities
seemed to be noteworthy.

Table Eleven portrays the data for the IEP-type activity of provid-
ing for staff for special education which was significant at the .05
level. Always twenty-four of the elementary principals with some work-
shop and/or inservice experience in special education arrange for special

education staffing.

Table 11. The elementary principals' workshop and/or inservice experi-
ence in special education and the elementary principals’
perceptions when the IEP-type activity is providing for staff
for special education

Responses of elementary principals

Workshop/ Sometimes or )
inservice less Usually Always
experience n % n % n %
Some 21 (29.6) 5 (7.0) 24 (33.8)
Numerous 2 (2.8) 3 4.2) 16 (22.5)

Chi square 7.14%

*Significant at the .05 level.
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Usually twenty-two of the elementary principals with some workshop
and/or inservice experience in special education arrange for parent in-
volvement in special education meetings about IEPs. As shown in Table

Twelve, this IEP-type activity was significant at the .01 level.

Table 12. The elementary principals' workshop and/or inservice experi-
ence in special education and the elementary principals' per-
ceptions when the IEP-type activity 1s arranging for parent
involvement in special education meetings about IEPs

Responses of elementary principals

Workshop/ Sometimes of

inservice less Usually Always
experience n % n % n %
Some 19 (26.8) 22 (31.0) 9 (12.7)
Numerous 1 (1.4) 8 (11.3) 12 (16.9)

Chi square 13,58%%

*ok
Significant at the .01 level.

Arranging for utilization of resources beyond the school for special
education was an IEP-type activity that was significant at the .0l level
as well. Identical frequencies of twenty-one in the "sometimes or less"
and 'usually" columns were tallied for elementary principals with some
workshop and/or inservice experiences (see Table Thirteen).

Again, elementary principals with some workshop and/or inservice
experience dominate the contingency table for another IEP-type activity.
At the .05 level of significance was coordinating and convening commit-

tees within the IEP team. Table Fourteen indicates twenty-two elementary

principals usually attend to this activity. Another twenty coordinate
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Table 13. The elementary principals' workshop and/or inservice experi-
ence in special education and the elementary principals'
perceptions when the IEP-type activity is arranging for
utilization of resources beyond the school for special edu-

cation
Responges of elementary principals
Workshop/ Sometimes or
inservice less Usually Always
experience n % n % n %
Some 21 (30.0) 21 (30.0) 8 (11.4)
Numerous 5 (7.1) 4 (5.7) 11 (15.7)

Chi square 11.05%*%

deke
Significant at the .01 level.

Table 14. The elementary principals' workshop and/or inservice experi-
ence in special education and the elementary principals'
perceptions when the IEP-type activity is coordinate and
convene coomittees within the IEP team

Responses of elementary principals

Workshop/ Sometimes or

inservice less Usually Always
experience n % n % n %
Some 20 (28.2) 22 (31.0) 8 (11.3)
Numerous 6 (8.5) 6 (8.5) 9 (12.7)

Chi square 5.88%

*
Significant at the .05 level.
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and convene comnittees within the IEP team "sometimes or less".
Arranging for parent involvement was an IEP-type activity that was

testable and significant at the .05 level. As shown in Table Fifteen,

twenty-gsix of the elementary principals with some workshop and/or in-

service experience in special education usually involve parents.

Table 15. The elementary principals' workshop and/or inservice experi-
ence in special education and the elementary principals'
perceptions when the IEP-type activity is arranging for
parent involvement

Responses of elementary principals

Workshop/ Somet 'mes or

inservice less Usually Always
experience n % n % n %
Some 12 (16.9) 26 (36.6) 12 (16.9)
Numerous 3 4.2) 6 (8.5) 12 (16.9)

Chi square 7.27%

*
Significant at the ,05 level.

The IEP-type activity of arranging for student involvement, 1if
appropriate, was considered. Data are in Table Sixteen. Twenty-five of
the elementary principals with some workshop and/or inservice experience
in special education indicated that they perform this activity '"sometimes'
or less'". This was true when the significance level was .05.

Table Seventeen provides the data for the IEP-type activity of
arranging a place for IEP meetings, which was significant at .0l. 'Usu-

ally" twenty of those elementary principals with scme workshop and/or

inservice experience find places for IEP meetings.
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Table 16. The elementary principals' workshop and/or inservice experi-
ence in special education and the elementary principals'
perceptions when the IEP-type activity is arranging for
student involvement, if appropriate

Responses of elementary principals

Workshop/ Sometimes or

inservice less Usually Always

experience n % n % n %

Some 25 (35.2) 18 (25.4) 7 (9.9)

Numerous 8 (11.3) 4 (5.6) 9 (12.7)

Chi square 7.29%

*
Significant at the .05 level.

Table 17. The elementary principals' workshop and/or inservice experi-
ence in special education and the elementary principals'
perceptions when the IEP-type activity is arranging place
of IEP meetings

Responses of elementary principals

Workshop/ Sometimes or

inservice less Usually Always

experience n % n % n %

Some 13 (18.3) 20 (28.2) 17 (23.9)

Numerous 1 (1.4) 4 (5.6) 16 (22.5)

Chi square 10.97%*%

ok
Significant at the .01 level.
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Publicizing and insuring due process procedures was an IEP-type
activity significant at the .01 level. Twenty of the elementary princi-
pals with some workshop and/or inservice experience usually assume this
responsibility. Of those elementary principals with numerous workshop
and/or inservice experiences, eighteen always do this IEP-type activity

(see Table Eighteen).

Table 18. The elementary principals' workshop and/or inservice experi-
ence in special education and the elementary principals’
perceptions when the IEP-type activity is publicizing and
insuring due process procedures

Responses of elementary principals

Workshop/ Sometimes or

inservice less Usually Always
experience n % n % n %
Some 13 (18.3) 20 (28.2) 17 (23.9)
Numerous 1 (1.4) 2 (2.8) 18 (25.4)

Chi square 15.84%*

ok
Significant at the .01 level.

Usually elementary principals with some workshop and/or inservice
experience in special education specify personnel to be involved in IEP
implementation. Twenty-six of the elementary principals in the ''some"
group responded this way as shown in Table Nineteen. These data were
significant at the .01 level.

The last IEP-type activity that was significant at the .0l level was
providing decision-making style and rules of order for IEP meetings. The

twenty-two elementary principals who had experiences in some workshop
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and/or inservice activities responded similarly to this responsibility.

They '"never", 'rarely" or "sometimes'" assume this duty (see Table Twenty).

Table 19. The elementary principals' workshop and/or inservice experi-
ence in special education and the elementary principals'
perceptions when the IEP-type activity is specify personnel
to be involved in IEP implementation

Responses of element ary principals

Workshop/ Sometimes or

inservice less Usually Alvays
experience n % n % n %
Some 13 (18.3) 26 (36.6) 11 (15.5)
Numerous 3 “%.2) 2 (2.8) 16 (22.5)

Chi square 19,.09%*

**Significant at the .01 level.

Table 20. The elementary principals' workshop and/or inservice experi-
ence in special education and the elementary principals'
perceptions when the IEP-type activity is to provide decision-
making style and rules of order for IEP meetings

Responses ot elementary principals

Workshop/ Sometimes or

inservice less Usually Always
experience n % n % n %
Some 22 (31.0) 19 (26.8) 9 (12.7)
Numerous 3 “%.2) 5 (7.0) 13 (18.3)

Chi square 13,79%%

**Significant at the .01 level.
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Some workshop and/or inservice experiences by elementary principals
seemed to indicate elementary principals were perceived as generally not
being totally involved in certain IEP-type activities. Except for pro-
viding staff for special education which these elementary principals
always do, responses were ''usually" or less.

Association with the handicapped was treated in a different way from
the other independent variables in this hypothesis., A chi-square cross-
ing of the itemized ways for association with the handicapped with the
IEP-type activity responses was not possible because responses could be
to more than one kind of association. Individual chi-square tests using
the categories of association and not being associated did not provide
information that seemed particularly meaningful to this study. There-
fore, t-tests were run on IEP-type activities to try to determine if
there were differences between those having association with the handi-
capped in the ways itemized and those having no association with the
handicapped. Table Twenty-one presents the resulting data. The response
choices of having a relative, close friend, acquaintance and teaching
and/or working with the handicapped were combined to indicate socme asso-
ciation as contrasted with those who responded they had no contact with
the handicapped.

The results revealed that the following IEP-;ype activities were
significantly different when the more powerful pooled t-test was util-
ized: 1) provide building space for special education (.0l), 2) involve
other appropriate professionals (audiologists, psychologists, etc.) in

special education staffings (.0l1), 3) arrange for data collection and



Table 21.

Perceptions of elementary principals regarding IEP-type

activities and their association with the handicapped

IEP-type activity

Number

Provide building space for
special education

Provide for staff for
special education

Arrange for financing for
special education

Arrange for IEP meetings

Arrange for parent involve-
ment in special education
meetings about IEPs

Arrange for utilization of
resources beyond the school
for special education

Involve other appropriate
professionals (audiologists,
psychologists, etc.) in
special education staffings

Serve as chairperson of
IEP team

Coordinate and convene
coomittees within the
IEP team

Arrange for parent involve-
ment

Arrange for an interpreter,
i1f needed

No association
Some association

No association
Some association

No association
Some association

No association
Some association

No association

Some association

No association
Some association

No association
Some association

No association
Some association

No association
Some association

No association
Some association

No association
Some association

*Value 18 significant at the .05 level.

*MWalue 18 significant at the .01 level.

15
60

15
60

15
58

15
59

15
60

15
59

15
59

15
59

15
60
15
60

15
53
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Standard Degrees of Pooled Degrees of Separate
deviation F-value freedom t-value freedom t-value
0.83
1.05 1.60 73 2.92%%
1.36
1.36 1.01%* 21.64 =3.28%*%
1.30
1.55 1.43 71 -1.34
0.74
1.14 2,38 72 -1.35
0.72
1.03 2,01 73 -1.18
0.52
1.22 5.62%% 55.31 0.91
1.01
0.77 1.72 72 =2,97%%
0.77
1.28 2.,75% 36.14 0.27
0.52
1.23 5.65%% 55.29 2,82%%
0.59
* -
0.99 2.76 35.93 0.8
1.13 2.3 66 1.65



Table 21 (Continued)

IEP-type activity

Number

Arrange for student
involvement, {f needed

Arrange for data collection
and storage for special
education student files

Arrange place of I1EP
meeting

Publicize and insure due
process procedures

Provide for implementation
of IEP

Provide input into IEP
meetings on the capabilities
of the school system

Specify personnel to be
involved in IEP implementa-
tion

Provide decision-making
style and rules of order
for IEP meetings

Delineate placement issues
and questions to be
addressed to the placement
committee

Evaluate the effectiveness
of the IEP process

Devise and fill out IEP-
related forms

Oversee the record-
keeping required by IEPs

No association
Some association

No association
Some association
No association

Some association

No association
Some association

No association
Some association

No association

Some association

No association
Some association

No association
Some association

No association
Some association

No association
Some association

No association
Some association

No association
Some agsociation

15
60

15
60
15
60

15
60

15
59

15
59

15
60

15
60

15
59

15
60

15
60

15
60
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Standard Degrees of Pooled Degrees of Separate
deviation F-value freedom t-value freedom t-value
0.54
1.07 3.23%% 39.65 -3.32%%
0.83 1.23 73 -2, 88%*
0.92 ¢
0.59
0.93 2.45 73 -2,31%
0.83
1.04 1.54 73 -1.33
0.68
0.95 1.97 72 -1.87
0.56
0.82 2.12 72 =3.01%*
0.56 3.00% 37.84 -1.83
0.97 ¢ ¢ ‘
0.68
1.12 2.76% 35.89 -0.15
0.64
1.22 3.64%% 54.73 -0.70
0.56
1.06 3.54%% 41.99 0.34
0.49
«D2%% . L1 7%%
1.51 9.52 68.23 3.17
1.39 1.19 72 -1.74



Table 21 (Continued)

IEP-type activity

Number

Mean

Provide for the appro-
priate development of IEPs
according to P.L. 94-142
requirements

Responsible for seeing that
each child is educated in
as equitable a fashion as
is possible

No association
Some association

No association
Some association

15
59

15
60

4,13
4.20
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Standard Degrees of Pooled Degrees of Separate
deviation F-value freedam t-value freedom t-value
0.52
1.05 4,11%* 43,33 -0.37
0.62 1.78 7 -1.32
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storage for special education student files (.0l), 4) arrange for the
place of IEP meetings (.05), 5) and provide input into IEP meetings on
the capabilities of the school system (.0l).

Using the separate t-test, these IEP-type activities were signifi-
cant at the .01 level: 1) provide for staff for special education, 2)
coordinate and convene committees within the IEP team, 3) arrange for
student involvement, if appropriate, and 4) devise and fill out IEP-re-
lated forms.

Upon examination of the means which tested with at least a .05 level
of significance, the elementary principals who had some association with
the handicapped evidently were more likely to involve themselves in the
following six activities: 1) provide building space for special educa-
tion, 2) provide staff for special education, 3) involve other appropri-
ate professionals in special education staffings, 4) arrange for student
involvement, 1if appropriate, 5) arrange for data collection and storage
for special education student files, and 6) provide input into IEP meet-
ings on the capabilities of the school system. The elementary principals
with no contact with the handicapped influenced the means by their re-
sponses to these three IEP-type activities: 1) coordinate and convene
coomittees within the IEP team, 2) arrange the place of IEP meetings,
and 3) devise and fill out IEP-related forms.

A review of all twenty-five IEP-type activity means revealed that,
regardless of the significance level, eighteen of the means were higher
when there was some association with the handicapped. The other seven

means were higher when there had been no association with the
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handicapped.
The perceptions of the elementary principals in regard to IEP-type
activities did not seem to be influenced by association with the handi-

capped except in the six instances that were discussed.

Third hypothesis

Ho: There is no difference before and after the implementation
of IEPs when considering the perceptions of elementary prin-
cipals and elementary teachers regarding the amount of time
spent on the duties of elementary principals.

Respondents to the questionnaire were asked to give their percep-
tions of how typical tasks of the elementary principal were performed
before and after October, 1977, which was when IEPs were to be imple-
mented by federal mandate. Then, correlated t-tests were applied to the
combined responses of the elementary principals and elementary teachers
to secure the results based on 'before'" and "after'" scores, As shown
in Table Twenty-two, the itemized t-values were significant at the .01
level for all independent variables with the exception of six. The six
that were not significant were amounts of time spent on responsibilities,
They were:

1) Instruction and curriculum development

2) Pupil personnel

3) Staff personnel

4) Community-school relationship

5) Organization and structure

6) School finances and business activities



Table 22.

responsibilities and attitudes pertaining to special education

Perceptions of elementary principals and teachers regarding administrative

Mean Degrees
of Standard of
Area of responsibility and attitude Number time deviation freedom t-value
Part I. Responsibilities
A. Instruction and Curriculum Development
Provide for the formulation of Before 3.64 0.95
curriculum objectives After 236 4,04 0.77 235 8.01%+
Provide for the determination Before 3.63 0.93
of curriculum content and After 236 4.04 0.77 235 9.0+
organization
Relate the desired curriculum Before 3.81 0.94
to available time, physical After 236 4.09 0.75 235 605
facilities and personnel
Provide materials, resources Before 3.92 0.90
and equipment for the in- After 2% 4.22 0.72 233 7.03%*
structional program
Provide for the supervision Before 4.01 0.97
of instruction After 232 4.27 .81 231 3.89%*
Provide for inservice education Before 3.61 0.98
232 o 15%%
of instructional personnel After 233 3.91 0.86 3 6.15
B. Pupil Personnel
Initiate and maintain a system of Before 4.00 0.99
After 235 4.27 0.86 234 3. 9Tk

child accounting and attendance



Institute measures for the
orientation of pupils

Provide for counseling services
Provide health services

Provide for individual
inventory services

Arrange systematic procedure for
the continual assessment and
interpretation of pupil growth

Establish means for dealing with
pupil irregularities (such as
discipline)

Staff Personnel

Provide for the recruitment
of staff personnel

Select and assign staff
personnel

Develop a system of staff
personnel records

Stimulate and provide
opportunities for profes-
sional growth of staff
personnel

Before
After

Before
After

Before
After

Before
After

Before
After

Before
After

Before
After

Before
After

Before
After

Before
After

**Value is significant at the .01 level.

235
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1.33
1.19

1.31
1.13

1.13
1.05

0.92
0.87

234

234

231

226

234

234

233

233

229

233

5.91%%

7.%**

6. 55%*

8.66%*

8.76%

5 .16H

6 .43%

6.40%%

7.00%*

5.26%*

66



Table 22 (Continued)

Mean Degrees
of Standard of

Area of responsibility and attitude Number time deviation freedom t-value
D. Community-School Relationship

Determine the educational Before 3.12 0.96

services the school renders and After 23 3.51 0.91 230 7,930k

how such services are conditioned

by community forces

Help to develop and implement Before 2,95 0.93

plans for the improvement of After 230 3.26 0.94 228 7.28%*

community 1ife

Develop an efficient program Before 3.51 0.98 e

of operation and maintenance After 231 3.75 0.94 230 6.08

of the physical plant

Provide for the safety of pupils, Before 4.22 0.85 ek

personnel and equipment After 231 4.37 0.73 230 4.48
E. Organization and Structure

Develop a staff organization Before 3.60 0.97 ok

as a means of implementing After 230 3.97 0.80 229 7.82

the educational objectives

of the school program

Organize lay and professional Before 228 3.29 0.99 227 8.09%*

groups for participation in After 3.65 0.90

educational planning and other
activities



School Finance and Business Activities

Prepare the school budget
Account for school monies
Account for school property

IEP-Type Activities

Provide building space for
special education

Provide for staff for special
education

Arrange for financing for
special education

Arrange for IEP meetings

Arrange for parent involvement
in special education meetings
about IEPs

Arrange for utilization of
resources beyond the school for
special education

Arrange place of IEP meeting

Publicize and insure due
process procedures

Provide for implementation
of IEP

Before
After

Before
After

Before
After

Before
After

Before
After

Before
After

Before
After

Before
After

Before
After

Before
After

Before
After

Before
After

225

223

223

229

229

216

219

226

227

226

222

224

3.13
3.99

2.69
3.43

2,08
2.81

2,03
3.69

2,10
3.74

1.40
1.06

1.58
1.48

1.37
1.47

1.39
1.11

1.36
0.10

224

222

222

228

228

215

218

225

226

225

221

223

7.52%%

6.52%%

2.76%*

11.00%*

9 .93**

10.16%*

18.33%*

18.19%*

15.61%%

18.18%*

16 .20%*

22.69%*

101



Table 22 (Continued)

Mean Degrees
of Standard of
Area of responsibility and attitude Number time deviation freedom t-value
G. IEP-Type Activities (Continued)
Provide input into IEP meet- Before 2,01 1.36
ings on the capabilities of After 225 3.9 0.95 224 2088w+
the school system
Specify input into IEP meet- Before 2.00 1.36
ings on the capabilities of After 227 3.88 0.92 226 - 21.26%*
the school system
Provide decision-making style Before 1.91 1.30
and rules of order for IEP After 224 3.76 0.97 223 - 20.53%*
meetings
Delineate placement issues and Before 1.97 1.25
questions to be addressed to After 219 3.69 1.04 218 - 18.53%
the placement committee
Involve other appropriate Before 2.60 1.53 -
professionals (audiologists, After 229 4.06 0.9 228 17.08%*
psychologists, etc.) in special
education staffings
Serve as chairperson of IEP Before 1.90 1.37 - ek
team After 217 3.57 1.15 216 17.39
Coordinate and convene commit- Before 1.85 1.23
21 - 18.76%%
tees within the IEP team After 220 3.57 1.10 ? 18.7
Arrange for parent involvement Before 2,52 1.41 - ok
After 227 3.88 0.90 226 15.64



Arrange for an interpreter,
if needed

Arrange for student involve-
ment, if needed

Arrange for data collection and
storage for special education
student files

Evaluate the effectiveness of
the IEP process

Devise and fill out IEP-re-
lated forms

Oversee the record-keeping
required by 1EPs

Provide for the appropriate devel-

opment of 1EPs according to P.L.
94-142 requirements

Responsible for seeing that each
child is educated in as equitable

a fashion as 1is possible

Before
After

Before
After

Before
After

Before
After

Before
After

Before
After

Before
After

Before
After

Percentage of Time Spent on Responsibilities

Instruction and curriculum
development

Pupil personnel

Staff personnel

Community-school relationship

Before
After

Before
After

Before
After

Before
After

211

229

228

223

224

220

221

226

256

256

256

256
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19.13
19.30

15.49
14.89

13.16
12.60

7.15
7.35

1.31
1.36

1.24
1.02

1.41
0.92

1.22
0.99

1.13
1.20

1.27
1.05

1.27
0.99

23.12
23.35

19.79
19.03

18.85
18.10

16.57
16.49

210

228

227

222

223

219

220

225

255

255

255

255

14 .89%*%

14 ,35%%

15.20%%*

19 .4 7%

18.10%*

20.68%*

23.,93%*

9.78%*

0.31

1.08

1.01

0.55

€01



Table 22 (Continued)

Mean Degrees
of Standard of
Area of responsibility and attitude Number time deviation freedom t-value
H. Percentage of Time Spent on Responsibilities (Continued)
Organization and structure Before 10.12 18.58 _
After 256 9.43  18.02 255 1.29
School finances and business Before 7.29 14 .62
activities After 256 7.71 15.08 255 - 0.69
IEP-type activities Before 3.41 10.99
After 256 6.86  13.12 255 - 6.0Lw
Part II. Attitudes
Education of all children Before 4,25 0.76
- ok
is a public responsibility After 226 4,53 0.61 225 6.74
Special education takes too Before 2.77 0.90 -
much money After 222 3.03 1.13 221 4. 15%%
Present school facilities can Before 2,85 0.91 - ook
accommodate handicapped children After 227 3.42 0.90 226 8.42
TEPs are worthwhile Before 2.78 1.25 ok
After 212 4,06 0.75 211 15.96
IEPs take too much time Before 2.24 1.02 - .
After 21 3.05 0.95 210 9.41
The elementary principal should Before 217 2,65 1.39 216 - 18.00%*
be an integral part of the IEP After 4,31 0.81

process



The elementary principals’

time would be more productive
for education if IEPs were not
a part of the responsibilities

The elementary principal has the
abilities to be effective in the
IEP process

The elementary principal has the
time to be effective in the IEP
process

Before
After 214
Before
After 214
Before
After 216

213 - 7.39%%

213 - 15.19%*%

215 - 13.79%%

S0t
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There was not a significant change in the time elementary princi-
pals devote to these responsibilities, but close examination of the means
shows slight changes have occurred for three of the responsibilities,
"instruction and curriculum," "community-school relationship," and
"school finances and business activities." ''Pupil personnel," "staff
personnel" and 'organization and structure'" decreased. The IEP-type
activities which were significant at the .01 level has been done by some
elementary principals before the passage of P.L, 94-142. However, after
the law went into effect the mean percentage of time devoted to IEP-type
responsibilities virtually doubled, from 3.41 to 6.86, indicating about
twice as much time was spent on these activities after the law became
effective.

Considering all the data on hypotheses three, except for the time
spent on 8ix of the seven areas of responsibility which did not differ
appreciably after October, 1977, there is a difference in the way work
is done by elementary principals in all the areas of responsibility.

Looking at the means of the responses, the respondents seem to per-
ceive increased involvement in all of the traditional responsibilities
assigned to elementary principals. The additional IEP responsibilities
have increased the total work load of elementary principals. Even those
queries about use of time which were not significant at the .05 level had
increased means except only three of the entire questionnaire which de-
creased, use of time for '"pupil personnel," "staff personnel,' and '"organ-
ization and structure,'" after P.L. 94-142 went into effect in October,

1977. Both elementary principals and elementary teachers perceive the
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role of elementary principal as being more involved in every aspect of
the position traditionally assigned to elementary principals. They
further perceive the elementary principal as being more involved in the
TIEP process, Along with these responsibilities, the attitudes toward

students requiring special education seem to have become more positive.

Summary

The contents of this chapter included the analyses of data secured
from responses to a questionnaire sent to elementary principals and
elementary teachers in Iowa. Various descriptive analyses, t-tests and
chi-square procedures were used,

The first portion of the chapter presented a descriptive analysis
of demographic and other information provided by the respondents. 1In
later parts of the chapter, the investigator portrayed and discussed the
statistical results of t-tests and chi-square procedures which addressed
the three hypotheses of the study. Numerous tables were utilized to
present the results.

Further discussion of the findings of the three hypotheses and

other information will be provided in Chapter Five.
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CHAPTER V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction

Education has undergone changes pertaining to special education
during the past few years. With the court decisions and ensuing legis-
lation regarding civil rights, beginning in 1954, an awareness for the
consideration of students with special needs became a national concern.
Pressure from numerous advocacy groups caused schools to begin examin-
ing their programs.

In 1975, Congress passed Public Law 94-142, The Education for All
Handicapped Act. While previous legislation had provided for a variety
of aids for the handicapped, P.L. 94-142 was a broad and farreaching
law with a mandate to the nation's schools to provide free appropriate
education to all children between the ages of three and twenty-one. The
law included details on the scope of the requirements.

One segment of the law required an individual education program
(IEP) for each student identified as needing special education. Iowa has
been attempting to implement the IEP requirement which went into effect
October, 1977. Administratively, the IEP has become a8 management tool
that affects every school district. Interpretation is ongoing regarding
the involvement of administrative personnel in the IEP process. The
present study considered Iowa elementary principals' and elementary
teachers' perceptions of the elementary principals' role in IEPs. Other
considerations were the elementary principals' and elementary teachers'

attitudes toward special education and the impact IEPs have had on the
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traditional roles of elementary principals.

The population for the study consisted of four hundred subjects
chosen from one hundred school districts in Iowa. One hundred elemen-
tary principals and three hundred elementary teachers were selected.

The returned questionnaires were the responses of seventy-nine, or
seventy-nine percent, of the elementary principals and one hundred
seventy-seven, or fifty-nine percent, of the elementary teachers.

A questionnaire was developed by the researcher for the collection
of data for the study. The questionnaire consisted of three parts:

1) areas of responsibility, 2) attitudes, and 3) demographic information.
Part I and Part II were scored on a Likert-type scale for before and
after October, 1977, the date when the IEP segment of P.L. 94-142 went
into effect. Demographic information was filled in by the respondents

to further address this study. The questionnaire was developed to deter-
mine if the IEP-type activities impacted upon the traditional role and
attitudes of elementary principals. General comments have been made
among administrators that the IEP process is time consuming and impedes
other responsibilities. Research has been minimal in this area.

The responses on the questionnaires were key-punched on IBM cards.
The data were analyzed at the Computer Center on the Iowa State Univer-

sity campus using the Statistical Package for Social Studies (SPSS).



110
Findings of the Study

Three hypotheses were tested at the .05 level of significance.

Ho: There 18 no difference in the perception of the role of the
elementary principal in regard to IEP development when consid-
ering the perceptions of elementary principals and their staffs,

This hypothesis was retained when considering seventeen of the IEP-

type activities. However, the remaining eight IEP-type activities showed
differences between the elementary principals and the elementary teachers
in the perception of the elementary principal's role in IEPs. Using a
matched t-test, elementary teachers seemed to think that elementary
principals are more likely to arrange for an interpreter, if needed, and
devise and fill out IEP-related forms than the elementary principals per-
ceive that they do. The following six IEP-type activities were considered
a greater responsibility by elementary principals than their staffs
realized: 1) providing building space for special education, 2) arrang-
ing for IEP meetings, 3) arranging for parent involvement in special
education meetings about IEPs, 4) arranging for a place for IEP meetings,
5) publicizing and insuring due process procedures, and 6) providing
input into IEP meetings on the capabilities of the school system.

Ho: The elementary principals' perceptions of their role in IEPs
is independent of the following factors:

1) Years of experience
2) Age
3) Sex

4) Educational level
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5) Educational background in special education through
college credits

6) Educational background in special education through
workshops and/or inservice experiences

7) Association with handicapped individuals

Using the .05 level of significance, this hypothesis was tested
through the use of chi square. The results were mixed. Much of the data
could not be appropriately collapsed into testable contingency tables.
However, there were some items that provided valid tests which were sig-
nificant at the .05 or .01 level.

The independent variables of years of experience, age, and educa-
tional level were not testable or significant at the .05 level when con-
sidering any of the IEP-type activities.

Other findings which were valid about the variables of sex and
college credits in special education follow.

Being male seemed to be associated with specifying personnel to be
involved in IEP implementation, so in this situation, the data did not
concur with the hypothesis.

Elementary principals with less than five semester hours in special
education through college courses 'mever', ''rarely", or "sometimes'
arrange for student involvement, if appropriate, in the IEP process.
This was true when the other two responses were '‘usually' and “always".
These data also did not concur with this hypothesis,

Elementary principals having 'some' workshop and/or inservice ex-
perience in special education as contrasted with 'numerous' experiences,

perform nine IEP-type activities according to their responses of '"usually"
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or less. These IEP-type activities are: 1) arrange for parent involve-
ment in special education meetings about IEPs, 2) arranging for utiliza-
tion of resources beyond the school for special education, 3) coordinate
and convene committees within the IEP teem, 4) arrange for parent in-
volvement, 5) arrange for student involvement, if appropriaste, 6)
arrange for a place for IEP meetings, 7) publicizing and insuring due
process procedures, 8) specify personnel to be involved in IEP imple-
mentation, and 9) provide decision-making style and rules of order for
IEP meetings. However, the principals with some workshop and/or in-
service experiences always provide staff for special education. The data,
then, did not concur with the hypothesis.

Association with the handicapped was the last variable studied.
Differences between having 'some' association with the handicapped and
"not having contact" with the handicapped were apparent when considering
nine IEP-type activities, The elementary principals who had "some" asso-
ciation with the handicapped evidently were more likely to be involved
in these six IEP-type activities: 1) provide building space for special
education, 2) provide staff for special education, 3) involve other
appropriate professionals in special education staffings, 4) arrange for
student involvement, if appropriate, 5) arrange for data collection and
storage for special education student files, and 6) provide input on the
capabilities of the school system.

The elementary principals who had no contact with the handicapped
seemed to be more involved in coordinating and convening committees

within the IEP team, arranging a place for IEP meetings, and devising
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and filling out IEP-related forms.

In conclusion, perceptions of elementary principals in regard to
IEP-type activities were significantly influenced by association with
the handicapped in only six of the twenty-five activities.

Ho: There is no difference before and after the implementation of
IEPs when considering the perceptions of elementary principals
and elementary teachers regarding the amount of time spent on
the duties of elementary principals.

Using a correlated t-test, the data did not support the hypothesis
for all items of responsibility at the .01 level of significance except
for six of the seven areas of responsibility pertaining to the use of
time. Those six items seemed to retain the hypothesis. They were: 1)
instruction and curriculum development, 2) pupil personnel, 3) staff
personnel, 4) community-school relationships, 5) organization and 6)

structure and school finances and business activities.
Conclusions

1) Sometimes elementary principals and elementary teachers perceive
the role of the elementary principal in regard to IEPs differently.
a) The six IEP-type activities that were perceived as a greater
responsibility of elementary principals by the elementary
principals in contrast to their teachers' responses were 1) pro-
viding building space for special education, 2) arranging for
IEP meetings, 3) arranging for parent involvement in special

education meetings about IEPs, 4) arranging a place for IEP
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3)

4)

5)

6)
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meetings, 5) publicizing and insuring due process procedures,
and 6) providing input into IEP meetings on the capabilities
of the school system.

b) Elementary teachers indicated that they perceived elementary
principals spending more time on arranging for an interpreter,
if needed and devising and filling out IEP-related forms than
the elementary principals seemed to think they do.

Four IEP-type activities "usually" or "always'" are performed by

elementary principals. These are: 1) involve other appropriate

professionals in special education staffings, 2) provide input into

IEP meetings on the capabilities of the school system, 3) provide

for the appropriate development of IEPs according to P.L. 94-142

requirements, and 4) assume responsibility for seeing that each

child is educated in as equitable a fashion as possible.

Three IEP-type activities tend not to be done by elementary prin-

cipals. They are: 1) providing an interpreter, if needed, 2)

arranging for financing for special education, and 3) devising and

filling out IEP-related forms.

Specifying personnel to be involved in IEP implementation is more

likely to be done by mile elementary principals.

When elementary principals have little training in special educa-

tion, they are not likely to be involved in arranging for student

involvement in IEPs.

Elementary principals with some, rather than numerous, workshop

and/or inservice experiences in special education always provide
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staff for special education.

Often only '"some'" workshop and/or inservice experience in special
education was participated in by elementary principals. This seemed
to indicate that elementary principals were not totally involved.
Often, however, they assumed responsibility for the following IEP-
type activities: 1) arranging for parent involvement in special
education meetings about IEPs, 2) arranging for utilization of re-
sources beyond the school for special education, 3) coordinating
and convening committees within the IEP team, 4) arranging for
parent involvement, 5) arranging for student involvement, 1f appro-
priate, 6) arranging a place for IEP meetings, 7) publicizing and
insuring due process procedures, 8) specifying personnel to be in-
volved in IEP implementation, and 9) providing decision-making
style and rules of order for IEP meetings.

Association with the handicapped seemed to positively affect the
elementary principals' perceptions of the following IEP-type activ-
ities: 1) provide building space for special education, 2) provide
staff for special education, 3) involve other appropriate profes-
sionals in special education staffings, 4) arrange for student in-
volvement, if appropriate, 5) arrange for data collection and stor-
age for special education student files, and 6) provide input into
IEP meetings on the capabilities of the school system.

Elementary principals having no contact with the handicapped had
different perceptions than those who associated with the handicapped

and seemed more likely to assume these three IEP-type activities
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were considered: 1) coordinate and convene committees within the

IEP team, 2) arrange the place of IEP meetings, and 3) devise and

£f111 out IEP-related forms.

There is a difference in how elementary principals perform adminis-

trative functions since the additional responsibility of IEPs be-

came mandated.

a)

b)

c)

d)

e)

Elementary principals appear to do more in every area of re-
sponsibility since October, 1977.

Elementary principals have not significantly increased the amount
of time spent on traditional responsibilities since IEPs were
required.

IEP-type activities require about twice as much of the elemen-
tary principal's time as they did before P.L. 94-142 went into
effect.

Pupil personnel is an area of responsibility that takes slightly
less time now than before October, 1977. 1Included in this area
of responsibility are initiating and maintaining a system of
child accounting and attendance, instituting measures for the
orientation of pupils, provideing counseling services, provid-
ing health services, arranging systematic procedures for the
continual assessinent and interpretation of pupil growth and
establishing means for dealing with pupil irregularities.

Staff personnel is an area of responsibility that takes slightly
less time now than before October, 1977. This responsibility
refers to providing for the recruitment of staff personnel,
selection and assigmment of staff personnel, developing a sys-

tem of staff personnel records and stimula ting and providing
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opportunities for professional growth of staff personnel.

f) Organization and structure is an area of responsibility that
takes slightly less time now than before October, 1977. This
refers to activities such as developing staff organizations for
the purpose of implementing the educational objectives of the
school program and/or organizing lay and professional groups
outside the school for participation in educational planning

or other relevant activities.

Discussion

Elementary principals have additional administrative functions be-
cause of the mandate of P,L. 94-142. One of them is the development and
management of IEPs for each handicapped student. The present study has
been an attempt to research the impact on the role of the elementary
principal due to the development and administration of IEPs. Since
there is very little research or even literature that addresses this sub-
ject, this investigation was undertaken to explore how the role of the
elementary principal may have been affected by the imposition of major
expectations in the area of special education.

School administrators, teachers, parents or guardians, and, if
appropriate, students are designated by P.L. 94-142 to form a team or
committee to formulate the IEP for each special education student. The
emphasis for this study focused upon the elementary principal as admin-
istrator. Another member of the team should be the teacher. Therefore,

these two positions were used as sources for the population of the study.
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Areas of responsibility that have been traditionally assigned to
the elementary principal plus IEP responsibilities were the basis for
Part I of the questionnaire. These were identified activities elemen-
tary principals could be expected to address as a responsibility of their
position. In Part II, attitudes were assessed. The elementary princi-
pals and elementary teachers were asked to provide responses that best
described their perceptions of the time spent on these responsibilities
or their reaction to attitudinal statements before and after the advent
of IEPs 1in October, 1977. Statistically, the results indicated that

the two groups do differ in their perceptions of the role of the elemen-
tary principal in regard to IEPs on some of the responsibilities.

Comments written on some of the returned questionnaires provide

interesting potential for conjecture:
"I don't know just what our principal does."
"] wonder what a principal is supposed to do."

Other comments were referenced to the IEP segment of the questionnaire:
"Don't have IEPs at our school.”
"We don't have special education at our school.”
"I have never seen an IEP or had any special students."

"I'm totally 'dumb' about this subject. 1I've never had any
students who required an IEP and therefore don't know the
procedures."

Teachers included positive comments about their principals such as

the following:

"The principal of our school has shown great concern for all chil-
dren's education for many years. The IEP has helped focus atten-
tion and made the programs more concrete and measurable in terms
of test data and programs offered."



119

"We have an excellent elementary principal, and my observation is
that she definitely has the abilities to be effective in the IEP
process. She is active in the IEP process, and whether or not she
has the time for all the things she does is irrelevant. She simply
takes the time to be there when she's needed."

The indications of inadequate knowledge of the role of an elemen-

tary principal could perhaps indicate a need to educate teachers on ad-
ministrative responsibilities.

The second hypothesis delved into the independence of the elemen-

tary principal's perception of the role of the elementary principal in

IEPs and certain other factors. Elementary principals have evidently
had opportunities for growth through workshops and inservice type experi-
ences and have taken advantage of them. Possibly workshops and inservice
activities have been the major source of information about P.L. 94-142
and IEPs. Should higher education also be publicizing and offering
courses in special education that address these functions of the elemen-
tary principals? This study seems to bear out the findings of Bullock
(14) and Symons (104) that elementary school administrators have not
taken courses that could be identified as related to special education.
As Hollinger (45) indicated, there seems to be general support for
special education by educational administrators. This study attempted
to determine if personal associations with the handicapped affected
elementary principals' support of special education, but the results in
reference to the IEP-type activities in which the elementary principals'
perceptions of the role of IEPs were tested did not indicate differences
except in six of the twenty-five activities regarding association with

the handicapped. There were indications that the elementary principals
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have positive reactions to special education, however.

The third major area investigated what impact the addition of IEP
activities to the elementary principals' position had on the way the
elementary principal performs. Elementary principals seem to do things
differently than before but they have not changed their use of time very
much.

Close scrutiny of the data showed that elementary principals seem
to perceive increased involvement in all areas of responsibility since
IEPs became effective. Although not statistically significant, more
time was involved in the areas of instruction and curriculum development,
community-school relationships and school finances and business activi-
ties. Organization and structure, pupil personnel and staff personnel
require less time than it did before October, 1977. The IEP-type activ-
ities doubled in the amount of time consumed in this type of responsi-
bility.

The small changes in use of time makes one ponder. How do elemen-
tary principals have enough time to do everything they did before and
take on new responsibilities as well?

Hughes and Ubben (50) found that elementary principals' unoccupied
time averaged three percent and indicated it to be as much as ten percent
in some cases. Further, another ten percent of time was spent in '"other"
self-renewal activities. Could these times be where elementary princi-
pals make up for the time now used for special education?

Another consideration might be that more efficient use of time

through time management techniques makes increased responsibilities
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possible. Or, perhaps work is being delegated to others although the
basic responsibility remains with the elementary principal.

As schools consider concerns, such as budget cuts or shrinking en-
rollments, the role of the elementary principal may be in a state of
flux. With the added responsibilities of P.L. 94-142, elementary princi-
pals have additional work to do. Therefore, having a shared role such
as superintendent and elementary principal or being administrator of a
second elementary building, probably are not viable options at the

present time.
Limitations

The study pertained only to selected public elementary schools in
Iowa. The sample included selected elementary principals and elementary
teachers who had been serving in their respective school districts six
years or longer. Thus, it is not recommended that inferences or general-
izations be made toward elementary principals in other geographic regions
of the United States or in nonpublic school systems. Further, the per-
centage of time usage may not have been defined sufficiently. That seg-
ment of the questionnaire could have been designed with given responses

to select rather than being a fill-in option.
Recommendations for Further Research

1) Another geographic area, such as New Mexico which does not accept
P.L. 94-142, could produce additional information on the present
role of the elementary principal.

2) As IEP implementation continues, refinement of the process could
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clarify responsibilities for school building principals. A follow-
up study could provide comparisons,.

3) oOther members of the IEP team (parents, psychologists, etc.) could
be queried on the role of the elementary principal in the IEP
process.,

4) Comparisons between schools that have large special education
populations and those schools that have small or no special educa-
tion students could provide worthwhile information,

5) Exploration of the time spent on the areas of responsibilities by
the elementary principals other than by percentage might provide
meaningful results. This would involve defining the work day/
week of elementary principals in hours and dividing the time re-
quired of the responsibilities. Ovcrtime could then be a consider-
ation.

6) A study similar to this in which the size of the building and/or
size of the district were controlled could provide additional in-

formation.
Summary

The role and function of the elementary principal in the United
States began with simplistic responsibilities. These responsibilities
are now varied and complex.

Special education has been a relatively recent addition to the
elementary principals' responsibilities. 1In 1975, the Education for
All Handicapped Act was a federal mandate of extensive consequence,

The law is multifaceted. This research was concerned with only the de-
velopment and implementation of IEPs (individual education plans) and
the perceptions of the role of the elementary principal regarding the
development and implementation of these IEPs. Selected clementary
principals and elementary teachers in Iowa composed the sample. Results
generally indicate that P.L. 94-142 has impacted in a variety of ways

upon the role of the elementary principal when considering IEPs.



10.

11.

12,

13,

123

LIST OF REFERENCES

Abrahram, Willard. The Slow lLearner. New York: The Center for
Applied Research in Education, Inc., 1964.

Annual Report. "The Individualized Education Program: Key to an
Appropriate Education for the Handicapped Child." Washington, D.C.:
National Advisory Committee on the Handicapped, 1977.

Bahner, John M. Learning Styles. Dayton, Ohio: I/D/E/A, 1971.

Baker, Harry J. ‘"Administration of Special Education." Review of
Educational Research 14 (June 1944): 209-216.

Ballard, Joseph; Nazzero, Jean N. and Weintraub, Frederick J.
P.L. 94-142, A Multimedia Package. Reston, Virginia: Council for
Exceptional Children, 1976.

Barbacovi, Don R. and Clelland, Richard W. Public Law 94-142
Special Education in Transition. Arlington, Virginia: American
Assgociation of School Administrators, 197 .

Bean, Reynold and Clemes, Harris. Elementary Principal's Handbook:
New Approaches to Administrative Action. West Nyack, New York:
Parker Publishing Company, 1978.

Blumberg, Arthur and Greenfield, William. The Effective Principal
Perspectives on School Leadership. Boston, Mass.: Allyn and
Bacon, Inc., 1980.

Bolmeier, Edward C. The School in the Legal Structure. Cincinnati,
Ohio: W. H. Anderson Company, 1974,

Borg, Walter R. and Gall, Meradith D. Educational Research an
Introduction. New York: David McKay Company, Inc., 1971.

Bradfield, Luther E. and Kraft, Leonard E. The Elementary School
Principal in Action. Scranton, Pennsylvania: International Text-
book Company, 1970.

Brinegar, Leslie. The Politics of Long Range Planning for Special
Education. Los Angeles, California: Council of Administration of
Special Education, 1975.

Brown, Jerame, 'Perceptions of Special and Regular Education Person-
nel in Jowa Regarding Mainstreaming, Alternative Educational Strate-
gies, and Responsibilities.'" Doctoral dissertation. Iowa State
University, Ames, Iowa, 1978.



14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24,

25.

26.

124

Bullock, L. M. "An Inquiry into Special Education Training of Ele-
mentary School Administrators." Exceptional Children 36, No. 10
(Summer 1970): 770-771.

Burke, Michael. Role of the Elementary Principal. Omaha, Nebraska:
Nebraska School for the Deaf, 1972,

Carpenter, Robert Dear. '"A Follow-up Study of Selected Illinois
Public School Principals' Attitudes and Knowledges of Mainstreaming
Handicapped Children." Doctoral dissertation, University of Carbon-
dale, Carbondale, Illinois, 1976.

Caster, Jerry A. and Brooks, Richard D. The Interfacing of Elemen-
tary Education and Special Education: The Views of Elementary
Principals and Special Service Personnel. Des Moines, Iowa: Iowa
Department of Public Instruction, 1974,

Click, Phyllis. Administration of Schools for Young Children.
Albany, New York: Delmar Publishers, 1975.

Code of Iowa. Volume 1, 2, and 3. Des Moines, Iowa, 1979.

Cole, Robert W. and Dunn, Rita. '"A New Lease on Life for Education
of the Handicapped: Ohio Copes with 94-142." Phi Delta Kappan 59,
No. 1 (September 1977): 3-6,

Cooper, John. Elementary School Principalship. Columbus, Ohio:
Charles E. Merrill Book, Inc., 1967.

DeLeo, A. V. 'The Attitudes of Public School Administrators and
Teachers Toward the Integration of Children with Special Needs Into
Regular Education Programs." Doctoral dissertation, Boston College,
Boston, Mass., 1976.

Department of Special Education, Educators - Lincoln Public Schools
- Individualized Education Programs (IEP). Lincoln Public Schools,
Lincoln, Nebraska, 1978-79.

Diana vs. State Board of Education. Civil No. C-70, 37 RFP (N.D.
Cal., January 7, 1970 and June 18, 1973).

Dougherty, John W. '"An Approach for Implementing IEP's - Implica-
tions for the Principal."” NASSP Bulletin 63, No. 431 (December
1979): 49-54,

Dougherty, John W. Implementing IEP's - Implications for the Prin-
cipal. Florissant, Missouri: Hazelwood, 1978.



27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32,

33.

34,

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

125

Faber, Charles F. and Shearron, Gilbert F. Elementary School Ad-
ministration Theory and Practice. New York: Holt, Rinehart and
Winston, Inc., 1970.

Foskett, John M. The Normative World of the Elementary School
Principal. Eugene, Oregon: The Center for the Advanced Study of
Educational Administration, University of Oregon, 1967.

Gall, P. IPI: An Individualized Approach. Arlington, Virginia:
National School Public Relations Association, 1975.

Gallagher, James J. ‘''Phenomenal Growth - New Problems Character-
ize Special Education.”" Phi Delta Kappan 55, No. 8 (April 1974):
516-520.

Gearhart, Bill R. Administration of Special Education: A Guide
for General Administrators and Special Educators. Springfield,
Illinois: Charles C. Thomas, Publisher, 1967.

Gearhart, B. R. and Wright, William. Organization and Administra-
tion of Educational Programs for Exceptional Children. Springfield,
Illinois: Charles Thomas Publishing Company, 1979.

Georgiades, William; Hilde, Reuben; and Macaulay, Grant. New
Schools For a New Age. Santa Monica, California: Goodyear Publish-
ing Co., Inc., 1977.

Giangreco, C. Joseph and Giangreco, Marianne R. The Education of
the Hearing Impaired. Springfield, Illinois: Thomas Publishing
Co., 1970.

Gibbons, Maurice. Individualized Instruction, A Descriptive Analy-
sis. New York: Teachers College Press, 1971,

Goldman, Samuel. The School Principal. New York: Center for
Applied Research in Education, Inc., 1966.

Goldstein, Sue; Strickland, Bonnie; Turnbull, Ann; and Curry, Lynn.
“"An Observational Analysis of the IEP Conference." Exceptional
Children 46, No. 4 (January 1980): 278-286.

Grenis, Michael. "Individualization, Grouping, Competition and
Excellence." Phi Delta Kappan 57, No. 3 (November 1975): 199-200.

Hafner. D. Principal's Training Program. Austin, Texas: Region
XIII Service Center, 1973.

Hagerty, Robert and Howard, Thomas. How to Make Federal Mandatory
Special Education Work For You. Springfield, Illinois: Charles
Thomas Publisher, 1978.




41.

42,

43,

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49,

50.

51.

52,

53.

126

Halfaker, G. 'Differential Role Expectations Between Elementary
School Principals and Special Education Directors in Minnesota."
Doctoral dissertation, University of Minnesota, 1975.

Haring, Norris G., editor. Developing Effective Individualized Edu-

cation Programs for Severely Handicapped Children and Youth., Wash-
ington, D.C.: Department of Health, Education and Welfare, 1977.

Hill, Paul; Wuchitech, Joanne; and Williams, Richard. 'N-1467-HEW
The Effects of Federal Education Programs on School Principals."
Checklist No. 225 (April 1980): 2,

Hinkle, Dennis E.; Wiersma, William; and Jurs, Stephen G. Applied
Statistics for the Behavioral Sciences. Chicago, IL.: Rand
McNally Publishing Company, 1979.

Hollinger, Timothy Gene. '"Selected Perceptions of the Status of
Special Education in Iowa Following Implementation of a New Law in
1975." Doctoral dissertation. Iowa State University, Ames, Iowa,
1977.

Hopkins, L. Thomas. 'The Overlooked Factor.'" Phi Delta Kappan
55, No. 10 (June 1974): 694-697.

Howes, Virgil M. Individualizing Instruction: A Teaching Strategy.
New York: Macmillan Company, 1970.

Hoy, Wayne K. and Miskel, Cecil G. Educational Administration:
Theory, Research and Practice. New York: Random House, 1978.

Hubbard, M. P. "A Survey of Colorado School Principals' Attitudes
Toward and Knowledge of Special Education Program Placement."
Doctoral dissertation, University of Denver, Denver, Colorado, 1975.

Hughes, Larry W. and Ubben, Gerald C. The Elementary Principal's
Handbook A Guide to Effective Action. Boston, Mass.: Allyn and
Bacon, Inc., 1978.

“IEP Regs. Clarified." Newsounds 5, No. 7 (September 1980): 1.

Iowa Department of Public Instruction. Jowa Educational Directory
1979~-1980. Des Moines, Iowa: Information and Publication Services,

1980.

Iowa Department of Public Instruction. Rules of Special Education.
Des Moines, Iowa: Author, 1977.




55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62,

63.

65.

66,

127

Iowa Department of Public Instruction. Together We Can - A Closer
Look at Section 504 and P,L. 94-142 Individualized Education Pro-
grams. Des Moines, Iowa: Author, 1978,

Jackson, H. J. "A Survey of the Attitudes of Administrations,
Regular and Special Education Teachers Regarding Changes in Educa-
tional Methodology in Special Education.' Doctoral dissertation,
University of Houston, Houston, Texas, 1974,

Jacobs, T. O. Developing Questionnaire Items: How to Do it Well.
Alexandria, Virginia: Human Resources Research Organization, 1974,

Jacobson, Paul B.; Reavis, William C.; and Logsdon, James D. Duties
of School Principals. New York: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1950.

Jacobson, Paul B.; Reavis, William C.; and Logsdon, James D. The
Effective School Principal. Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-
Hall, Inc., 1963,

Johnson, Alex B. and Gold, Veronica. 'The Principal's Role in
Implementing Public Law 94-142." The Clearing House 54, No. 1
(September 1980): 32-35.

Kellams, Darrell. '"The Role of Principals Today - Tracing Its Devel-
opment.”" NASSP Bulletin 63, No. 431 (December 1979: 88-96.

Kilpatric, James J. 'Bakke Case, a Racial Road that has Come Full
Circle." Omaha (Nebraska) World Herald, October 9, 1977.

Kirk, Samuel A. and Gallagher, James J. Educating Exceptional
Children. Boston, Mass.: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1979.

Kurzberg, Petersen A. "A Survey of Selected Iowa Principals and
Superintendents' Attitudes Towards and Knowledge of Programming for
Handicapped Students in the Least Restrictive Enviromment."
Doctoral dissertation, University of Iowa, Iowa City, Iowa, 1978.

Larkin, Elizabeth. "Education for All Handicapped Children: 1Issues
of Implementation.' Washington, D.C.: Education Policy Fellows,
1978.

Larry P. vs. Riles. Civil No. C-71-2270, 343 F. Supp. 1306 (N.D.
cal., 1972).

Marks, Sir James R.; Stoops, Emery; and King-Stoops, Joyce. Hand-
book of Educational Supervision. A Guide for the Practitiomer.
Boston, Mass.: Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 1978,




67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

128

Marsh, M. A. '"Factors That Influence Principals Toward Acceptance
of Special Education Programs in Their Building.' Doctoral dis-
sertation, University of South Dakota, 1976.

McMahon, Michael B. 'Celebrating Human Uniquenss: Second Thoughts."
Phi Delta Kappan 55, No. 9 (May 1974): 618-621.

Meisgeier, C. H. and King, J. D. The Process of Special Education
Administration. Scranton, Pennsylvania: International Textbook Co.,
1970.

Midwest Regional Resource Center. Evaluation of IEP's in Missouri
State Schools. Des Moines, Iowa: Author, 1979.

Midwest Regional Resource Center. Parents - You're Part of the Team.
Des Moines, Iowa: Author, ca. 1980.

Mills vs., Board of Education of the District of Columbia. 348 F.,
Supp. 866 (D.D.C., 1972).

Morgan, Glenn M. and Bray, Nancy. The IEP Team: Establishing and
Maintaining the Working Partnership. Dallas, Texas: University of
Texas at Dallas, 1977.

Myers, L. and Kyers, K. H. 'An Evaluation of Selected Illinois
Public School Administrators' Attitudes Toward and Knowledge of
Mainstreaming Handicapped Children." Doctoral dissertation,
Southern Illinois University, Carbondale, Illinois, 1975,

National Association of State Directors of Special Education.
Individualized Education Programs - Supplement for Trainers.
Washington, D.C.: Author, 1977.

National Education Association. A Teacher's Reference Guide
94-142, Infopac #11. Washington, D.C.: Author, 1978,

ls
ja~)
-

-

National School Public Relations Association. Educating All the
Handicapped. Arlington, Virginia: Author, 1977,

Neujahr, James L., The Individualized Instruction Game. New York:
Teachers College Press, 1976.

Noar, Gertrude, Individualized Instruction: Every Child a Winner.
New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc,, 1972.

Nuschy, Michael. '"Points of View of Texas Superintendents and
Special Education Supervisors with Respect to Mainstreaming."
Doctoral dissertation, East Texas State University, Tyler, Texas,
1976.



81.

82.

83.

85.

86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

91.

92.

93.

9%,

129

0'Donnell, Tom. "Sources of Law: Right to an Equal Educational
Opportunity." Amicus 2, No. 3 (April 1977): 22-25.

Oppenheim, Abraham N. Questionnaire Design and Attitude Measure-
ment. New York: Basic Books, Inc., 1966.

Pasanella, Ann L. and Volknor, Cara B. oming Back . . . Never
Leaving: Instructional Programming for Handlcapped Students in the
Mainstream. Columbus, Ohio: Charles Merrill Publishing Co., "1977.

Paul, J. L. Mainstreaming: A Practical Guide. Syracuse, New York:
Syracuse University Press, 1977.

Payne, Stanley L. The Art of Asking Questions. Princeton, New
Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1951,

Pelosi, J. and Holcott, A. The Education for All Handicapped Act.
Issues and Implementation. Chapel Hill, North Carolina: Frank
Porter Graham Child Development Center, University of North Caro-
lina, 1977.

. 94-142. A Resource Manual. Gallaudet College, Washington,
.C., 1977.

o)
|

I

Preliminary Draft of Summary of Education for All Handicapped
Children Act of 1975, P.L. 94-142. (Unpublished paper)
National Center for Law and the Deaf, South Bend, Indiana, 1977.

"Principals Can Be Leaders if They Take Charge.'" Education USA 22,
No. 35 (April 28, 1980): 265-272.

Pugach, Marleen Co. 'Education for the Handicapped: Are We Making
Any Progress?" Education Unlimited 1, No. 4 (October 1979): 11-14,

Raske, David E. '"The Role of General School Administrators Respon-
sible for Special Education Programs.'" Exceptional Children 45,
No. 8 (May 1979): 645-646.

Rendfrey, Kaye; Frayer, Dorothy; and Quilling, Mary. Individually
Guided Motivation: Setting Individual Goals for Learning. Madison,
Wisconsin: Wisconsin R & D Center, 1971.

Reynolds, Maynard C. "Basic Issues in Restructuring Teacher Educa-
tion." Journal of Teacher Education 29, No. 6 (November-December

1978): 25.

Rosen, Roslyn and Deninger, Cowen. IEP: Purpose, Contents, Partic-
ipants, Processes. (Unpublished paper) Gallaudet College, Wash-
ington, D.C., 1977.




95.

96.

97.

98.

99,

100.

101.

102,

103.

104.

105.

106.

107,

108.

130

Rosen, Roslyn; Skinski, Edmund and Pimentel, Al. "P,L. 94-142:
An Analysis of its Evolution, Features and Implications."
Gallaudet Alumni Newsletter, Special Issue, 1976, pp. 3-6.

Ryan, John. '"Integrating the Handicapped." Today's Education 66,
No. 3 (September-~October 1977): 24-25,

Savage, David G. Educating All The Handicapped. Arlington,
Virginia: National School Public Relations Association, 1977.

Savage, M. J. "An Investigation of the Differences in Attitude
Between and Among School Administrators and Special Education
Personnel Toward Exceptional Children.'" Doctoral dissertation,
Boston College, Boston, Mass., 1971.

Saxe, Richard W. Perspectives on the Changing Role of the Princi-
pal. Springfield, Illinois: Charles C. Thomas, 1968.

"Shanker Calls for an End to IEP's." Education USA 22, No. 50
(August 11, 1980): 369.

Siegel, Ernest. Special Education in the Regular Classroom. New
York: John Day Company, 1969.

"Special Education: The Struggle for Equal Educational Opportunity
in Iowa." Iowa Law Review 62, No. 5 (June 1977): 1283-1487.

Strickland, Bonnie; Turnbull, Ann P.; and Brantly, John C. Devel-
oping and Implementing Individualized Education Programs.
Columbus, Ohio: Charles Merrill Publishing Company, 1978.

Symons, J. W. 'Differentiated Role Expectations Between Elementary
School Principals and Special Education Directors.' Doctoral
dissertation, University of Oregon, Eugene, Oregon, 1973,

Talmage, Harriet, ed. Systems of Individualized Education.
Berkeley, California: McCutchan Publishing Corporation, 1975.

"Three States Experiences with IEP's Requirements Similar to P.L.
94-142." SRI International. Menlo Park, California, November
1978.

Tice, Walter. 'Problems with Handicapped Law Cited.'" The Deaf
Californian, Los Angles, December 1977, p. 7.

Torres, Scottie. A Primer on Individualized Education Programs
for Handicapped Children. Reston, Virginia: Foundation for

Exceptional Children, 1977.



109.

110.

111.

112.

113.

114,

115.

116.

117.

118.

119.

120.

131

Torres, Scottie, Special Education Administrative Policies Manual.
Reston, Virginia: Council for Exceptional Children, 1977.

Travers, R. An Introduction to Educational Research. New York:
Macmillan, 1966.

"United States Congress, 94th, 1lst Session, Public Law 94-142,
Education of All Handicapped Children Act." Washington, D.C.:
U.S. Govermment Printing Office, 1975.

U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare. "Individual
Education Programs (IEP's) as Amended by P.L. 94-142." Washington,
D.C.: Author, 1979,

United States Department of Health, Education and Welfare. Progress
Toward a Free Appropriate Public Education. Semiannual Update on
the Implementation of Public Law 94-142: The Education for All
Handicapped Act., Washington, D.C.: Author, 1979.

U.S. Education Department. ''Individualized Education Programs
(IEP's) Part B, Education of the Handicapped Act, as amended by

P.L. 94-142." OSE Policy Paper. Washington, D.C.: Author, May 23,
1980.

Vlasak, J. W. ''Relationships Between Elementary School Principals’
Skills and Attitudes of Classroom Teachers Toward Programming for
Mildly Handicapped Students Within the Regular Classrooms."
Doctoral dissertation, University of Texas at Austin, Austin,
Texas, 1974,

Wax, Joseph. '"Competition: Educational Incongruity.'" Phi Delta
Kappan 57, No. 3 (November 1975): 197-198.

Weintraub, Frederick. 'Understanding the Individualized Education
Program (IEP).' Amicus 2, No. 3 (April 1977): 26-30.

Weintraub, Frederick J.; Abeson, Alan; Ballard, Joseph; and LaVon,
Martin L. Public Policy and the Education of Exceptional Children.
Reston, Virginia: Council 1 of Exceptional Children, 1976.

Whitney, Douglas R. The Questionnaire as a Data Source. Iowa City,
Iowa: University of Iowa, Evaluation and Examination Service,

1972,

Wirtz, Marvin A. An Administrator's Handbook of Special Education:
A Guide to Better Education for the Handicagged Springfield,
I11linois: Thomas Publishing Company, 1977.




121.

122.

123,

124,

132

Wisconsin R & D Center. A Decade of Impact. Madison, Wisconsin:
Author, 1975,

Wise, John E.; Nordberg, Robert B.; and Reitz, Donald J. Methods
of Research in Education. Boston, Mess.: D. C. Heath, 1967.

Yoshida, Rolland K.; Fenton, Kathleen, S.; and Kaufman, Martin J.
"Evaluation of Education for the Handicapped."” Phi Delta Kappan
59, No. 1 (September 1977): 59-60.

Zettel, Jeffery J. and Weintraub, Frederick J. "P.L. 94-142:
Its Origins and Implications." The National Elementary Principal.
58, No. 1 (September 1978): 10-13.




133

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

Grateful appreciation is given to Professor Ross Engel whose direc-
tion, guidance, assistance and time were invaluable for the completion
of this dissertation. Appreciation is also extended to Professor George
Hohl, Professor Anton Netusil, Professor Carl Hamilton and Professor
William Woodward. Each professor shared willingly of his knowledge and
unique talents.

Mai Chen, graduate assistant, LaDena Bishop of the Thesis Office and
Gwen Ethington, typist, provided expertise with cheerful countenances.
They deserve particular mention, along with Susan Lehmann.

The Iowa State University Committee on the Use of Human Subjects in
Research reviewed this project and concluded that the rights and welfare
of the human subjects were adequately protected, that risks were out-
weighed by the potential benefits and expected value of the knowledge
sought, that confidentiality of data was assured and that informed con-
sent was obtained by appropriate procedures.

Special recognition and appreciation are extended to the entire
faculty and staff of Iowa School for the Deaf in Council Bluffs. Thelir
cooperation in pretesting the questionnaire as well as with technical
assistance in putting it together are especially recognized. The con-
tributions of Norma Morford, Dennis Drake, Wade Karli, Bryce Kerr, Mike
Grandick, Mike Szemplenski, Diana Lea Somers and Opal Jennings deserve
special mention.

Many friends have been a source of sincere encouragement. Their



134

loyalty and patience are most noteworthy. Ramona and John Crookham
have been a remarkable source of inspiration.

Finally, a very personal acknowledgment is given to my family who
contributed in so many ways. We have endured and enjoyed the challenge
of higher education once more! As always, Mother has been the basis of
strength and resourcefulness. The children have been interested and con-
cerned. But, the ultimate family support and motivation came from my
husband, Joe. You have given so much,

Thank you all!



135

APPENDIX A: LETTERS ACCOMPANYING QUESTIONNAIRE



136
College of Education

Professional Studies

IOWA STATE Ames. lowa 30011

U NIVERSITY | Telephone S15-294-4143

Dear Elementary Principal,

You have been selected to participate on a voluntary basis in a survey
of Iowa elementary principals and teachers. Enclosed is a questionnaire

which I sincerely hope you will answer and return immediately. Your
volunteered information is vital to the study.

As you know, Public Law 94-142, The Education for All Handicapped
Act of 1975, is a federal mandate to schools. One of the law's requirements
is an individual education plan (IEP) for each special ed:'cation student.
The IEP is considered a management tool, and as such, it iddresses you and
your job. The enclosed questionnaire will assess your perceptions of the
impact of the development and administration of IEP's as they affect the
rol.r of Iowa elementary principals. Under no circumstances will your
identity as an individual be ascertained. But, your anonymous responses
are essential to the success of the study.

Please promptly return the completed questionnaire in the stamped self-
addressed envelope.

I am grateful for your time and consideration in helping me pursue
this study.

Sinceely,

o~
-,
- - .
'
;), PR, o S

o

Marianne Giangreco
Doctoral Candidate

v d Snrd

ss A. anel
Faculty Advisor

MG/sal

Enclosures: (2)
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College of Education
Professional Studies
201 Curtiss Hall

l()WA STATE Ames, lowa S001 1

kl N IVE RSITY Telephone 515-294-4143

Dear Elementary Teacher,

You have been selected to participate on a voluntary basis in a
survey of Iowa elementary principals and teachers. Enclosed is a
questionnaire which I sincerely hope you will answer and return
immediately. Your volunteered information is vital to the study.

As you know, Public Law 94-142, The Education for All Handi-
capped Act of 1975, is a federal mandate to schools. One of the law's
requirements is an individual education plan (IEP) for each special
education student. The IEP is considered a management tool, and as
such, it addresses you and your job. The enclosed questionnaire will
assass your perceptions of the impact of the development and administra-
tion of IEP's as they affect the role of Towa elementary principals.
Under no circumstances will your identity as an individual be ascertained.
But, your anonymous responses are essential to the success of the study.

Please promptly return the completed questionnaire in the stamped
self-addressed envelope.

I am grateful for your time and consideration in helping me pursue
this study.

Sincerely,

i . ig_/w e

Marianne Giangreco
Doctoral Candidate

q;iéinmJ Cz: <£;°1ﬂ0
s A. Engel
Faculty Advisor
MG/sal

Enclosures: (2)
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APPENDIX B: QUESTIONNAIRES
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QUESTIONNAIRE
1
Responsibilities
The =2lementary principal coJléLo involved in the following tasks.
Please respond with a cirole how you perceive the tasks were attended

before and after October 1977. October 1, 1977 was the implementation
date for IEPs as required in P.L. 94-142,

Before Oct. 1977 After Oct. 1977

Area of Responsibility

Somet imes
Usually
Always
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually
Always

Never
Rarely

A. Instruction gnd Curriculum
Development

1. Provide for the formulation
of curriculum objectives 1 2 3 4 s 1 2 3 & 95

2. Provide for the determina-~
tion of curriculum content
and organization 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

3. Relate the desired curricu-~
lum to available time,
physical facilities and
personnel 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

4. Provide materials, resources
and equipment for the in-
structional program 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4

N

5. Provide for the supervision
of tnstruction T2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

6. Provide for inservice educa-
tion of instructional
personnel 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

B. Pupll Personnel

7. Initiate and maintain a
system of child accounting
and attendanc? 1 2 3 4 s 3

o
w
=

8. Institute measures for the
ortlentation of pupils 1 2 3 45 12 3 4o

9. Provide for counseling
services 1 2 3

w
—
N
“
&

10. Provide health services 1 2 3 4

11. Provide for individual
inventory service 1 2

[
=
w
N
-
=
N

12. Arrange systematic procedures
for the continual assessment
and interpretation of pupil
growth 1 2 3

13. Estaplish means for dealing
with pupil irregularities
(such as discipline) 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

C. Staff Personne]

14. Provide for the recrultment
of staff peraonnel 1 2 3 4 5§ 1 2 3

15. Select and assign staff
personnel 1 2 3

16, Develop a system of staff
personnel records 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

17. Stimulate and provide
opportunities for profea-
sionsl growth of staff
personnel 1 2 3



Responsibilities

Before Oct. 1977 After Oct. 1
142 Defere ct. 1977

Somet imes
Usually
Alvays
Never
Rarely
Somet imes
Usuaily
Always

Never
Rarely

D. Community-School Rejationshi

18. Determine the educationsl
services the sshcol renders
and how such services are
conditioned by oommunity
forces 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 405

19. Help to develop snd imple~
ment plans for the improve-
ment of community life 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

20. Develop an efficient program
of operation and maintenance
of the physical plant 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

21. Provide for the safety of
pupils, personnel and
equipment 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

E. Organigation and Structure

22. Develop a staff organiza-
tion as a means of
implement ing the educa-
tiona)l objectives of the
school program 1 2 3 &4 5 1 2 3 4 5

23. Organize lay and pro-
fessional groups for
participation in educa-
tional planning and
other activities 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 04 05

P. School Finance and Business
Activities .

24. Prepare the school budget 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
25. Account for school monies 1 2 3 4 9 12 3 4 5

26. Account for school property 1 ¢2 3 4 5 [R— 3 405

0. I1EP Type Activities

27. Provige bullding space
for special education 1 2 3 4 5 12 3 4 5

28. Provide for staff for
special education 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

29. Arrange for financing 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 &4 5
for special education
30, Arrsnge for 1EP mect'ngs 1 2 3 &5 1 2 3 &8 9

31. Arrange for parent in-
volvement in special
education meetings about
IEP's 1 2 3 4 5 12 3 4 5

32. Arrange for utilization of
resources beyond the achool
for special educatior 12 3 4 5 12 3 4 5

33. Involve other appropriate
professionals (audiologista,
psychologists, etc.) in
special education staffinges 1 2 3 4 5 I ¢ 3 4 5

34. Serve as chairperson of IEP
tean 1 2 3 4 5 12 3 4

35. Coordinate and convene
committees within the IEP
team 1 2 3 5 1 2 3 4

36. Arrange for parent involve-
ment 1 2 3 4

,
-
~
-
=
-

37. Arrange for an interpreter,
if needed 12 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5



Responsibilities
143 Before Oct. 1977 After Oct. 1977

Somet imes

-
»
e 2338 42
SR ER :Ei:i‘
5 = 2 wn 5 <
38. Arrange for atudent involve-
ment, if appropriste 1 2 3 & o8 1 2 3 4 5
39. Arrange for data colleetion
and storage for special
education student files 1 2 3 & 8§ 1 b I |
40. arrange place of IEP meetings 1 2 3 4 § 1 2 3
41. Publicise and insure due
process procedures 1 2 3 4 s 1 2 3 4 5
42. Provide for implementation
of IEP 1.2 3 & 5 1 2 3 4 5
43, Provide tnput Into IEP
meetings on the capabilitiea
of the school system 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
44. Specify personnel to bde
involved 1in IEP
implementation 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 & 5
45. Provide decisionmaking
style and rules of order
for IEP meetings 1.2 3 4 5 1 2 3 & 5
46. Delineate placement issues v
and questions to be
addressed to the placement
committee 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
47. Evaluate the effectiveness
of the IEP process 1 2 3 & 5 1 2 3 4 5
48. Devise and fill out IE
related forms . 1 2 3 & 5 1 2 3 4 5
49. Oversee the record-keeping
required by IEP's 1 2 3 & 5 1 2 3 4 5
50. Provide for the appropriate
development of IEP's accord-
ing to P.L. 94-142
requirements 1 2 3 5 1 2 3 4 5
51. Responsible for seeing that
each child 1s educated in as
equitable a fashion as is
possible 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Responsibilities

H. PFill in approximately what percentage best describes the amount of
time the elementary principal devotes to the following responsibill-

itles.
Before Oct. 1977 After Oct. 1977

1-6A. Instruction and Curriculum

Development 3 ‘ ]
7-138. Pupil Personnel -3 ]
14-17C. Staff Personnel % ]
18-21D. Community-School

Relationship % ]
22-23F. Organication and Structure 3 %

24-26F. School Pinances and Businass
Activities L] B

27-51G. IEP Type Activitiles 5 I |



I

Attitudes
Circle whet you roeive t
questions. you pe © be the appropriate response to these
144
Before Qot. 1977  After Ogt. 1977
i i
‘ » »
;;..:55 ;:..;-i'.
FydY §ilid
1. Bducation of all children is &
pudlic reaponsibility 1 2 3 4 8 1 2 3 40 3
2. Special education takee too :
much money 1 2 3 8 8 1 2 3 &4 8
3. Present school facilities can
accommodate handiospped childpen 1 2 3 4 § 1 2 3 & S
4. IEP‘'s are worthwhile 1 2 3 & s 1 2 3 &
5. IRP's take too much time 1 2 3 & s 1 2 3 & 5

6. The elementary principal should
be an integral part of the IRP
process 1 2 3 & s 1 2 3 &0 5

7. The elementary principal’s time

would be more productive for

education if IEP's were not a part

of the responsidilites 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 31 & 5
8. The elementary principal has the

abilities to de effective in the

IEP process 1 2 3 4 s 1 2 31 4 5
9. The elementary principal hllI:;Q

time to de effective in the
procese . 1 2 3 ks 1 2 3 & 5

III
Demographio
1. Pleass respond to the following dy adding the infordation requested.
a. Number of years as an elementary principal .
b. Number of yearc as an olo-intnry teacher
c. Your asge to the nearest dirthdate

4, Your eex: female or male

2. Check the item that best describes your educational bdasckground.

B.A. N.A. ¢+ 30
B.A. ¢+ 15 Specialist
M.A. £4.D. or Ph.D.

3. Check the item thst best describes how many cullege creait nours
you have carned in special education coursework?

Less than 5 —_— 21-30
R 5-10 31 or more
11-20

4. Check the item that best describes your professional growth {n
special education other than earned college credits.

no workshop and/or inservice experience
some workshop and/or inservice experience
numerous workshops and/or inservice experiences

5. Check the item or items that best describe your association with
handicapped individuale.

{ have had no contact with handicapped people.
I have a relative who is handicapped.

1 have a close friend who is handicapped.

1 have an acqusintance who is handicajped.

I teach or work with a person who is handicapped.

I



QUESTIONNAIRE

lko‘&#nIM lities

The =lementary principal could be involved in the following tasks,
Please respond with a circle how you perceive the tasks were attended
before and after October 1977. October 1, 1977 was the implementation
date for IEPs as required in P.L. 98.142,

Before Oct. 1977 After Oct. 1977

Area of Responsibility

Somet imes
Usually
Always
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually
Always

Never
Rarely

A. Instryction and Curriculum
velopment

1. Provide for the formulation
of curriculum objectives 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 & 5

2. Provide for the determina-
tion of curriculum content
and organization 1 2 3 & 5 1 2 3 & 5

3. Relate the desired curricu-
lum to available time,
physical facilities and
personnel 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

4. Provide mgteriala, resources
and eguipment for the in-
structional program 1 2 3 4 5 12 3 4 5

5. Provide for the supervision
of instruction 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

6. Provide for inservice educa-
tior of instructional
personnel 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

B. Pupil Personnel

7. Inftiate and maintain a
system of child accounting
and attendance 1 2 3 4 5 1

8. Institute measures for the
orientation of pupils 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

9. Provide for counseling
serviceys 1 2 3

13. Provide health services 1 2 3 4 5 12 R

11. Provide for individual
inventory service 1 2 3 & 5

12. Arrange systematic procedures
for the continual assessment
and interpretation of pupil
growth 1 2

13. Estatlish means for dealing
with pupil i{rregularities
(such as discipline) 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

C. Staff Personnel

14. Provide for the recruitment
of staff personnel 1 2 3 4 5 12 3 4 5

15. Select and assign staff
personnel 1 2 3

16, Develop a system of staff
perscnnel records

17. Stimulate and provide
opportunities for profes-
sional growth of staff
personnel 1 2 3
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D. Community-School Relationship

18.

19.

20.

2.

Determine the educational
aservices the sehool ren
and how such services are
conditioned by community
forces

Help to develop and imple-~
ment plans for the improve-
ment of community life

Develop an efficient program
of operation snd maintenance
of the physical plant

Provide for the safety of
pupils, personnel and
equipment

E. Organization and Structure

22.

23.

Develop a staff organiza-
tion as a means of
implementing the educa-
tional objectives of the
school program

Organize lay and pro-
fessional groups for
participation in educa-
tional planning an
other activities

Never

P. School Finance and Business

24,
25,

Prepare the school budget
Account for school monies

Account for school property

Type Activities

28.

29.
3c.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

Provide building space
for special education

Provide for staff for
special education

Arrange for financing
for special education
Arrange for IEP meetings

Arrange for parent in-
volvement in speclal
education meetings about
IEP's

Arrange for utilization of
resources beyond the school
for special education

Involve other appropriate
professionals (audiologilsts,
paychologista, etc.) in
special education staffings

Serve as chairperson of IEP
team

Coordinate and convene
committees within the IEP
team

Arrange for parent involve-
ment

Arrange for an lnterpreter,
if needed

Before Oct. 1977 After Oct. 1977
.4 [
i i
> - Q » - ~ @
[~ . | R R
o o v @ " o
IEEEEEEEEER
N D = z&m;\<
2 3 4 5 1 2 4 5
2 3 4 5 1 2 [
2 3 & 5 1 2 4 5
2 3 4 5 1 2 4§ 5
2 3 M 5 1 2 4 5
2 3 4 5 1 2 4 5
2 3 4 5 12 4 s
2 3 4 5 12 4 5
2 3 4 s 12 4 5
2 3 4 s 1 2 4§ 4 5
2 3 45 1 2 3 & 5
2 3 4 5 1 2 3 &« 5§
2 3 4 5 1 2 3 & 5
¢ 3 5 1 2 3 4 5
2 3 4 05 L2 3 4
e 3 ¥ 5 I
2 3 4 s U B TN
2 5 4oy 12 3 oy
PR Y SR B R
2 3 4 ro2 4 45
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APPENDIX C: FOLLOW-UP LETTER TO LATE RESPONDENTS
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College of Education
Professional Studies
201 Curtiss Hall

IOWASTATE S

LINIVE RS[TY leélcpht»nc S1S-294-4143

April 28, 1981

Dear Elementary Principal,

On April 8, 1981 a questionaire was mailed to you concerning the impact
upon the role of the elementary principal due to Public Law 94-142, The
Education for All Handicapped Act of 1975. Your input is important to the
study and I hope you will voluntarily respond. Enclosed is a second question-
aire and return envelope for your convenience in providing a prompt reply.

Thank you for being a part of this research.

Sincerely,

Zr -

Marianne Giangreco

MG/ d1
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College of Education
Professtonal Studies
261 Cortiss Hall

 IOWASTATE .

| U N lVE RS]TY "‘liclephun:il :2‘)44141

April 28, 1981

Dear Elementary Tcacher,

On April 8, 1981 a questionaire was mailed to you concerning the impact
upon the role of the elementary teacher due to Public Law 94-142, The Education
for A11 Handicapped Act of 1975. Your input is important to the study and I
hope you will voluntarily respond. Enclosed is a second questionaire and return
envelope for your convenience in providing a prompt reply.

Thank you for being a part of this research.

Sincerely,
/ Va—vee— . 'Ls.\[y_ e

Marianne Giangreco

MG/ )
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APPENDIX D: TABLES OF FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTAGES FOR IEP-
TYPE ACTIVITIES
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Table A. The frequencies and percentages for the years of experience of
the elementary principal and the elementary principals' per-
ceptions when considering the following IEP-type activities:

Provide building space for special education

Years as
elementary Responses of glezfntary principals
principal Never 7 Rarely % tizes % Usually 7 Always 7%
2-5 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0 & (5.2)
6-10 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.6) 5 (6.5) 4 (5.2)
11-15 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 2 (2.6) 2 (2.6) 10 (24.7)
16-20 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 3 (3.9) 2 (2.6) 9 (11.7)
21-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.6) 9 (11.7) 10 (13.0)
Provide for staff for special education
Years a
e;em:nt:ry Re sponses of glezfntary principals
principal Never % Rarely % tizes % Usually 7% Always 7%
2-5 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.2)
6-10 3 (3.9) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.6) 4 (5.2) 3 3.9
11-15 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 4 (5.2) 1 (1.3) 17 (22.1)
16-20 2 (2.6) 2 (2.6) 2 (2.6) 2 (2.6) 7 9.1)
21-35 2 (2.6) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.2) 2 (2.6) 13 (16.9)
Arrange for financing for special education
Years as
elementary Responses of glemfntary principals
principal Never 7 Rarely % tz::s % Usually 7 Always 7%
2-5 3 (4.0) 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3)
6-10 3 4.0) 1 (1.3) 5 (6.7) 3 (4.0) 9 (0.0)
11-15 7 (9.3) 3 (4.0) 4 (5.3) 1 (1.3) 9 (12.0)
16-20 4 (5.3) 3 4.0) 4 (5.3) 2 2.7) 1 (1.3)
21-35 3 (4.0) 3 4.0) 3 (4.0) 5 6.7) 6 (8.0)
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Table A (Continued)

Arrange for IEP meetings

Years as
elementary Responses of gzzzfntary principals
principal Never 7% Rarely 7 times % Usually % Always %
2-5 0 (0.0) O (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 1.3) & (5.3)
6-10 0 (.0) 0 (.00 5 6.7) & 5.3) 2 2.7)
11-15 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3 7 “9.3) 6 (8.0) 9 (12.,0)
16-20 2 (2.7) 0 (0.0) 5 (6.7) 5 6.7) 3 (4.0)
21-35 0O (0.0) 0 (0.,0) 1 (1.3) 9 (12.0) 10 (13.3)
Arrange for parent involvement in special education
meetings about IEPs
Years as
elementary Responses of gi::fntarx principals
principal Never 7% Rarely 7% times % Usually 7 Always 7%
2-5 0 (.00 o (0.,0) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.2) 1 (1.3)
6-10 0 (.0) o (0.0) 4 (5.2) 6 (7.8) 2 (2.6)
11-15 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 5 (6.5 9 Q1.7 9 (11.7)
16-20 2 (2.6) 0 (0.0) 3 (3.9) 6 (7.8) 4 (5.2)
21-35 0 (0.0) O (0.0) 6 (7.8) 6 (7.8) 9 (11.7)
Arrange for utilization of resources beyond the school
for special education
Years as
elementary Responses of g;:zfntary principals
principal Never 7% Rarely 7 times % Usually % Always %
2-5 0 (0.0) O (0.0) 1 (1.3) 2 2.6) 2 (2.6)
6-10 1 (1.3) 2 (2.6) 2 (2.6) 6 (7.9) 1 (1.3)
11-15 0 (0.0) 4 (5.3) 2 2.6) 9 (11.8) 9 (11.8)
16-20 0 (0.0) 2 (2.6) 5 (6.6) 5 (6.6) 2 (2.6)
21-35 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 7 (9.2) 5 (6.6) 7 9.2)
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Table A (Continued)

Involve other appropriate professionals (audfologists, psychol-
ogists, etc.) in special education staffings

Years as
elementary Responses of ;;::fntarx principals
principal Never 7 Rarely 7% times % Usually 9% Always 7%
2-5 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 4 (5.3)
6-10 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.6) 7 (9.2) 3 3.9)
11-15 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.6) 6 (7.9) 15 (19.7)
16-20 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 6 (7.9) 8 (10.5)
21-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (3.9) 5 (6.6) 12 (15.8)
Serve as chairperson of IEP team
Years &s
elementary Responges of gi::fntary principals
principal Never 7 Rarely % times % Usually % Always %
2-5 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.3)
6-10 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 5 (6.6) 3 (3.9) 2 (2.6)
11-15 2 (2.6) 3 3.9) 3 (3.9) 7 (9.2) 9 (11.8)
16-20 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 5 (6.6) 5 (6.6) 4 (5.3)
21-35 1 (1.3) 4 (5.3) 4 (5.3) 4 5.3) 8 (10.5)
Coordinate and convene committes within the IEP team
Years as
elementary Responses of :;::fntary principals
principal Never 7 Rarely % times % Usually 7% Always %
2-5 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 2 (2.6)
6-10 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 3 (3.9) 6 (7.8) 2 (2.6)
11-15 2 (2.6) 5 (6.5) 3 3.9) 7 9.1) 7 9.1)
16-20 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.2) 6 (7.8) 4 (5.2)
21-35 0 (0.0) 3 (3.9) 3 (3.9) 10 (13.0) 5 (6.5)
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Table A (Continued)

Arrange for parent involvement

Years as

elementary Responses of g%::fntary principals

principal Never 7% Rarely 7% times % Usually % Always 7%
2-5 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.6) 3 3.9)
6-10 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (3.9) 5 (6.5 4 (5.2)
11-15 1 (1.3) 2 (2.6) 2 (2.6) 11 (14.3) 8 (10.4)
16-20 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 8 (10.4) 6 (7.8)
21-35 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 5 6.5 9 (11.7) 6 (7.8)

Arrange for an interpreter, if needed

:i:;:n::ry Responses of ;:z:fntagy principals

principal Never % Rarely % times % Usually % Always %
2-5 0 (0.0) 0o (0.0 1 1.4) 1 (1.4) 2 2.9
6-10 7 (10.1) 1 (1.4) 2 (2.9) 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4)
11-15 9 (13.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 7 (10.1) 5 (7.2)
16-20 3 “.3) 3 4.3) 0 (0.0 3 (.3 4 (5.8)
21-35 4 (5.8) 1 (1.4) 3 “%.3) 5 (7.2) 5 (7.2)

Arrange for student involvement, if needed

Zizzznz:ry Responses of ;z::fntary principals
principal Never 7 Rarely 7% times % Usually 7 Always 7%
2-5 0O ((.0) 0o (0.0) 1 (1.3) 1 @.3) 3 (3.9
6-10 1 (1.3) 2 (2.6) 6 (7.8) 1 (1.3) 2 (2.6)
11-15 1 (@@.3) 1 (1.3 9 (Q1.7) 6 (7.8) 7 (9.1)
16-20 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) &4 (5.2) 8 (10.4) 2 (2.6)
21-35 3 ((3.99 1 (1.3) 6 (7.8) 8 (10.4) 3 (3.9)
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Table A (Continued)

Arrange for data collection and storage for special education
student files

Z;:;:n::ry Responses of ;z::fntary principals
principal Never 7% Rarely % times % Usually % Always %
2-5 0 (.00 0 (0,00 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 3 (3.9)
6-10 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.2) & (5.2) 3 (3.9
11-15 0 (.00 0 (0.0) & (5.2 7 (9.1) 13 (16.9)
16-20 0 (.0) 0 (.0) 1 (.3 7 @.1) 7 (9.1
21-35 0 (.00 1 (1.3) 2 (2.6) 7 (9.1) 11 (14.3)
Arrange place of IEP meeting
Z;:;:n::ry Responses of ;i::fntary principals
principal Never % Rarely % times % Usually 7 Always %
2-5 0 (.0) 0 (.0) 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) & (5.2)
6-10 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.6) 8 (10.4) 2 (2.6)
11-15 0 (.0) 2 (2.6) &4 (5.2) S5 (6.5 13 (16.9)
16-20 0O (0.0) 0 (0,0) 2 (2.6) 6 (7.8 7 (9.1)
21-35 0 (.0) 0o (0.0) 3 (3.9 8 (10.4) 10 (13.0)
Publicize and insure due process procedures
Z;:;:n::ry Responses of gle:fntary principals
principal Never 7 Rarely % tz:es % Usually 7% Always %
2-5 0 (.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) O0 (0.0) & (5.3)
6-10 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 1 (@(1.3) 7 (9.3) 3 (4.0
11-15 0 (.0) 1 (1.3) 3 (4.0) 7 (9.3) 13 (17.3)
16-20 0 (.0) 1 (1.3) 2 2.7 3 (.0) 9 (Q2.0)
21-35 0 (.0) 1 (1.3) 5 6.7) 6 (8.0) 7 (9.3)
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Table A (Continued)

Provide for implementation of IEP

Years as
elementary Responses of ;;::fntary principals
principal Never 7% Rarely % times % Usually 7% Always %
2-5 0 (0.00) O (0.0) O (0.0) 1 (1.3) 4 (5.3)
6-10 0 (.00 0 (0.0) 2 (2.6) 7 (9.2) 3 (3.9)
11-15 0 (.0) 1 (1.3) & (5.3) 7 (9.2) 11 (14.5)
16-20 1 (1.3) 0 (0,0) 3 (3.9) 6 (7.9) 5 (6.6)
21-35 0 (0.0) O (0.0) 3 (3.9) 7 (9.2) 11 (14.5)
Provide input into IEP meetings on the capabilities
of the school system
:;:;:n::ry Responses of ;z::fntagyiprincipals
principal Never 7% Rarely % times % Usually % Always %
2-5 0 (.0) 0 (0.0) o0 (0.0) 2 (2.6) 3 (3.9)
6-10 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 7 (9.2) 4 (5.3)
11-15 0 (.0) 1 (1.3) 2 (2.6) 7 (9.2) 13 (17.1)
16-20 0 (.0) o (0,0) 2 (2.6) 5 (6.6) 8 (10.5)
21-35 0 (0.0) O (0.0) & (5.3) 6 (7.9) 11 (14.5)

Specify personnel to be involved in IEP implementation

Zi:;:ni:ry Responses of ;i;:fntary principals

principal Never % Rarely 7 times % Usually % Always 7%
2-5 0 (.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0 2 (2.6) 3 (@3.9
6-10 0 (0.0) O (0.0) 4 (5.2) 5 (6.5) 3 (3.9)
11-15 0 (0.0) 2 (2.6) 4 (5.2) 7 (9.1) 11 (14.3)
16-20 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 3 3.9) 7 9.1 4 (5.2)
21-35 0 (.00 O (0.0) 1 (1.3) 11 (14.3) 9 (11.7)
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Table A (Continued)

Provide decision-making style and rules of order
for IEP meetings

Years as
elementary Responses of gletfntary principals
principal Never % Rarely % t::es % Usually % Always %
2-5 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 3 (3.9)
6-10 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 5 (6.5) 3 (3.9) 3 (3.9)
11-15 2 (2.6) 0 (0.0) 8 (10.4) 6 (7.8) 8 (10.4)
16-20 0 (0.0) 2 (2.6) 4 (5.2) 5 (6.5) 4 (5.2)
21-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (3.9) 11 (14.3) 7 (9.1)
Delineate placement issues and questions to be
addressed to the placement committee
Y
eiz;:nz:ry Responses of :z::fntary principals
principal Never 7 Rarely 7% times % Usually % Always %
2-5 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.7) 2 (2.7)
6-10 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 5 6.7) & (5.3) 3 4.0)
11-15 2 2.7) 2 2.7) 8 (10.7) 5 6.7) 7 (9.3)
16-20 2 2.7) 1 (1.3) 2 (2.7) 10 (13.3) 0 (0.0)
21-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 4.0) 9 (12.0) 7 (9.3)
Evaluate the effectiveness of the IEP process
Years as
elementary Responses of ;z::fntary principals
principal Never 7% Rarely % times % Usually % Always %
2-5 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 2 (2.6) 2 (2.6)
6-10 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 5 (6.5 4 (5.2) 3 (3.9)
11-15 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 7 (9.1) 10 (13.0) 5 (6.5)
16-20 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 5 (6.5) 6 (7.8) 2 (2.6)
21-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 7 9.1) 7 9.1) 7 9.1)
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Table A (Continued)

Devise and fill out IEP related forms

Years as

e lementary Responses of :;::fntary principals

principal Never % Rarely % times % Usually % Always %
2-5 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 2 (2.6)
6-10 2 (2.6) 2 (2.6) 3 3.9) 3 3.9) 2 (2.6)
11-15 7 9.1) 4 (5.2) 4 (5.2) 3 3.9) 6 (7.8)
16-20 2 (2.6) 3 3.9 3 (3.9) S (6.5) 2 (2.6)
21-35 2 (2.6) 1 (1.3) 8 (10.4) 4 (5.2) 6 (7.8)

Oversee the record-keeping required by IEPs

Years as

elementary Responses of gzszfntary principals

principal Never 7% Rarely 7% times % Usually % Always %
2-5 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 3 (3.9)
6-10 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.6) 6 (7.9) 3 (3.9)
11-15 3 3.9) ] (0.0) 4 (5.3) 7 (9.2) 10 (13.2)
16-20 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 3 (3.9) 5 (6.6) 6 (7.9)
21-35 0 (0.0) 2 (2.6) 4 (5.3) 7 9.2) 7 (9.2)

Provide for the appropriate developments of
IEPs according to P.L. 94-142 requirements

Years as

elementary Responses of ;é::fntary principals

principal Never 7% Rarely 7% % Usually 7 Always 7%

times

2-5 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 3 (4.0)
6-10 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 2.7) 7 9.3) 3 (4.0)
11-15 2 (2.7) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 6 (8.0) 15 (20.0)
16-20 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 2.7 7 9.3) 5 6.7)
21-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 9 (12.0) 10 (13.3)
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Responsible for seeing that each child is educated

in as equitable a fashion as is possible

z;:;:n::ry Responses of ;;::fntary principals

principal Never 7% Rarely 7% times % Usually % Always %
2-5 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 4 (5.3)
6-10 0O (0.0) O (0.0) O (0.0) 6 (7.9) 6 (7.9
11-15 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) O (0.0) & (5.3) 19 (25.0)
16-20 0O ((.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 5 (6.6) 9 (11.8)
21-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 3 (3.9) 16 (21.1)
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Table B. The frequencies and percentages for the age of the elementary
principal and the elementary principals' perceptions when
considering the following IEP-type activities:

Responses of elementary principals

Age Never 7% Rarely % 3:2:; % Usually % Always %

Unknown 2 2.7) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3)

Group I

28-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 2 2.7)

Group II

36-50 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 6 (8.0) 9 (12.0) 18 (24.0)
Group III
51-66 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 3 4.0) 5 (6.7) 23 (30.7)
Provide for staff for special education
Responses of elementary principals

Age Never 7% Rarely 7% 32::; % Usually % Always %

Unknown 2 2.7) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3)

Group I

28-35 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 2 2.7)

Group II

36-50 6 (8.0) 1 (1.3) 6 (8.0) 7 (9.3) 15 (20.0)
Group III
51-66 1 (1.3) 2 2.7) 5 6.7) 1 (1.3) 23 (30.7)
Arrange for financing for special education
Responses of elementary principals
9 P Some-

Age Never 7% Rarely % t imes % Usually % Always %

Unknown 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4)

Group I

28-35 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4)

Group 1II

36-50 11 (15.1) 3 “%.1) 9 (12.3) 7 (9.6) 5 (6.8)
Group III

51-66

7 (9.6) 7 (9.6) & (5.5) 3 “%.1) 9 @Q2.3)
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Table B (Continued)

Arrange for IEP meetings

Responses of elementary principals

Age Never 7 Rarely % f::g; % Usually 9% Always %
Unknown 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 2 (2.7)
Group 1
28-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 2 2.7)
Group II
36-50 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 11 (14.9) 9 (12.2) 12 (16.2)
Group III1
51-66 2 2.7) 0 (0.0) 6 (8.1) 13 (17.6) 11 (14.9)
Arrange for parent involvement in special
education meetings about I1EPs
Responses of elementary principals
Age Never 7 Rarely % g:::; % Usually % Always %
Unknown 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 2 2.7)
Group 1
28-35 1] (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 3 4.0) 0 (0.0)
Group I
36-50 2 2.7) 0 (0.0) 7 (9.3) 12 (16.0) 14 (18.7)
Group III
51-66 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 9 (12.0) 15 (20.0) 7 (9.3)
Arrange for utilization of resources beyond the
school for special education
Responses of elementary principals
Age Never 7% Rarely % 32:2; % Usually 7% Always 7%
Unknown 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) o (0.0) 2 2.7)
Group I
28-35 0 0.0) 0] (0.0) 1 (1.4) 2 2.7) 1 (1.4)
Group II
36-50 1 1.4) 4 (5.4) 7 (9.5) & (18.9) 9 (12.2)
Group III
51-66 1 (1.4) 4 (5.4) 8 (10.8) 9 (12.2) 9 (12.2)
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Ta! le B (Continued)

Involve other appropriate professionals (audiologists,
psychologists, etc.) in special education staffings

Responses of elementary principals

Age Never 7 Rarely 7% g:::; % Usually % Always %
Unknown 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 2 2.7)
Group I

28-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 2.7) 2 2.7)
Group II

36-50 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 5 (6.8) 13 (17.6) 16 (21.6)
Group III

51-66 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 2.7) 9 (12.2) 20 (27.0)

Serve as chairperson of IEP team

Responses of elementary principals

Age Never % Rarely % i:::; % Usually % Always %
Unknown 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 1 (@(1.4) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.7)
Group I

28-35 0 (.00 0 (.00 2 (2.7 0 (0.00 2 (@.7
Group II

36-50 1 (1.4) 3 (4.1) 8 (10.8) 10 (13.5) 13 (17.6)
Group III

51-66 2 (2.7) 4 (5.4) 8 (10.8) 8 (10.8) 9 (12.2)

Coordinate and convene committees within the IEP team

Responses of elementary principals

Age Never 7 Rarely 7% fzz:; % Usually % Always %
Unknown 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 2 2.7)
Group 1

28-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 2 (2.7)
Group II

36-50 1 (1.3) 4 (5.3) 8 (10.7) 12 (16.0) 10 (13.3)
Group III

51-66 2 (2.7) 5 (6.7) 4 (5.3) 16 (12.3) 5 (6.7)
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Table B (Continued)

Arrange for parent involvement

Responses of elementary principals

Age Never 7 Rarely 7% s:::; % Usually % Always %
Unknown 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 2 2.7)
Group 1

28-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 2 2.7)
Group 11

36-50 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) &4 (5.3) 18 (24.0) 12 (16.0)
Group III

51-66 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 6 (8.0) 14 (18.7) 10 (13.3)

Arrange for an interpreter, if needed
Responses of elementary principals

Age Never 7% Rarely % i:::; % Usually % Always %
Unknown 1 (1.5) 1 (1.5) 1 (1.5) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.5)
Group 1

28-35 0 (0.0) 1 (1.5) 1 (1.5) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.9)
Group II

36-50 13 (19.1) 3 4.4) 1 (1.5) 9 (13.2) 4 (5.9)
Group III

51-66 9 (13.2) 2 2.9) 3 4.4 7 (10.3) 9 (13.2)

Arrange for student involvement, if needed
Responses of elementary principals

Age Never 7 Rarely 7% g:ﬁz; % Usually 7 Always 7%
Unknown 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 “4.0) 0 (0.0)
Group 1

28-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 2.7) 0 (0.0) 2 2.7)
Group 11

36-50 1 (1.3) 4 (5.3) 12 (16.0) 10 (13.3) 8 (10.7)
Group III

51-66

1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 12 (16.0) 12 (16.0) 6 (8.0)
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Table B (Continued)

Arrange for data collection and storage for special

education student files

Age

Responses of elementary principals

’ Some - ”

Never 7% Rarely Usually % Always %

times

Unknown 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 0] (0.0) 2 @.7 1 (1.3)
Group I

28-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 “4.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3)
Group 1I

36-50 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 7 (9.3) 11 (14.7) 16 (21.3)
Group III

51-66 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 2 (2.7) 12 (16.0) 17 (22.7)

Arrange place of IEP meeting
Responses of elementary principals

Age Never % Rarely % E::z; % Usually % Always %
Unknown 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3)
Group 1

28-50 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 2 Q.7
Group II

36-50 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 6 (8.0) 13 (17.3) 16 (21.3)
Group III

51-66 0 (0.0) 2 2.7) 4 (5.3) 11 (14.7) 15 (20.0)

Publicize and insure due process procedures
Responses of elementary principals

Age Never 7% Rarely % i:::; % Usually % Always %
Unknown 1 (1.3) V] (0.0) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3)
Group 1

28-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 2.7) 2 2.7)
Group I1

36-50 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) ) (6.7) 11 (14.7) 18 (24.0)
Group III

51-66 0 (0.0) 3 4.0) 5 6.7) 9 (12.0) 15 (20.0)
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Table B (Continued)

Provide for implementation of IEP

Responses of elementary principals

7° sme' 7'

Age Never 7 Rarely times Usually % Always Y%
Unknown 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.7) 1 (1.4)
Group 1

28-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 2.7) 2 2.7
Group II

36-50 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 7 (9.5) 10 (13.5) 16 (21.6)
Group III

51-66 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 3 (4.1) 15 (20.3) 13 (17.6)

Provide input into IEP meetings on the
capabilities of the school system
Responses of elementary principals

Age Never 7 Rarely % g:z:; % Usually % Always 7%
Unknown 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 2.7 1 (1.4)
Group 1

28-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 2.7) 2 2.7)
Group II

36-50 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) ¢4 (5.4) 14 (18.9) 17 (23.0)
Group III

51-66 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 3 (4.1) 10 (13.5) 17 (23.)

Specify personnel to be involved in IEP
implementation
Responses of elementary principals

Age Never % Rarely % ::z:; % Usually % Always %
Ur.known 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3)
Group 1

28-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 1 1.3) 2 2.7)
Group 11

36-50 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 9 (12.0) 111 (14.7) 15 (20.0)
Group III

51-66 0 (0.0) 3 “4.0) 2 (2.7) 17 (22.7) 10 (13.3)
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Table B (Continued)

Provide decision-making style and rules of order for
IEP meetings

Responses of elementary principals

Age Never % Rarely % 3;::; % Usually % Always %
Unknown 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3)
Group 1

28-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 2 (2.7)
Group II

36-50 0 (0.0) 2 2.7) 13 (17.3) 9 (12.0) 11 @4.7)
Group III

51-66 2 2.7) 1 (1.3) 6 (8.0) 14 (18.7) 9 (12.0)

Delineate placement issues and questions to be addressed
to the placement committee

Responses of elementary principals

Age Never 7% Rarely % 322:; 7% Usually 7% Always 7%
Unknown 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4)
Group 1

28-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 2 2.7)
Group II

36-50 2 2.7) 3 (.1) 10 (13.5) 13 (17.6) 6 (8.1)
Group III

51-66 3 4.1) 0 (0.0) 6 (8.1) 15 (20.3) 8 (10.8)

Evaluate the effectiveness of the IEP process
Responses of elementary principals

Age Never % Rarely % 3::2; % Usually % Always 7%
Unknown 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 0] (0.0) 2 @2.7) 1 (1.3)
Group 1

28-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 2 2.7)
Group II

36-50 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 14 (18.7) 12 (16.0) 8 (10.7)
Group III

51-66 1 (1.3) 2 (2.7) 8 (10.7) 15 (20.0) 6 (8.0)
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Table B (Continued)

Devise and fi1ll out IEP related forms

Responses of elementary principals

Age Never % Rarely % s:::; % Usually % Always %
Unknown 1 1.3) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0)
Group 1

28-35 0O (.0) 0 (.0) 0 (.00 2 @.n 2 @.n
Group 11

36-50 6 (8.0) 8 (10.7) 7 9.3) 7 9.3) 7 9.3)
Group III

51-66 7 (9.3) 3 (4.0) 10 (13.3) 6 (8.0) 6 (8.0)

Oversee the record-keeping required by IEPs

Responses of elementary principals

Age Never % Rarely % S:::; % Usually % Always 7%
Unknown 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0)
Group I

28-35 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) O (0.0) 2 (2.7 2 (2.7)
Group II

36-50 1 (1.4) 2 2.7) 8 (10.8) 11 (14.9) 13 (17.6)
Group III

51-66 3 “%.1) 1 (1.4) 5 (6.8) 11 (14.9) 11 (14.9)

Provide for the appropriate development of IEPs
according to P.L. 94-142 requirements

Responses of elementary principals

Age Never % Rarely % f;::; % Usually % Always 7%
Unknown 1 (1.4) 1 (L.4) O (0.0) 2 (2.7) 0 (0.0)
Group I

28-35 1] (0.0) 0 (0.0) O (0.0) 2 (2.7) 2 (2.7)
Group II

36-50 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 5 (6.8) 15 (20.3) 15 (20.3)
Group II1X

(0.0) 2 (2.7) 12 (16.2) 15 (20.3)

o

51-66 2 (2.7)
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Responsible for seeing that each child is educated
in as equitable a fashion as is possible

Responses of elementary principals

Age Never % Rarely 7% s:z:; % Usually 7% Always %
Unknown 1 (1.3) 0 ((.0) 0 (.0) 2 (.7 1 Q.3
Group I

28-35 0 (.0) 0o (0,00 0 (0,00 2 (2.7 2 (2.7
Group II

36-50 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 10 (13.3) 24 (32.0)
Group III

51-66 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 6 (8.0) 24 (32.0)
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Table C. The frequencies and percentages for the sex of the elementary
principal and the elementary principals' perceptions when
considering the following IEP-type activities:

Provide building space for special education

Sex of Responses of elementary principals

elementary Some -

principal Never 7 Rarely % times % Usually 7 Always %

Female 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 3 4.2) 11 (15.3)
Male 2 (2.8) 2 (2.8) 9 (12.5) 12 (16.7) 32 (44.4)
Provide for staff for special education

Sex of Responses of elementar rincipals

elementary Spons Some - Y P P

principal Never % Rarely % times % Usually 7% Always %

Female 2 (2.8) 0] (0.0) 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 11 (15.3)
Male 7 9.7) 3 (4.2) 11 (15.3) 7 (9.7) 29 (40.3)
Arrange for financing for special education

Sex of Responses of elementa rincipals

elementary 232 = Some - Iy princip

principal Never 7 Rarely 7 t imes % Usually % Always %

Female 6 (8.6) 4 (5.7) 1 (1.4) 2 2.9) 2 (2.9)
Male 14 (20.0) 7 (10.0) 13 (18.6) 8 (11.4) 13 (18.6)
Arrange for IEP meetings

Sex of Responses of elementary principals

elementary Some -

principal Never % Rarely % % Usually 7 Always 7%

times
Female 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 6 (8.5) 7 9.9)
Male 4 (5.6) 1 (1.4) 16 (22.5) 17 (23.9) 18 (25.4)
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Table C (Continued)

Arrange for parent involvement in special education
meetings about IEPs

Sex of
elementary Responses of :i:zfntqu principals
principal Never 7% Rarely % % Usually % Always %
times
Female 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) & (5.6) 7 9.7) & (5.6)
Male 3 “%.2) 1 (1.4) 13 (18.1) 23 (31.9) 17 (23.6)
Arrange for utilization of resources beyond the school
for special education
Sex of Res f elementary principal
elementary esponses O sq::fn ry principals
principal Never 7% Rarely % % Usually 7% Always 7
times
Female 0 (0.0) 1 1.4) & (5.6) 7 (9.9) 3 4.2)
Male 3 4.2) 7 (9.9) 12 (16.9) 18 (25.4) 16 (22.5)
Involve other appropriate professionals (audiologists,
psychologists, etc.) in special education staffings
Sex of Res e f elementa incipals
elementary ponses o So::-n ry princip
principal Never 7 Rarely % % Usually % Always %
times
Female 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 3 (4.2) 10 (1.1
Male 2 (2.8) 0 (0.0) 5 (7.0) 21 (29.6) 28 (39.4)
Serve as chairperson of IEP team
Sex of Responses of elementary principals
elementary Some -
principal Never % Rarely % % Usually 7% Always 7%
times
Female 1 (1.4) 3 4.2) 2 (2.8) 3 “4.2) 5 (7.0)

Male 3 (4.2) 4 (5.6) 16 (22.5) 15 (21.1) 19 (26.8)
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Table C (Continued)

Coordinate and convene committees within the IEP team

:i:m::tary Responses of elementary principals

principal Never % Rarely % :::z; % Usually % Always %
Female 1 (1.4) 3 4.2) 1 (1.4) 8 (11.1) 2 (2.8)
Male 3 4.2) 6 (8.3) 12 (16.7) 21 (29.2) 15 (20.8)

Arrange for parent involvement

2;:m:§tary Responses of elementary principals

principal Never % Rarely % E:::; % Usually % Always %
Female 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 4.2) 7 9.7) 5 (6.9)
Male 2 (2.8) 2 (2.8) 8 (11.1) 26 (36.1) 19 (26.4)

Arrange for an interpreter, if needed

gi:;:ﬁtary Responses of elementary principals

principal Never % Rarely % f;::; % Usually % Always 7%
Female 4 (6.2) 1 (1.5) 1 (3.1) 5 (7.7) 2 3.1)
Male 19 (29.2) 5 (7.7) 3 (4.6) 33 (16.9) 13 (20.0)

Arrange for student involvement, if needed

2i:m::tary Responses of elementary principals

principal Never 7 Rarely 7% 3:::; % Usually % Always 7%
Female 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 5 6.9) 5 (6.9) & (5.6)
Male 2 (2.8) 5 (6.9) 21 (29.2) 17 (23.6) 12 (16.7)
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Table C (Continued)

Arrénge for data collection and storage for
special education student files

Sex of

elementary Responses of gizzfntarygprincipala

principal Never 7% Rarely % times % Usually % Always %
Female 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 “%.2) 4 (5.6) 8 (11.1)
Male 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 9 (12.5) 19 (26.4) 26 (36.1)

Arrange place of IEP meeting

Sex of Responses of elementary principals

elementary Some -

principal Never % Rarely % t imes % Usually 7% Always %
Female 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 7 9.7 7 9.7)
Male 1 (1.4) 2 (2.8) 10 (13.9) 18 (25.0) 26 (36.1)

Publicize and insure due process procedures

Sex of Responses of elementary principals

elementary Some -

principal Never % Rarely % times % Usually % Always %
Female 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 “4.2) 4 (5.6) 8 (11.1)
Male 2 (2.8) 3 4.2) 7 (9.7) 18 (25.0) 27 (37.5)

Provide for implementation of IEP

Sex of

elementary Responses of ;;::fntary principals

principal Never % Rarely % times % Usually 7% Always %
Female 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 6 (8.5) 8 (11.3)
Male 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 9 (12.7) 21 (29.6) 23 (32.4)
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Table C (Continued)

Provide input into IEP meetings on the capabilities
of the school system

Sex of

elementary Responses of :z:zfntary principals

principal Never 7 Rarely % times % Usually % Always %
Female 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 7 (9.9) 7 9.9
Male 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 7 (9.9) 19 (26.8) 29 (40.8)

Specify personnel to be involved in IEP implementation

Sex of Responses of elementary principal

elementary = S e:- Y prencipacs

principal Never 7 Rarely % t::es % Usually % Always %
Female 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 10 (13.9) 4 (5.6)
Male 1 (1.4) 3 (4.2) 11 (15.3) 19 (26.4) 23 (31.9)

Provide decision-making style and rules of order
for IEP meetings

Sex of Responses of elementary principals

elementary Some -

principal Never % Rarely 9% t::es % Usually % Always %
Female 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 3 4.2) 6 (8.3) 5 (6.9)
Male 2 (2.8) 3 (4.2) 17 (23.6) 18 (25.0) 17 (23.6)

Delineate placement issues and questions to be
addressed to the placement committee

Sex of

elementary Responses of ;zstfntary principals

principal Never 7 Rarely 7% times % Usually % Always %
Female 2 (2.8) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 8 (11.3) 4 (5.6)

Male 4 (5.6) 3 (46.2) 16 (22.5) 21 (29.6) 12 (16.9)
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Table C (Continued)

Evaluate the effectiveness of the IEP process

Sex of

elementary Responses of g%itfntary principals

principal Never 7% Rarely % times % Usually % Always %
Female 1 (1l.4) 0 (0.0) 3 4.2) 8 (11.1) 3 4.2)
Male 2 2.8) 2 (2.8) 20 (27.8) 20 (27.8) 13 (18.1)

Devise and fill out IEP related forms

Sex of Responses of elementa rincipal

elementary P Some- Iy P pacs

principal Never 7 Rarely 7% times % Usually 7% Always 7%
Female 3 4.2) 3 4.2) 3 4.2) 3 “%.2) 3 4.2)
Male 11 (15.3) 8 (11.1) 14 (19.4) 12 (16.7) 12 (16.7)

Oversee the record-keeping required by IEPs

Sex of Response f elementary principal

elementary POTSSS O Some- Y principals

principal Never 7% Rarely 7% times % Usually % Always 7%
Female 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) & (5.6) 2 “%.2) 6 (8.5)
Male 4 (5.6) 2 (2.8) 9 (12.7) 21 (29.6) 20 (28.2)

Provide for the appropriate development of IEPs
according to P.L. 94-142 requirements

Sex of

elementary Responses of ;;:zfntary principals

principal Never 7% Rarely 2 times % Usually 7% Always %
Female 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 5 (7.0) 8 (11.3)
Male 3 4.2) 0 (0.0) 5 (7.0) 24 (33.8) 24 (33.8)
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Table C (Continued)

Responsible for seeing that each child is educated
in as equitable a fashion as 1is possible

Sex of Responses of elementary principals

elementary Some-

principal Never 7% Rarely % times % Usually % Always %
Female 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 12 (16.7)

Male 1 (1.4) 0 (0,00 2 (2.8) 16 (22.2) 38 (52.8)
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Table D. The frequencies and percentages for the educational level of
the elementary principal and the elementary principals' per-
ceptions when considering the following IEP-type activities:

Provide building space for special education

Educational
level of Responses of gle:fntary principals
elementary Never % Rarely % om % Usually 7% Always 7%
times

principal
Master's degree 2 (2.8) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 3 %.2) 15 (20.8)
Master's

plus 30 0 (0.0) 2 (2,8) 7 (9.7) 11 (15.3) 24 (33.3)
Specialist 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 0 (0.0) & (5.6)
Doctorate 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0)

Provide for staff for special education

Educational Responses of el ta incipal
level of Spo o g egfn ry principals
elementary Never % Rarely 7% T:: % Usually 7% Always %
principal es
Master's degree & (5.6) 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 3 4.2) 12 (16.7)
Master's

plus 30 3 “4.2) 2 (2.8) 11 (15.3) 4 (5.6) 24 (33.3)

Specialist 2 (2.8) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.6)
0

Doctorate 0 (0.0) (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0)

Arrange for financing for special education

?:::itignal Responses of elementary principals
elementary Never 7% Rarely % f:::; % Usually % Always %
principal
Master's degree 6 (8.6) 3 4.3) 6 (8.6) 2 2.9) 4 (5.7
Master's

plus 30 11 (15.7) 7 (10.0) 7 (10.0) 7 (10.0) 10 (14.3)
Specialist 3 (4.3) 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4)
Doctorate 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (L.4) 0 (0.0)
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Table D (Continued)

Arrange for IEP meetings

Educati 1
le::; ozna Responses of ;;;tfntary principals
elementary Never 7 Rarely 7% times % Usually 7% Always 7%
principal
Master's degree 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 5 (7.0) 6 (8.5) 6 (8.5)
Master's

plus 30 2 (2.8) 0 (0.0) 11 (15.6) 16 (22.5) 15 (21.1)
Specialist 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) &4 (5.6)
Doctorate 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

Arrange for parent involvement in special education
meetings about IEPs

?2::;ti2nal Responses of gle:fntary principals
elementary Never % Rarely % o % Usually 7 Always 7
times
principal
Master's degree 2 (2.8) 1 1.4) & (5.6) 6 (8.3) 8 (11.1)
Master's
plus 30 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 11 (15.2) 21 (29.2) 11 (15.3)
Specialist 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 2 (2.8) 2 (2.8)
Doctorate 0 (0.0) O (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0)
Arrange for utilization of resources beyond the
school for special education
gg:Zitiznal Responses of elementary principals
elementary Never 7 Rarely % g:ﬂz; % Usually 7 Always 7%
principal
Master's degree 2 (2.8) 3 “4.2) 2 (2.8) 10 (4.1 4 (5.6)
Master's
plus 30 1 (1.4) 3 (4.2 12 (16.9) 14 (19.7) 13 (18.3)
Specialist 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 2 (2.8)

Doctorate 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) O (0.0)




177b

Table D (Continued)

Involve other appropriate professionals (audiologists,
psychologist, etc.) in special education staffings

igtzitignal Responses of elementary principals
elementary Never 7% Rarely 7% Some- % Usually % Always %
times
principal
Master's degree 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 11 (15.5) 8 (11.3)
Master's
plus 30 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 5 (7.0) 12 (16.9) 25 (35.2)
Specialist 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 5 (7.0)
Doctorate 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0)
Serve as chairperson of IEP team
?::;?tiﬁnal Responses of elementary principals
elementary Never 7% Rarely % Some - % Usually % Always %
times
principal
Master's degree 2 (2.8) 3 4.2) 5 (7.0) 7 9.9) 4 (5.6)
Master's
plus 30 2 (2.8) 3 (4.2) 11 (15.5) 11 (15.5) 16 (22.5)
Specialist 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) & (5.6)
Doctorate 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

Coordinate and convene committees within the IEP team

fS:Zitignal Responses of elementary principals
elementary Never 7 Rarely % f;::; % Usually % Always %
principal '
Master's degree 2 (2.8) 4 (5.6) 4 (5.6) 9 (12.5) 2  (2.8)
Master's

plus 30 2 (2.8) 5 (6.9) 8 (11.1) 17 (23.6) 12 (16.7)
Specialist 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 2 (2.8) 3 (4.2

Doctorate 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) O (0,00 1 (1.4) O (0.0)




178

Table D (Continued)

Arrange for parent involvement

Educational
level of Responses of ;;::fntary principals
elementary Never % Rarely % times % Usually 7% Always %
principal
Master's degree 2 (2.8) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.6) 11 (15.3) ¢4 (5.6)
Master's

plus 30 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 6 (8.3) 20 (27.8) 17 (23.6)
Specialist 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 3 4.2)
Doctorate (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

Arrange for an interpreter, if needed

Educational
level of Responses of g;izfntary principals
elementary Never 7 Rarely % t imes % Usually % Always 7
principal
Master's degree 7 (10.8) 1 (1.5) 1 (1.5) 5 (7.7 2 (3.1)
Master's

plus 30 14 (21.5) 5 (7.7) 4 (6.2) 9 (13.8) 10 (15.4)
Specialist 1 (1.5) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (3.1) 3 4.6)
Doctorate 1 (1.5) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

Arrange for student involvement, if needed

figgitignal Responses of elementary principals
elementary Never 7% Rarely % s::s; % Usually % Always 7%
principal
Master's degree2 (2,8) 0 (0.0) 8 (11.1) 7 (9.7) & (5.6)
Master's

plus 30 1 (1.4) 4 (5.6) 17 (23.6) 12 (16.7) 10 (13.9)
Specialist 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 3 4.2) 2 (2.8)
Doctorate 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
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Table D (Continued)

Arrange for data collection and storage for special

education student files

Educational
level of Responses of ;z::fntary principals
elementary Never % Rarely 7% times 7% Usually % Always %
principal
Master's degree 2 (2.8) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 10 (13.9) 7 9.7)
Master's

plus 30 0 (0.0) (1.4) 8 (11.1) 11 (15.3) 24 (33.3)
Specialist 0 (0.0) (0.0) 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 3 4.2)
Doctorate 0 (0.0) (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0)

Arrange place of IEP meeting

Educati 1
le::: oﬁna Responses of gi::fntary principals
elementary Never % Rarely % tim % Usually 7% Always %
principal €8
Master's degree 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 3 “4.2) 7 9.7) 6 (8.3)
Master's

plus 30 0 (0.0) (1.4) 6 (8.3) 16 (22.2) 21 (29.2)
Specialist 0 (0.0) (0.0) 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 3 4.2)
Doctorate (0.0) (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0)

Publicize and insure due process procedures

Educational
level of Responses of ;;:Efntary principals
elementary Never % Rarely % times % Usually 7% Always 7
principal
Master's degree 2 (2.8) 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 5 (6.9) 11 (15.3)
Master's

plus 30 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 7 (9.7) 15 (20.8) 21 (29.2)
Specialist 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 3 %.2)
Doctorate 0 (0.0) (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0)
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Table D (Continued)

Provide for implementation of IEP

f:::;tiznal Responses of elementary principals
elementary Never 7 Rarely 7% f::z; % Usually % Always %
principal
Master's degree 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 3 “4.2) 7 (9.9) 8 (11.3)
Master's
plus 30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 5 (7.0) 18 (25.4) 21 (29.6)
Specialist 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 2 (2.8)
Doctorate 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) O (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0)
Provide decision-making style and rules of
order for IEP meetings
Educational
level of Responses of glemfntary principals
elementary Never 7 Rarely % t:::s % Usually 7 Always 7%
principal
Master's degree 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 2 (2.8) 7 (9.9) 10 (14.1)
Master's
plus 30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (4.2) 17 (23.9) 23 (32.4)
Specialist 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 3 (4.2)
Doctorate 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0)

Specify personnel to be involved in IEP implementation

ﬁgtﬁiti?nal Responses of elgmenfary principals
elementary Never 7 Rarely % ome- o Usually % Always %
times

principal
Master's degreel (1.4) 1 (1.4) 3 4.2) 8 (11.1) 8§ (11.1)
Master's

plus 30 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 6 (8.3) 20 (27.8) 16 (22.2)
Specialist 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 3 4.2)

Doctorate 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
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Table D (Continued)

Provide decision-making style and rules
of order for IEP meetings

Educational

level of Some-

elementary Never % Rarely % om % Usually 7% Always 7%
times

principal

Master's degree 2 (2.8) 2 (2.8) 6 (8.3) 7 9.7) 4 (5.6)

Responses of elementary principals

Master's
plus 30 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 11 (15.3) 16 (22.2) 15 (20.8)

Specialist 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 3 4.2)

Doctorate 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
Delineate placement issues and questions to be
addressed to the placement committee

Educational

level of Responses of elementary principals

elementary Never 7% Rarely % 3:::; % Usually 7 Always %

principal
Master's degree 4 (5.6) 2 (2.8) 5 (7.0) 8 (11.3) 2 (2.8)

Master's

plus 30 2 (2.9) 1 (1.4) 11 (15.5) 17 (23.9) 12 (16.9)
Specialist 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 3 4.2) 2 (2.8)
Doctorate 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0)

Evaluate the effectiveness of the IEP process

f::Z?tignal Responses of glezfntagy principals
elementary Never 7 Rarely % t?mes % Usually 7% Always %
principal o
Master's degree 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 6 (8.3) 9 (12.5) 3 4.2)
Master's '

plus 30 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 15 (20.8) 17 (23.6) 10 (13.9)
Specialist 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 2 2.8) 3 (4.2)

Doctorate 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (.,0) 0 (0.0
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Table D (Continued)

Devise and fill out IEP related forms

E:::;tignal Responses of glemfntary principals
elementary Never % Rarely % ome % Usually % Always %
times
principal
Master's degree 5 (6.9) 5 (6.9) 5 (6.9) 4 (5.6) 2 (2.8)
Master's
plus 30 8 (11.1) 5 (6.9) 10 (13.9) 9 (12.5) 12 (16.7)
Specialist 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4)
Doctorate 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0 0 (0.0)
Oversee the record-keeping required by IEPs
?::Zitignal Responses of glezfntary principals
elementary Never 7 Rarely % om % Usually % Always 9
times
principal
Master's degree 3 (4.2) 2 (2.8) 2 (2.8) 9 @12.7) 5 (7.0)
Master's
plus 30 2 (2.8) (1.4) 9 (12.7) 13 (18.3) 18 (25.4)
Specialist 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 2 (2.8) 3 4.2)
Doctorate 0 (0.0) (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
Provide for the appropriate development of
IEPs according to P.L. 94-142 requirements
Educational
level of Responses of gz::fntary principals
elementary Never 7% Rarely % % Usually 7% Always %
times
principal
Master's degree 2 (2.8) 0 (0.0) 3 4.2) 8 (11.3) 8 (11.3)
Master's
plus 30 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) (4.2) 19 (20.8) 20 (28.2)
Specialist 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8 & (5.6)
Doctorate (0.0) 0 (0.0) (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
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in as equitable a fashion as is possible

?::::tzgnal Responses of elementary principals
elementary Never % Rarely 7% izme- % Usually % Always 7%
principal mes
Master's degree 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 7 (9.7) 13 (18.1)
Master's

plus 30 1 (1.4) (0.0) 1 (1.4) 9 (12.5) 33 (45.8)
Specialist 0 (0.0) (0.0) (1.4) 1 (1.4) 4 (5.6)
Doctorate (0.0) (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0)
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Table E. The frequencies and percentages for the college credits
(semester hours) in special education earned by elementary
principals and the elementary principals' perceptions when
considering the following IEP-type activities:

Provide building space for special education
Responses of elementary principals

College Some -

credits Never % Rarely % times % Usually % Always %

Less than 5 2 2.8) o (0.0) 2 (2.8) 8 (11.1) 17 (23.6)

5-10 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 5 (6.9) 6 (8.3) 14 (19.4)
11-20 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 3 (4.2) 1 (1.4) 8 (11.1)
21-30 0 (0.0) O (0.0) O (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (46.2)

31 or more 0 (0.0) O (0.0) O (0.0) O (0.0) 1 (1.4)

Provide for staff for special education

Responses of elementary principals

S::;:g: Never % Rarely % 2:::; % Usually % Always %

Less than 5 3 4.2) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.6) 6 (8.3) 16 (22.2)
5-10 5 (6.9) 2 (2.8) 6 (8.3) 1 (1.4) 12 (16.7)
11-20 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 2 2.8) 1 (1.4) 8 (11.1)
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 6.2)

31 or more 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4)

Arrange for financing for special education

Responses of elementary principals

Sgléi%: Never % Rarely % opoe. % Usually % Alvays 1%
Less than 5 6 (8.6) 6 (8.6) 6 (8.6) 6 (8.6) & (5.7)
5-10 12 (17.1) 2 (2.9) 6 (8.6) 2 (2.9) 4 (5.7)
11-20 1 (1.4) 3 (.3) 2 (2.9 1 (1.4) 5 (1.1)
21-30 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4)
3 ormore 0 (0.0) O (0.0) O (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4)
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Table E (Continued)

Arrange for IEP meetings

Responses of elementary principals

g:l:iiz Never % Rarely % i:::; % Usually % Always %

Less than 5 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 8 (11.3) 9 (12.7) 9 12.7)
5-10 2 (2.8) 0 (0.0) 10 (14.1) 5 (7.0) 9 (12.7)
11-20 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 8 (11.3) 4 (5.6)
21-30 0 ((.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (@.4) 2 (2.8

31 or more 0O (.00 0 (.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.00 1 (1.4)

Arrange for parent involvement in special educa-
tion meetings about IEPs

Responses of elementary principals

g::;:i: Never 7% Rarely % f;::; % Usually 7% Always %

Less than 5 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 8 (11.1) 12 (16.7) 8 (11.1)
5-10 2 (2.9 1 (@.4) 7 (9.7) 12 (16.7) &  (5.6)
11-20 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 5 (6.9) 6 (8.3)
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (l1.4) 2 (2.8)

31 or more 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4)

Arrange for utilization of resources beyond the
school for special education

Responses of elementary principals

credice Never % Rarely % S(he % Usually % Alvays %

Less than 5 3 4.2 4 (5.6) 5 (7.0) 11 (15.5) 6 (8.5)
5-10 0 (0.0) 3 (4.2) 8 (11.3) 9 (12.7) 6 (8.5)
11-20 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 3 (4.2) S (7.0) 3 %.2)
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 %.2)

31 or more 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4)
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Table E (Continued)

Involve other appropriate professionals (audiologists,

psychologists, etc.) in special education staffings

Responses of elementary principals

S:l;:g: Never % Rarely 7% i:::; % Usually % Always 9%
Less than 5 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 10 (l4.1) 16 (22.5)
5-10 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.6) 9 (12.7) 12 (16.9)
11-20 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 5 (7.0) 7 9.9)
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8)
31 or more 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4)

Serve as chairperson of IEP team

Responses of elementary principals

g::;:gz Never 7 Rarely % gz::; % Usually % Always %

Less than 5 1 (1.4) 2 (2.8) 7 (9.9) 6 (8.5) 12 (16.9)
5-10 3 (.2) 3 (4.2 7 (9.9 7 (9.9) 6 (8.5
11-20 0 (.0) 1 (1.4 3 (4.2 5 (7.00 & (5.6)
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0} 2 (2.8)

31 or more 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

Coordinate and convene committees within the IEP team

Responses of elementary principals

%

E::;:E: Never 7 Rarely % E:::; % Usually 7% Always
Less than 5 1 (1.4) 3 (4.2) 6 (8.3) 12 (16.7)

5-10 3 (4.2 3 (4.2 4 (5.6) 12 (16.7)

11-20 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 3 (4.2) 4 (5.6)

21-30 0 (.00 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4)
31 or more 0 (.0) 1 (1.4) O0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

o N P

9.7)
(5.6)
(5.6)
(2.8)
(0.0)
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Table E (Continued)

Arrange for parent involvement

Responses of elementary principals

ggiézgz Never 7% Rarely 7% i:::; % Usually 7 Always %

Less than 5 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 5 (6.9) 15 (20.8) 8 (11.1)
5-10 1 (1.4) 2 (2.8 4 (5.6) 13 (18.1) 6 (8.3)
11-20 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 4 (5.6) 7 (9.7)
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 2 (2.8)

31 or more 0 (.0) 0 (.0) 0 (.00 0 (.00 1 Q.8

Arrange for an interpreter, if needed

Responses of elementary principals

College S - .
c:edigs Never 7% Rarely % t:::s % Usually % Always 7%
Less than 5 9 (13.8) &4 (6.2) 2 3.1) 5 7.7) 5 (7.7)
5-10 8 (12.3) 1 (1.5) 2 (3.1) 10 (15.4) 3 (4.6)
11-20 5 (7.7) 1 (1.5) 1 (1.5) 1 (1.5) 4 (6.2)
21-30 1 (1.5) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 3.1)
31 or more 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.5)
Arrange for student involvement, if needed
Responses of elementary principals
College o Some -
credits Never 7% Rarely % times % Usually % Always %
Less than 5 2 (2.8) 2 (2.8) 14 (19.4) 4 (5.6) 7 9.7)
5-10 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 9 (12.5) 12 (16.7) 3 4.2)
11-20 0 (0.0) 2 2.8) 3 “%.2) 4 (5.6) 4 (5.6)
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4)
31 or more 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0] (0.0) 1 (1.4)
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Arrange for data collection and storage for
special education student files

Responses of elementary principals

College o Some-
credits Never 7% Rarely % times % Usually % Always %
Less than 5 2 (2.8) 0 (0.0) 5 (6.9) 11 (15.3) 11 (15.3)
5-10 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 6 (8.3) 8 (11.1) 12 (16.7)
11-20 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 4 (5.6) 7 (9.7)
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (.0) 0 (.00 o0 (.00 3 “%.2)
31 or more 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (.0) 0 (0.0 1 (1.4)
Arrange place of IEP meeting
Responses of elementary principals
Coll Some -
cgedigs Never % Rarely % t:::s % Usually % Always 7%
Less than 5 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 5 (6.9) 12 (16.7) 11 (15.3)
5-10 0 (0.0) 2 2.8) 4 (5.6) 8 (11.1) 12 (16.7)
11-20 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 4 (5.6) 7 (9.7)
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0 1 (1.4) 2 (2.8)
31 or more 0 (0.0) 0o (0.0) o0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4)

Publicize and insure due process procedures

Responses of elementary principals

S:;;:gi Never % Rarely % fi::; % Usually 7% Always %
Less than 5 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 2 (2.8) 11 (15.3) 13 (18.1)
5-10 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 5 (6.9) 9 (12.5) 11 (15.3)
11-20 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 2 (2.8) 2 (2.8) 8 (11.1)
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8)
31 or more 0 (.0) 0 (.00 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4)
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Table E (Continued)

Provide for implementation of IEP

Responses of elementary principals

g::ii%: Never 7 Rarely 7 i:::; % Usually 7 Always 7%

Less than 5 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.6) 11 (15.5) 13 (18.3)
5-10 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 6 (8.5) 10 (14.1) 8 (11.3)
11-20 0O ((.0) 0 (0,0) O (0.0) 6 (8.5 6 (8.5
21-30 0 (.00 0 (.00 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0 3 (4.2

31 or more 0 (.00 0 (0.0) 0 ((0.0) 0 (0.00 1 (1.4

Provide input into IEP meetings on the
capabilities of the school system

Responses of elementary principals

g:z;zg: Never 7 Rarely 7% E:::; % Usually 7 Always %
Less than 5 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 13 (18.3) 13 (18.3)
5-10 0 (0.0) 1 (L.4) 3 (4.2) 11 ( 5.5) 11 (15.5)
11-20 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 4.2) 2 (2.8) 8 (11.3)
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 “%.2)
31 or more 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4)

Specify personnel to be involved in IEP implementation

Responses of elementary principals

S::;:g: Never 7 Rarely % iz::; % Usually 7% Always %

Less than 5 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 3 4.2) 12 (16.7) 12 (16.7)
5-10 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 7 (9.7) 13 (18.1) 5 (6.9)
11-20 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) & (5.6) 7 (9.7)
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8)

31 or more 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4)
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Provide decision-making style and rules of

order for IEP meetings

Responses of elementary principals

College Never % Rarely % Some- 9 Usually 7% Always 7%
credits times
Less than 5 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 10 (13.9) 9 (12.5) 8 (11.1)
5-10 2 (2.8) 1 (L.4) 9 (12.5) 9 (12.5) 5 (6.9)
11-20 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 6 (8.3) 6 (8.3)
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8)
31 or more 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1] (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4)
Delineate placement issues and questions to be
addressed to the placement committee
Responses of elementary principals
College Some-
credits Never 7% Rarely % times % Usually % Always 7%
Less than 5 2 2.8) 2 (2.8) 7 (9.9) 11 (15.5) 6 (8.5)
5-10 3 4.2) 0 (0.0) 7 (9.9) 12 (16.9) ¢4 (5.6)
11-20 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 3 %.2) 4 (5.6) 4 (5.6)
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4)
31 or more 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4)
Evaluate the effectiveness of the IEP process
Responses of elementary principals
College o Some -
credits Never 7 Rarely % times % Usually % Always %
Less than 5 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 11 (15.3) 10 (13.9) 7 9.7)
5-10 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 7 (9.7) 13 (18.1) 3 4.2)
11-20 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 5 (6.9) 4 (5.6) 3 4.2)
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 2 (2.8)
31 or more 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4)
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Table E (Continued)

Devise and fill out IEP related forms

Responses of elementary principals

g::;:gs Never 7% Rarely % f:::; % Usually % Always %
Less than 5 6 (8.3) 4 (5.6) 9 (12.5) 5 6.9) 5 (6.9)
5-10 5 (6.9) 3 (4.2) 6 (8.3) 7 9.7) 5 (6.9)
11-20 2 (2.8) 4 (5.6) 0 (0.0) 3 “4.2) 4 (5.6)
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4)
31 or more 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

Oversee the record-keeping required by IEPs

Responses of elementary principals

College Some-
credits Never 7% Rarely % times % Usually 7% Always %
Less than 5 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 3 (4.2) 12 (16.9) 11 (15.5)
5-10 3 4.2) 0 (0.0) 8 (11.3) 8 (11.3) 7 (9.9
11-20 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) & (5.6) 5 (7.0)
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (4.2)
31 or more 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) O (0.0)
Provide for the appropriate development of IEPs
according to P.L. 94-142 requirements
Responses of elementary principals
College o Some -
credits Never % Rarely % times % Usually % Always %
Less than 5 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.6) 10 (14.1) 13 (18.3)
5-10 2 (2.8) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 1 (19.7) 9 (2.7)
11-20 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 5 (7.0) 7 (9.9)
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) o (0.0) 3 (4.2)
31 or more 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (.0) 0 (0.0)
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Responsible for seeing that each child is educated
in as equitable a fashion as is possible

Responses of elementary principals

S::;;E: Never 7 Rarely 7% f:::; % Usually % Always %
Less than 5 2 (2.8) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 7 (9.7) 19 (26.4)
5-10 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 7 (9.7) 18 (25.0)
11-20 0 (.00 O (0.0) O (0.0) & (5.6) 9 (12.5)
21-30 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 4.2)
31 or more 0 (.0) 0 (0,0) O (0.0) O (0.0) 1 (1.4)
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Table F. The frequencies and percentages for workshop and/or inservice
experiences in special education in which elementary prin-
cipals have participated and the elementary principals' per-
ceptions when considering the following IEP-type activities:

Provide building space for special education

Workshop/

inservice Responses of ;;;:fntary principals

experience Never 7 Rarely % times % Usually % Always 7%

None 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0)

Some 2 (2.8) 2 (2.8) 10 (13.9) 11 (15.3) 25 (34.7)

Numerous 0] (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (4.2) 19 (25.0)

Provide for staff for special education

:zz::::zé Responses of glemfntary principals

experience Never 7 Rarely tg::s % Usually % Always %

None 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

Some 7 (9.7) 3 4.2) 11 (15.3) 5 (6.9) 24 (33.3)

Numerous 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 3 (4.2) 16 (22.2)

Arrange for financing for special education

Workshop/

inservice Responses of gletfntary principals

experience Never 7% Rarely % tizes % Usually % Always 7%

None 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

Some 16 (22.9) 8 (11.4) 12 (17.1) 7 (10.0) 5 (7.1)

Numerous 3 4.3) 3 4.3 2 (2.9) 3 (4.3) 10 (14.3)
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Table F (Continued)

Arrange for IEP meetings

Workshop/ Responges of elementary principals
inservice Some-
experience Never % Rarely % times % Usually % Always %
None 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
Some 4 (5.6) 1 (1.4) 14 (19.7) 16 (22.,5) 14 (19.7)
Numerous 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 4.2) 7 (9.9) 11 (15.5)
Arrange for parent involvement in special
education meetings about 1EPs
Workshop/ Responses of elementary principals
inservice Some-
experience Never 9% Rarely % times % Usually 7 Always %
None 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
Some 3 4.2) 1 (1.4) 15 (20.8) 22 (30.6) 9 (l2.5)
Numerous 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 8 (11.1) 12 (16.7)
Arrange for utilization of resources beyond
the school for special education
Workshop/ Responses of elementary principals
inservice ) Some -
experience Never 7 Rarely % t imes % Usually 7 Always %
None 0 (0.0) O (0.0) 1 (1.4) O (0.0) 0 (0.0)
Some 3 4.2) 7 (9.9) 11 (15.5) 21 (29.6) 8 (11.3)
Numerous 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) & (5.6) & (5.6) 11 (15.95)
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Table F (Continued)

Involve other appropriate professionals (audiologists,
psychologists, etc.) in special education staffings

Workshop/ Responses of elementary principals

inservice Some-

experience Never 7 Rarely % times % Usually % Always %
None 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
Some 2 (2.8) 0 (0.0) 4 (5.6) 18 (25.4) 25 (35.2)
Numerous 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 6 (8.5) 13 (18.3)

Serve as chairperson of IEP team

Workshop/ Responses of elementary principals

inservice Some-

experience Never 7 Rarely 7% times % Usually % Always %

None 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

Some 4 (5.6) 5 (7.0) 14 (19.7) 13 (18.3) 13 (18.3)

Numerous 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 3 4.2) 5 (7.0) 11 (15.5)
Coordinate and convene cammittees within the IEP team

Workshop/ Responses of elementary principals

inservice Some -~

experience Never % Rarely 7% times % Usually % Always %

None 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0)

Some 4 (5.6) 5 (6.9) 11 (15.3) 22 (30.6) 8 (11.1)

Numer ous 0 (0.0) & (5.6) 2 (2.8) 6 (8.3) 9 (12.5)
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Table F (Continued)

Arrange for parent involvement

Workshop/ Responses of elementary principals

inservice o Some -

experience Never 7 Rarely % times % Usually % Always %

None 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) O (0.0) 1 (1.4) O (0.0)

Some 2 (2.8) 2 (2.8) 8 (11.1) 26 (36.1) 12 (16.7)

Numerous 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 4.2) 6 (8.3) 12 (16.7)

Arrange for an interpreter, if needed

Workshop/ Responses of elementary principals

inservice Some-

experience Never 7% Rarely % times % Usually 7 Always %

None 0 (0.0) 0 (.0) o (0.0) 1 (1.5) 0 (0.0)

Some 15 (23.1) 5 .7 5 (7.7) 14 (21.5) 8 (12.3)

Numerous 8 (12.3) 1 (1.5) O (0.0) 1 (1.5) 7 (10.8)
Arrange for student involvement, if needed

Workshop/ Responses of elementary principals

inservice Some -

experience Never 7% Rarely % t imes % Usually %4 Always %

None 0 (0.0) O (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) o0 (0.0)

Some 3 4.2) 3 4.2) 19 (26.4) 18 (25.0) 7 9.7

Numerous 0 0.0) 2 (2.8) 6 (8.3) 4 (5.6) 9 (12,5)
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Table F (Continued)

Arrange for data collection and storage for special
education student files

Workshop/ Responses of elementary principals

inservice ) Some -

experience Never 7 Rarely 7% times % Usually 7 Always %

None 0 (0.0) o0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

Saome 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 9 (12.5) 17 (23.6) 21 (29.2)

Numerous 0 (0.0) 0 (0.9 1 (1.4) 6 (8.3) 13 (18.1)

Arrange place of IEP meetings

Workshop/ Responses of elementary principals

inservice Some-

experience Never 7 Rarely % times % Usually 7 Always 7%

None 0 (0.0) 0 (.00 o 0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0)

Same 1 (1.4) 2 (2.8) 10 (13.9) 20 (27.8) 17 (23.6)

Numerous 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (l.4) 4 (5.6) 16 (22.2)
Publicize and insure due process procedures

Workshop/ Responses of elementary principals

inservice Some -

experience Never 7 Rarely % times % Usually 7 Always 7%

None ] (0.0) o (0.0 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

Some 2 (2.8) 3 4b.2) 8 (11.1) 20 (27.8) 17 (23.6)

Numerous 0 (0.0) O (0.0) 1 (1.4) 2 (2.8) 18 (25.0)
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Table F (Continued)

Provide for implementation of IEP

Workshop/ Responses of elementary principals
inservice Some-
experience Never % Rarely % times % Usually 7% Always %
None 0 (0.0) O (0.0) 1 (1.4) O (0.0) 0 (0.0)
Some 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 8 (11.3) 21 (29.6) 18 (25.4)
Numerous 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 1 (l.4) 6 (8.5) 13 (18.3)
Provide input into IEP meetings on the
capabilities of the school system
Workshop/ Responses of elementary principals
inservice Some-
experience Never % Rarely % times % Usually 7% Always %
None 0O (.0) 0 (0.0) o0 (0.0) 1 (L4) 0 (0.0)
Some 1 (1.4) 1 (1.4) 5 (7.0) 21 (29.6) 21 (29.6)
Numerous 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) & (5.6) 15 (21.1)

Specify personnel to be involved in IEP implementation

Workshop/ Responses of elementary principals

inservice Some-

experience Never % Rarely % times % Usually % Always 7%
None 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0)
Some 1 (1.4) 3 (4.2) 9 (12.5) 26 (36.1) 11 (15.3)

Numerous 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (4.2) 2 (2.8) 16 (22.2)
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Provide decision-making style and rules of
order for IEP meetings

Workshop/ Responses of elementary principals
inservice Some-
experience Never 7% Rarely % times % Usually % Always %
None 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) O0 (0.0) O (0.0)
Some 3 4.2 2 (2.8) 17 (23.6) 19 (26.4) 9 (12.5)
Numerous 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 2 (2.8) 5 (6.9) 13 (18.1)

Delineate placement issues and questions to

be addressed to the placement committee
Workshop/ Responses of elementary principals
inservice Some- ‘
experience Never 7 Rarely % t imes % Usually 7% Always %
None 0 (.0) 0 (0.0 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0)
Some 3 (4.2) 2 (2.8) 13 (18.3) 21 (29.6) 10 (1l4.1)
Numerous 3 (4.2) 1 (1.4) 4 (5.6) 7 (9.9) 6 (8.5)

Evaluate the effectiveness of the IEP process

Workshop/ Responses of elementary principals
inservice Some -
experience Never 7 Rarely % times % Usually % Always 7%
None 0 (.0) 0 (.00 o0 (0.0) 1 (l.4) 0 (0.0)
Some 2 (2.8) 1 (1.4) 17 (23.6) 22 (30.6) 8 (l1.1)
Numerous 1 (1.4) 1 (l.4) 6 (8.3) 5 (6.9) 8 (11.1)
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Table F (Continued)

Devise and fill out IEP related forms

Workshop/ Responses of elementary principals
inservice Some -
experience Never 7% Rarely % times % Usually % Always %
None 0 (.00 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) 0 (0.0) O (0.0)
Some 13 (18.1) 5 6.9) 9 (12.5) 15 (20.8) 8 (1l1.1)
Numerous 1 (1.4) 6 (8.3) 7 ¥.7) 0 (.0) 7 9.7
Oversee the record-keeping required by IEPs

Workshop/ Responses of elementary principals
inservice Some-
experience Never 7 Rarely 7% times % Usually 7 Always %
None 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4) O (0.0) 0 (0.0)
Some 5 (7.0) 0 (0.0) 8 (11.3) 20 (28.2) 16 (22.5)
Numerous 0 (0.0) 3 4.2) & (5.6) 4 (5.6) 10 (1l4.1)

Provide for the appropriate development of IEPs

according to P.L. 94-142 requirements
Workshop/ Responses of elementary principals
inservice Some-~
experience Never 7 Rarely % times % Usually % Always 7%
None 0 (0.0) 0 (.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (@(1.4) 0 (0.0)
Some 3 (%.2) 0 (0.0) 3 (4.2) 23 (32.4) 20 (28.2)
Numerous 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) & (5.6) 5 (7.0) 12 (16.9)
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Table F (Continued)

Responsible for seeing that each child is educated
in as equitable a fashion as is possible

Workshop/ Responses of elementary principals

inservice o o Some- o o
experience Never % Rarely % times % Usually % Always %
None 0] (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4)
Some 2 (2.8) 0 (0.0) 2 (2.8) 15 (20.8) 31 (43.1)

Numerous 0 (0.0) o0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (4.2) 18 (25.0)
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