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ABSTRACT 

It was anticipated that implementation of the California Master 

Plan for Special Education would require a marked increase in special 

education leaders who would have full-time responsibility for working 

with teachers to maintain or change the instructional program in order 

to have optimum impact upon the learner with exceptional needs. In 

reviewing the literature in the area of special education administration 

and supervision, it became evident that graduate training institutions, 

researchers, and employers of special education leaders had not come to 

grips with the administration-supervision dichotomy outlined in the 

state master plan. 

The purpose of this study was to define the tasks of special 

education supervision in California. This information could then be 

used to develop pre-service and in-service training programs which were 

relevant to current practice in the field and responsive to the mandates 

of the California Master Plan for Special Education. 

Two hypotheses were formulated to lend order and direction to 

the study. They were: 

1. The tasks identified as being performed by administrators did 

not differ significantly from those performed by supervisors. 

There were no tasks which were generally supervisorial or 

administrative. 

ix 
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2. There was no significant difference between the perceptions of 

administrators and the perceptions of supervisors as to whether 

given tasks were administrative or supervisorial. 

A questionnaire, entitled the Special Education Leadership 

Task List, was developed and mailed to the 330 special education leaders 

listed in the 1973 California Public Schools Directory. Following two 

mailings, 58% of the population had returned usable questionnaires. 

The respondents were assigned to one of two comparison groups; 

administrator or supervisor, depending upon the amount of time that 

each reported devoting to certain task areas. Differences between the 

two groups were tested for significance using the Chi Square Test for 

two Independent samples. Following this analysis, a third mailing of 

the Special Education Leadership Task List was made to a random sample 

of the non-respondents. This was done in an effort to determine the 

characteristics of the non-respondent population. 

Although the majority of the tasks listed on the Special Education 

Leadership Task List were performed by both types of special education 

leaders, administrators did report more frequent involvement in 

staffing, encouraging and implementing legislative changes, recommending 

salaries, coordinating efforts with special education personnel at the 

county and state level, and reporting to the superintendent and the 

board of education. Supervisors, more frequently than administrators, 

were assigned to tasks in the areas of curriculum development, staff 

development, coordination of instructional media, and utilization of 

community resources. The respondents were in agreement 69% of the time 
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as to whether the specified tasks were administrative or supervisory in 

nature. Disagreement was particularly evident when the tasks involved 

direct service to teachers and pupils. 

It was concluded that there is sufficient difference between 

the role of special education administrator and that of the special 

education supervisor to warrant a separate graduate course in special 

education supervision. It would focus on the areas of curriculum 

development, staff development, coordination of instructional media, 

and utilization of community resources as they apply to individuals 

with exceptional needs. Appropriate learning activities for the 

preparation of entry-level supervisors of special education were 

outlined. 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Introduction to the Problem 

When California became a state in 1849, public schools were 

virtually non-existent. Throughout the last half of the nineteenth 

century, Californians were involved in a struggle to establish public 

elementary schools. Efforts for the handicapped were limited to state 

institutions for deaf, blind, mentally retarded, and delinquent children. 

The first special classes were opened in 1872 for San Francisco's 

incorrigibles and slow learners. The state expanded special education 

In 1921, when the legislature enacted provisions for public school 

programs for deaf, blind and crippled children. Soon after that, 

coinciding with the advance of intelligence testing, classes for the 

mentally retarded were organized. However, these classes were not 

available state-wide until they were required of most urban and suburban 

districts in 1947. These early classes were designed for the educable 

mentally retarded. Four more years passed before local districts were 

encouraged to accept the responsibility for educating severely retarded 

children. 

With the sixties, came the inception of the educationally 

handicapped program, compensatory education, tuition for private 

schooling for the handicapped, development centers, and programs for 

1 
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multihandicapped and gifted children. Simmons concluded that California 

was serving a larger percentage of its exceptional children than any 

other state in the nation (Simmons, 1973). 

During the period from 1849 to 1969, Califomians had proposed 

no less than one thousand laws dealing with special education. The 

current special education system in California resulted from an 

accumulative process; program upon program, law upon law. In September, 

1973, the State Board of Education adopted a master plan for special 

education in an effort to resolve the problems resulting from the 

disorderly evolution of special education in California. Currently, 

legislation is being introduced to implement the plan which includes 

the following components: (1) a philosophy of special education, 

(2) a delineation of responsibilities of public agencies for special 

education services, (3) a classification system for special education 

which would bring an end to the categorical labeling of children, 

(A) a seven-component program model to promote flexibility in the 

provision of services, (5) an outline of activities needed to measure 

program effectiveness, (6) a financial model which will fund types of 

programs rather than diagnostic categories, (7) a section on the 

coordination of federal funding, and (8) a discussion of manpower 

planning and development. 

The section of the master plan document devoted to manpower 

development clearly distinguishes between "those persons working 

directly with teachers in the management and improvement of programs 

for exceptional individuals" and "those persons functioning as directors 
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or assistant superintendents of special education." This distinction, 

however, is rarely clear in school district organizations and in 

university programs preparing persons for special education leadership 

positions (Henley, 1969). 

The 1973 California Public School Directory listed over 300 

individuals who are charged with leadership responsibilities in the 

area of special education. If one can draw Inferences from job titles 

and from the large number of "one-man operations" among California's 

corps of special education leaders, it appears that personnel primarily 

involved in the administration of such programs outnumber those 

primarily involved in supervision by three to one. 

The Master Plan for Special Education may well reverse this 

ratio. It will encourage administrative units of sufficient size to 

provide a comprehensive program of special education. It has been 

suggested that a special education administrative organization should 

serve a general school population of no less than 50,000 pupils (Meisgeier 

and King, 1970). Organizations of such minimum size can result in 

greater role specialization among special education leaders. A director 

could be appointed to devote full time to management tasks. Supervisors 

could be hired to devote full time to working with teachers to maintain 

or modify the instructional program. The implementation of the California 

Master Plan for Special Education and the subsequent re-organization of 

administrative units responsible for delivering special education ser

vices could result in a decreasing need for all-purpose directors of 

special education and an increasing need for supervisors of particular 

phases of the system. 
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Problem 

The problem of role descriptions of special education leadership 

personnel had, until recently, been of secondary Importance, because 

very few school districts employed more than one individual who was 

specifically charged with full-time responsibility. When federal funds 

became available, in the sixties, for training special education leaders, 

universities did not have time to survey task and job responsibilities 

in the field. Proposals for funding leadership preparation programs 

had to be developed in an expedient manner in order to meet proposal 

deadlines (Sloat, 1970). In a nation-wide study of the subject-

curricular emphasis of the sixteen federally-funded programs, Henley 
\ 

(1969) found that: 

1. Two institutions differentiated between administrators and 

supervisors in terms of separate types of preparation programs. 

2. One university had developed a special course in the super

vision of special education. 

3. Nine schools required a course in the supervision of instruction. 

Although the number of federally-funded training programs had 

increased from sixteen to thirty in the five years since Henley's 

study, it is possible that the curricular emphasis has not changed. 

Graduate catalogs for California's public and private universities do 

not list courses in special education supervision or consultation. 

The course titles are limited to either "Administration of Special 

Education" or "Administration and Supervision of Special Education". 

The role of the supervisor of special education remains undefined. 
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Significance of the Problem 

If California is to have a special education system served by 

two distinct types of leaders, then the tasks of special education 

administration and supervision must be delineated. This information 

would: 

1. help district and county special education organizations define 

the roles of their administrative and supervisory personnel, 

2. provide guidelines for more appropriate in-service education 

activities for practitioners in special education supervision, 

and 

3. assist universities in the development of relevent preparation 

programs for entry-level supervisors of special education. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to determine the tasks of special 

education administration and supervision in California as viewed by 

those persons currently assigned to administrative and supervisory 

positions. The significance of position titles, differences in edu

cational background, and the clarity of perception of the administrative-

supervisory dichotomy were also investigated. Answers were sought to 

the following questions: 

1. What position titles were assigned most frequently to persons 

who devote a majority of their time to administrative tasks or 

supervisory tasks? 

2. What proportion of their time did administrators and supervisors 

reportedly devote to the major task areas of policy development, 
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budgeting, reporting, staffing, pupil placement, curriculum 

development, classroom visitation, and in-service education? 

3. Were there differences in the educational backgrounds of the 

two leadership groups? 

4. What kinds of educational experiences were perceived as having 

been most helpful in preparing special education leaders for 

their present jobs? 

5. Were there any tasks performed with greater frequency by 

supervisory than by administrative personnel? 

6. Was there agreement among practitioners in the field as to 

which tasks were administrative and which were supervisory? 

Hypotheses 

Two of the questions posed by the study were expressed as null 

hypotheses. It was postulated that: 

1. The tasks identified as being performed by administrators do 

not differ significantly from those performed by supervisors. 

There are no tasks which are generally supervisory or 

administrative. 

2. There is no significant difference between the perceptions of 

administrators and supervisors as to whether given tasks are 

administrative or supervisory. 

In order to examine these hypotheses statistically, the following 

assumptions were made: 
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1. Those administrators and supervisors responding represented a 

heterogeneous cross sample of California's special education 

leaders. 

2. The Items listed on the survey Instrument gave comprehensive 

coverage to the task responsibilities of special education 

leadership personnel In California. 

Delimitations of the Study 

All administrators and supervisors in the state of California 

whose primary responsibilities were in the area of special education 

and related services came within the scope of this research. All 

directors, supervisors, coordinators, consultants, and other officers, 

listed in the 1972-73 California Public School Directory, whose titles 

made reference to special education, were included. If the district 

did not have a district-level person assigned full-time to special 

education, their director of special services, or pupil personnel ser

vices was selected as a respondent. Three hundred and thirty pro

fessional workers were identified in this fashion. 

It was recognized, that in some small districts, assistant 

superintendents or school psychologists assume partial responsibility 

for special education leadership. Because such persons would have been 

difficult to identify from existing data, they were excluded from the 

study. The focus was upon leadership personnel who devote a majority 

of their time to special education programs. 
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Definitions of Terms 

For the purposes of this study, the writer has drawn upon the 

definitions of administration and supervision suggested by Harris (1963) 

and Sloat (1970). The following statements are a synthesis of their 

definitions: 

Administrative tasks are those which deal with the organization 

and operation of programs. They serve to facilitate the instructional 

process and lend unity to the entire operation. 

Supervisory tasks are what school personnel do with adults and 

things for the purpose of influencing the attainment of the major in

structional goals of the school. They focus primarily upon the 

improvement of instruction. 

Summary 

An introduction to the problem of defining the tasks of super

vision in California's special education programs has been presented in 

Chapter I. The need for this study was based upon an anticipated demand 

for well-trained professionals to work with teachers in an effort to 

improve instruction. This demand was stimulated by that portion of the 

newly-adopted state master plan for special education dealing with man

power planning and development. 

A review of related literature is presented in Chapter II. It 

is divided into five areas: (1) an historical overview of special 

education administration and supervision, (2) characteristics of special 

education leaders, (3) tasks in general education supervision, (4) tasks 

of special education leadership personnel, and (5) preparation programs 
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in special education administration and supervision. The methodology 

and results are discussed in Chapters III and IV. The conclusions 

drawn from the study are stated in Chapter V. Activities for training 

special education supervisors are suggested. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

In this chapter the literature in five general areas related 

to special education administration and supervision is reviewed. Sec

tion one is an historical overview of special education administration 

and supervision. Section two is a discussion of the characteristics of 

special education leaders. Section three is a review of the literature 

relating to tasks in general education supervision. Section four is 

a discussion of leadership tasks in special education. Section five is 

devoted to preparation programs in special education administration 

and supervision. 

An Historical Overview 

Leadership positions in special education have been in existence 

for at least forty (40) years. Ayer and Barr (1928) studied forty-four 

(44) large cities providing public school special classes and found that 

sixteen of these cities employed twenty-nine supervisors and six 

directors of special education. Connor (1963) pointed out that the 

first college course for administrators of special education was offered 

at Teachers College, Columbia University about 1906-1907. In 1953* 

Leo Cain wrote a chapter in the Review of Educational Research dealing 

with the administration of programs for exceptional children. At that 

time he indicated a developing interest in research related to special 

10 



education administration, supervision, and teaching. Cain's optimism 

was not supported by Baer (1959) who confined his review of research 

in the area to three pages and mentioned nothing about preparation or 

research directly related to leadership personnel. Howe (1960) could 

find only one study beside his own in the literature from 1953 to 1959 

which dealt directly with the administration of special education. 

Voelker and Mullen (1963) reported a great deal of research related to 

the evaluation of classes but found very few studies related to the 

problems of organization, administration, and supervision during the 

early sixties. 

The increased number of studies appearing in the literature 

between 1966 and 1969 pertaining to special education leadership re

flected a revitalized interest in this aspect of special education. A 

minimum of ten dissertations were completed during that period (Sloat, 

1970). In March, 1969 a work conference centering around the theme 

"Common and Specialized Learnings, Competencies, and Experiences for 

Special Education Administrators" was held at the University of Texas 

at Austin (Meisgeier and Sloat, 1969). The General-Special Education 

Administration Consortium of universities preparing administrators of 

special education grew out of this conference. One of the important 

functions of the Consortium has been the promotion, compilation, and 

dissemination of research related to special education administration. 

J. Allan Simmons' recent dissertation, "A Historical Perspective 

of Special Education in California" which was most useful in preparing the 

introduction to this dissertation, outlined the very complex legal 

structure with which California's special education leaders must cope 
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(Simmons, 1973). Many of his recommendations will be realized with the 

implementation of the California Master Plan for Special Education. 

Characteristics of Special Education Leaders 

There have been several attempts to describe the special edu

cation leader In terms of demographic variables. Mackie and Engle (1955) 

found that cities of less that 25,000 did not employ supervisory type 

Individuals. Vaughn and Wisland (1964) surveyed 263 administrators and 

supervisors of special education programs and found no relationship 

between problems and (1) size of program, (2) type of program (state, 

county or local), or (3) length of administrative experience. On the 

other hand, Sage (1968a) found that emphasis on certain types of skills 

"was definitely a function of organization size." As might be expected, 

he found that roles of special education administrators were more 

specialized in larger organizations. 

A most comprehensive demographic study of the special education 

leader was undertaken by Kohl and Marro (1970). One thousand sixty-six 

(1,066) special education administrators throughout the nation responded 

to their questionnaire. The study dealt with personal characteristics, 

administrative preparation and experience, conditions of employment, 

program management responsibilities, supervisory roles, organizational 

characteristics of programs, physical and human resources, community 

relations, and selected administrative opinions. 

Kohl and Marro's findings related to personal characteristics 

are appropriate for this section. They discovered that a majority of 

the local special education administrators, most often called directors 
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or coordinators of special education, were married men between the ages 

of 35 and 49. Before their appointment to a leadership position, most 

had served as school psychologists or teachers of the mentally retarded. 

Only half of the administrators considered that position as their final 

professional goal. Administrators with doctorates and those serving 

in small districts were much less apt to see special education adminis

tration as a terminal position. 

Sloat (1970) developed a Likert-type 7 point scale to differ

entiate between special education and other public school leadership 

personnel. His study was limited to 63 Texas school districts with 

student populations of under 50,000. He found that some special edu

cation administrators functioned similarly to general administrators. 

Those special educators who were different, in terms of tasks and skills 

performed, tended to be older with more special education experience. 

The latter had attained a lower level of professional preparation and 

were employed by smaller school districts than their fellow special 

education administrators, who functioned similarly to general administrators. 

Although survey studies of administrative behavior have been 

predominant, there have been others involving the development and 

application of attitude scales; shifting the emphasis from pure de

scription to actual attention to the personality of the administrator. 

Burrello and Sage (1971) developed and validated an instrument, the 

Behavior Pref erence Inventory (BPI), to measure the need values of 

special education administrators, utilizing Rotter's social learning 

theory. Items tapping the five need categories of recognition-status, 

protection-dependency, dominance, independence, and love and affection 
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were submitted to an experimental test sample. The Instrument was also 

submitted to the administrator's subordinates for validation purposes. 

The test was standardized on 125 randomly-selected members of the Council 

of Administrators of Special Education. Burrello and Sage found that 

administrators of cooperative special education districts had a higher 

need for protection-dependency than administrators of single district 

programs. This is a reasonable finding since the former must keep 

several school boards happy in order to be effective and ultimately 

survive. Administrators between 25 and 44 years of age were found to 

have significantly higher needs for recognition-status than did those 

over 45 years of age. Administrators over 45 apparently had higher 

needs for protection-dependency than their younger counterparts. Men 

revealed significantly higher needs for independence than did women. 

Finally administrators of programs with 20 teachers or less were found 

to have higher needs for love and affection that administrators of 

programs with 20 to 40 teachers. 

Two recent doctoral dissertations devoted to administrative 

behavior need to be replicated before the findings can be generalized 

nationally. Downey (1970) found that special education leaders in 

complex organizations tend to be more initiatory and less considerate 

than their counterparts in smaller organizations. His study was limited 

to the public schools of Illinois. Spicknall (1970) studied inno-

vatlveness in 29 intermediate special education districts in Michigan. 

Innovativeness was found to be positively related to the size of the 

district, the morale of the staff, the drive of the staff, and their 

degree of professional involvement. 
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Tasks in General Education Supervision 

The field of general education supervision has been concerned 

with tasks and activities of leadership personnel for many years. 

Perrin (1926) surveyed general supervisors in city schools throughout 

the nation. Their responses to a checklist of supervisory activities 

identified the following nine tasks as those most widely practiced: 

1. Evaluating observed lessons 

2. Suggesting remedial measures 

3. Checking on previous suggestions 

4. Checking physical conditions 

5. Investigating projects 

6. Suggesting devices 

7. Teaching 

8. Examining plan books 

9. Giving standard group tests 

Supervisory tasks continued to have this "inspector-like" flavor 

until the fifties when teachers began demanding services rather than 

inspection. The Southwest Cooperative Program in Educational 

Administration (1954) in a publication pertaining to the role of the 

supervisor in the improvement of instruction, discussed this leader's 

role in: 

1. Understanding good teaching 

2. Organizing for instruction 
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3. Assisting teachers and providing leadership 

4. Building curriculum 

5. Evaluating instruction 

In 1963, Harris developed a three dimensional model to describe 

supervisory behavior. He listed the ten major tasks of supervision as: 

1. Developing curriculum 

2. Organizing for instruction 

3. Staffing 

4. Providing facilities 

5. Providing materials 

6. Arranging for in-service education 

7. Orienting new staff members 

8. Relating special services 

9. Developing public relations 

10. Evaluating 

Much of the recent research in general supervisory tasks and 

skills has dealt with the effect of such skills on organizational 

climate and teacher perceptions. French (1971) found that principals 

of elementary schools who placed high emphasis on human rather than 

technical or conceptual skills were identified with elementary schools 

where teachers perceived the organizational climate to be more open. 

McGowan (1971) sampled supervisors and teachers in Wisconsin and con

cluded that although supervisors were content with the supervisory 

programs they were giving their staffs, they were not meeting the 

expectations of teachers in performing the tasks of supervision. 
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Rural school supervisors in West Virginia (Smith, 1971) con

sidered program planning, instruction, evaluation, and provision of 

resources as their most important duties. They tended to consider 

administrative-type duties as least important. This was not the case 

with secondary school supervisors in Pennsylvania. Rutter (1971) found 

that the latter tended to agree with chief school administrators and 

high school principals that the secondary supervisor's most important 

tasks were primarily administrative in nature. 

The open education movement appeared to be stimulating some 

change in the role of the supervisor. Wolters (1973) compared the 

major tasks of instructional supervisors in open concept schools with 

the tasks of supervisors in traditional schools. The most significant 

differences noted were that supervisors in traditional schools spent 

less time in the classroom than supervisors in open concept schools 

and perceived themselves as more directive in their relationships with 

teachers. The study also revealed that supervisors were devoting 

less time currently to such activities as coordination of special 

services, personnel management, and designing facilities than was 

revealed by a similar study carried out by the Texas Association for 

Supervision and Curriculum Development in 1961 (in Wolters, 1973). 

Tasks of Special Education Leadership Personnel 

As previously mentioned, the study by Mackie and Engel (1955) 

was an important beginning in the delineation of the tasks of special 

education leadership. The authors surveyed 103 directors and 50 
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supervisors in various sized school districts. The special education 

leader was seen as engaging in tasks in eleven different competency 

areas including: 

1. Personal competencies 

2. Administration and leadership 

3. Evaluation and development of programs 

4. Teacher recruitment and selection 

5. Motivation of staff development 

6. Supervision 

7. Budget and finance 

8. Research 

9. Coordination with community agencies 

10. Legislative procedures 

11. Public relations 

Mackie and Engel found that the most highly valued abilities of 

the supervisor were the knowledge and skills necessary to consult with 

teachers about organizing instruction, fostering positive teacher-pupil 

relationships to meet the social and emotional needs of children, and 

counseling with parents. It was definitely indicated that supervisors 

should have different skills and competencies than directors, who 

devoted their time to directing, guiding, and integrating programs, 

and guiding the supervisors. 

Studies and statements dealing with the supervisory functions 

of the special education leader comprised only a small percentage of 

the literature in the field primarily because the major emphasis has 
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been upon administrative functions. Henderson (1968) distinguished 

between the two types of individuals by pointing out that as districts 

grow in size and hire additional personnel, specific tasks are assigned 

to administrators while others are delegated to supervisors. Wyatt (1968) 

predicted that, although in 1967 "administrators outnumber the supervisors 

by two to one", by 1972 the numbers would be equal. 

Marshman (1969) based a study of directors of special education 

on the supervisory task list developed by Harris (1963). He listed 

ninety-one subtasks under eleven major supervisory task areas. He 

concluded that the director's responsibilities spanned both supervisory 

and administrative areas. 

Much of the recent research on supervisory behavior in special 

education has dealt with teacher's perceptions of the supervisor's 

role. Di Johnson (1970) asked teachers of exceptional children to comment 

on critical supervisory behaviors. The teachers stated that supervisors 

in special education need to develop skills pertinent to the establish

ment of favorable social-emotional climates. Knowledge should reflect 

classroom expertise specific to the education of exceptional children. 

The teachers complained that supervisors should involve the teaching 

staff more in decision making. 

Johnson (1971) found that teachers and principals differed in 

their expectations for the supervisor of classes for the mentally re

tarded. The teachers had expectations in the following order 

(1) resource person, (2) organizer and expediter, (3) head, and 

(4) stimulator. The group of principals viewed the supervisor as 
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providing leadership in the following manner: (1) head, (2) organizer 

and expediter, (3) resource person, and (4) stimulator. Teachers saw 

themselves as partners in the supervisory process and not as recipients 

or objects of supervision. Principals expected the supervisor to 

assume the major responsibility for instructional decisions. 

Academic teachers in residential schools for the deaf were 

asked to rate their supervisors on a broad range of activities and 

qualities (Thomure, 1971). Those direct supervisory functions where the 

supervisors received low ratings in effectiveness were, (1) working 

with teachers in developing program goals, evaluating the learning 

program, and curriculum development, (2) assisting teachers in 

techniques of instruction and behavior management, and (3) assisting 

teachers via classroom visitations and teacher conferences. 

In 1968, Edgington surveyed five types of individuals in public 

school systems in California as to the problems they face in the 

administration of classes for the mentally retarded. His questions 

were directed to superintendents, directors of special education, school 

psychologists, building principals, and teachers of the mentally 

retarded. Among his conclusions were: 

1. Widely divergent opinion existed among the groups, with a 

tendency not to hold similar concepts of the other's roles. 

2. A specific philosophy of special education was frequently 

lacking. 

3. The team approach was desired by the majority of all personnel, 

but was difficult to attain due to insular factors of each group. 
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Kohl and Marro (1970) in their previously cited study, remarked 

that the typical special education administrator complained that his 

time was overly committed to clerical work and administration. The 

administrators blamed central office demands and lack of administrative 

assistance for their inability to devote sufficient time to the super

vision and coordination of instruction and curriculum. The respondents 

viewed themselves as leaders who perform an Important role in the 

development of policy for the entire educational system, but most 

attended board meetings for special education presentations only. 

Although none were solely responsible for the budget, a majority pre

pared budget proposals and almost all were given an opportunity to ex

plain and defend their plans. Most had had the opportunity to examine 

and recommend new staff members, but only a relatively small number had 

been given the authority to accept or reject candidates. 

Kohl and Marro also reported that the special education admin

istrator claimed that he played a vital supervisory role in modifying 

and adapting the curriculum of the special education program. In most 

cases, the main impetus for innovation came from their professional 

staff because the administrators worked to create a climate that 

encouraged teachers to experiment and share their ideas with others. 

Sage (1968b) attempted to answer the question, "What's special 

about special education administration?" His design utilized a 12 cell, 

two dimensional grid in which the tasks of administration were divided 

on one dimension into (a) improving educational opportunities, 

(b) obtaining and developing personnel, (c) maintaining effective 
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interrelationships with the community, and (d) providing and maintaining 

funds and facilities. Superimposed across these four categories were 

three types of skills required in administrative functioning, i.e., 

(a) technical skills, (b) human skills, and (c) conceptual skills. 

One hundred and fifty randomly selected members of the Council of 

Administrators of Special Education were asked to estimate the per

centage of time and skill devoted to each cell on the grid. The 37 

returns were compared with those obtained by Hemphill, Griffiths, and 

Frederickson (1967) from elementary school principals. Sage concluded 

that the special educator spends more time on the improvement of pro

grams and less time on the development of personnel and community 

relationships than did the elementary principals. 

In 1970, Karen Newman studied the functional tasks of special 

education administrators in 100 public school districts with pupil 

populations between 13,000 and 30,000. The respondents were selected 

randomly from the H. E. W. Educational Directory. She was able to get 

an 82% return by involving the superintendents with a permission letter. 

She developed an instrument using Urwick's "P0SD0RB" theory to study 

seven types of administrative activities (planning, organizing, staffing, 

directing, coordinating, reporting, and budgeting). Her major findings 

were: 

1. There was evidence that research focused upon improvement and 

clarification of special education programs was not being con

ducted by the districts. 
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2. There appeared to be a direct relationship between training 

in the education of exceptional children and performance of 

the administrative tasks of planning and directing inservice 

meetings, workshops, etc. 

3. There also appeared to be a direct relationship between 

experience in special education teaching and performance of the 

administrative tasks of curriculum planning and development and 

evaluation of special education teachers. 

4. There were no significant differences between the tasks that 

administrators actually performed and the tasks that they felt 

they should ideally perform. 

In 1967, Taylor surveyed seventy-eight (78) administrators of 

special education in unified school districts, in California, in an 

attempt to determine the role of the administrator of special education 

classes. He concluded that the majority of administrators of special 

education have participated in the selection, supervision, inservice 

education, and formal evaluation of special teachers. He also found 

that the majority of the district budgets for special classes were 

prepared and administered by the director of special education. He 

recommended specific training in administration, but made no mention of 

training in supervision. 

Preparation Programs in Special Education 
Administration and Supervision 

Connor (1966) reviewed much of the literature relating to the 

preparation of special education leadership personnel and he indicated 
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that, in terms of administration, more Information was needed "regarding 

incidence, definitions, finances, organizational techniques, decision 

making, power structure, leadership qualities, curriculum effectiveness, 

political activity, personal values, selection of personnel, preparation 

patterns and community influences". He outlined a preparation program, 

credential requirements, and areas of further study. He predicted that 

funds provided through the provisions of Public Law 88-164 would con

tribute to the growth of this type of preparation program. 

The number of federally-funded preparatory programs in special 

education administration increased from four in 1965 to sixteen in 1969. 

Henley (1969) studied the subject - curricular differences among these 

federally funded programs. Three of the specific findings were: 

1. Two institutions differentiated between administrators and 

supervisors in terms of separate types of preparation programs. 

2. One institution developed a special course in the supervision 

of special education. 

3. Nine schools required at least a minimum of one course in 

supervision of instruction. 

In his 1973 study of problems faced by Minnesota administrators 

of special education, Bilyeu suggested that training institutions have a 

credibility gap with the field concerning the provision of adequate pre-

and in-service training. He stated that the universities might serve 

more appropriately in the role of a broker of educational resources. 

Kohl and Marro (1970) discovered that more than half of their 

national sample of special education administrators had studied for one 



year or more beyond the master's degree. Although the majority majored 

in special education and minored in psychology, they reported that 

self-directed study and classroom teaching experience contributed most 

to their success as special education administrators. They preferred 

seminars, workshops, and practicums to term papers and course lectures. 

Two recent studies in this area were devoted to evaluations of 

the use of the Special Education Administration Task Simulation (SEATS) 

Game with different groups as a vehicle for in-service education. Burke 

(1971) used the materials with general administrators and found them 

effective in altering some of their attitudes toward a number of 

issues that exist between general and special education. In a similar 

study, Jens (1972) investigated the effects of participation in the 

SEATS Game, wherein elementary school principals assumed the role of a 

director of special education. He found no change in their (1) attitudes 

toward the integration of handicapped pupils in regular classrooms, 

(2) attitudes toward handicapped persons in general, and (3) expectations 

for the role behavior of the administrator of special education. 

Sontag (1971) extended the SEATS Games to train special edu

cation administrators for state-level positions. The pilot group con

sisting of employees of various state departments of education, perceived 

the simulation as a very useful device, but no evidence was obtained 

which would confirm the effectiveness of the exercises on the subject's 

skill areas of information processing, sensitivity to issues, and 

organizing and planning. In 1972, Carman added a human relations 

laboratory to Sontag's State Education Agency Simulation Exercise only 
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that the experimental group, contrary to expectations became less 

"open" and more withdrawn. 

There has been some investigation of the pre-service internship 

in special education administration during the past three years. Kohl 

and Marro (1970) found that relatively few of their respondents had 

served as interns during their professional education preparation. Those 

who did, worked for a period ranging from 3 to 12 months, usually in the 

public schools. State departments of education were found by Anderson 

(1971) to be not meeting the educational needs of interns placed there 

for administrative seasoning. Interviews held with state directors, 

university coordinators, and the interns themselves implied that most 

of the internship experience was devoted to low-level, low-responsibility 

tasks of a managerial nature. This was not the case in a study of the 

internship in the administration of special education in local education 

agencies (Sedlak, 1972). The interns, host administrators, and college 

supervisors were in strong agreement that the experiences offered were 

valuable. The only crucial problem was that of finding the money to 

compensate the intern for his time. 

Both Rios (1971) and Luth (1971) studied the effect of the level 

of training of the director of special education on the attitude of 

special education teachers. Rios found that the attitude of special 

education teachers was more favorable toward a director of special 

education with a Ph.D. degree than one with a B.A. degree. Luth found 

no differences in their attitudes toward directors with Ph.D's as 

opposed to those with M.A.'s. Rios also discovered that the presence 
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or absence of teaching experience in the director's background was not 

significant in the eyes of the teachers. 

Sunnnary 

In this chapter, the literature in five general areas related 

to special education administration and supervision has been reviewed. 

These areas included: (1) an historical overview; (2) characteristics 

of special education leaders; (3) tasks in general education supervision; 

(4) tasks in special education; and (5) preparation programs in special 

education administration and supervision. Although much has been 

written about the general education supervisor, the supervisor of 

special education programs is rarely discussed apart from the more 

generic group, administrators of special education. 

Willenberg (1966) suggested that the research effort in admin

istration and supervision has been hampered by a typical lack of research 

sophistication among college personnel who train special education leaders 

and the resultant low priority for developing research skills in their 

students. In addition there is still no behaviorally oriented textbook, 

in special education administration, that can serve as a basic tool to 

generate worthwhile hypotheses In the realm of rationale, structure, 

and process Involved in the administration of special education 

programs. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

The procedures used in the study are presented in this chapter. 

It is divided into five sections: (1) identification of the population 

to be studied, (2) construction of the Special Education Leadership 

Task List, (3) selection of the comparison groups, (4) collection of 

the data, and (5) analysis of the data. 

The study was primarily designed to define the tasks of special 

education supervision as they are practiced in the local school dis

tricts and county superintendents' offices in California. Perceptions 

of California's special education leaders, as reported on the Special 

Education Leadership Task List were used to answer the following 

questions: 

1. What position titles were assigned most frequently to persons 

who devote a majority of their time to administrative tasks; 

supervisory tasks? 

2. What proportion of their time did administrators and super

visors reportedly devote to the major task areas of policy 

development, budgeting, reporting, staffing, pupil placement, 

curriculum development, classroom visitation, and in-service 

education? 

28 
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3. Were there differences in the educational backgrounds of the 

two leadership groups? 

4. What kinds of educational experiences were perceived as 

having been most helpful in preparing special education leaders 

for their present jobs? 

5. Were there any tasks performed with greater frequency by 

supervisory than by administrative personnel? 

6. Was there agreement among practitioners in the field as to 

which tasks were administrative and which were supervisory? 

Identification of the Population to be Studied 

A list of administrators and supervisors was derived from the 

1973 California Public Schools Directory. This directory is an annual 

compilation of staff rosters submitted by the personnel departments of 

every school district and county superintendent's office in the state. 

All assistant superintendents, directors, coordinators, consultants and 

program specialists whose titles made reference to special education 

were included. If the organization did not have a staff person assigned 

to special education, the director of special services or pupil per

sonnel services was selected as a respondent. Three hundred and thirty 

(330) professional workers were identified in this fashion. 

Admittedly not all of California's special education leaders 

were involved in the study. In many small districts, assistant super

intendents or school psychologists assume partial responsibility for 

special education leadership. Because such persons would have been 

difficult to identify from existing data, they were excluded from this 
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study. This investigation focused upon leaders who devote the majority 

of their time to special education programs. 

Construction of the Special Education 
Leadership Task List 

In order to answer the questions formulated for the study a 

self-administered questionnaire was developed. The questionnaire 

method was selected because it was a means of surveying the entire 

population being studied, thereby reducing sampling error. 

The major portion of the questionnaire was a dichotomous check 

list, structured for ease of response, to maximize the willingness of 

the respondent to answer the questions. Related items, i. e., all 

tasks concerned with fiscal management or in-service education, were 

scattered throughout the list to minimize the possibility of a response 

set. 

Prior to the selection of the tasks which would appear on the 

questionnaire, the literature in special education and general education 

pertaining to task functions, competencies, and problems encountered 

by administrators was reviewed. Of particular interest was the All 

Educational Leadership Task List developed by Robert Sloat (1970) for 

his dictoral dissertation. This list of 36 tasks was considered to be 

exhaustive. Sloat listed the 36 tasks on a 7-point Likert scale and 

administered the instrument to general and special education administrators 

and supervisors to help determine what is "special" about special 

education administration. 
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Examination of the All Educational Leadership Task List re

vealed one glaring weakness. The respondent was asked, at times, to 

assign one rating to several behaviors. It would have been difficult 

to know to which part of the item he was responding. For example, item 5 

(p. 254) stated: "Responsibility for building staff morale by encouraging 

creativity and experimentation, considering individual differences of 

staff, supporting personnel in carrying out their duties, conferring 

with teachers, and providing consultative service on personnel problems." 

Because of a need for greater task clarity, the All Educational 

Leadership Task List was rejected in favor of two other task lists 

which were developed exclusively for special education. The first was 

a list of administrative and supervisory competencies outlined by the 

Professional Standards Committee of the Council for Exceptional Children 

(CEC, 1966). Since the CEC list omitted many tasks pertinent to the 

job of the California special educator, additional tasks were selected 

from the Task Base Composite, a special education management system 

developed by Vort Corporation in 1972. The latter had been developed 

empirically from a synthesis of task descriptions that had been sub

mitted periodically by a sampling of special education leaders through

out California. By drawing items from both task lists and by 

eliminating duplications and tasks which were not uniquely leadership, 

in nature, an 84 item check list was developed. It was called the 

Special Education Leadership Task List (SELTL). 

The first draft of the SELTL was then discussed, item by item, 

with seven special education leaders in the Central Coast area. This 
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group included two full-time administrators, three supervisors, and 

two persons who render management, supervisory, and psychological 

services. Following that, the list was submitted to the investigator's 

doctoral committee and to other doctoral students in special education 

administration. These discussions resulted in the identification and 

rewording of ambiguous items. Some tasks were deleted as duplications; 

others were added. The final result was a list of 83 tasks which 

would hopefully convey the same meaning to the entire population of 

special education leaders in California. 

Selection of the Comparison Groups 

During the piloting of the questionnaire, the respondents were 

asked whether their duties were primarily administrative or primarily 

supervisory. They appeared to respond on the basis of how they would 

like to function, or were influenced by their title rather than their 

actual duties. The dichotomy of administration vs. supervision was not 

uniformly understood. Therefore, it was decided that the respondents 

would be assigned to the two comparison groups based upon the amount 

of time that each one reportedly devoted to the following activities: 

1. Policy Development 

2. Budget Management 

3. Reporting 

4. Staffing 

5. Pupil Placement 

6. Curriculum Development 



7. 

8.  

Classroom Visitation 

In-service Education 
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Those leadership personnel who devoted the majority of their 

time to activities 1 through 5 were assigned to the "administrator" 

group. Those who devoted a greater proportion of their time to activities 

6 through 8 constituted the "supervisor group." Individuals who equally 

distributed their time between administrative and supervisory respon

sibilities were excluded from the comparison groups. 

Collection of the Data 

In early August, 1973, the Special Education Leadership Task 

List (Appendix B) was mailed to the three hundred and thirty persons 

selected from the California Public Schools Directory. A return-

addressed stamped envelope was included. The names and addresses of 

the above were also typed on Unisort Analysis Cards to keep an accounting 

of those responding. After six weeks, thirty-seven percent had been 

returned. 

An up-dated cover letter (Appendix C) and a second copy of the 

Special Education Leadership Task List was then sent to each of the 210 

non-respondents. Returns from the second mailing stopped arriving in 

mid-November. At that point 58% of the questionnaires had been returned. 

Nine of the responses could not be used for the following 

reasons: (1) three persons had retired and their questionnaires were 

returned without having been completed by their successors; (2) four 

questionnaires were returned incomplete, presumably because the respon

dent misunderstood the directions; (3) one consultant, assigned 



full-time to helping parents find private schooling for their handicapped 

children, was too specialized for the purposes of the study; and (5) one 

person listed as Coordinator of Special Education for a rural high 

school district had had her title changed to Dean. She reported that 

the coordination of special education services had been de-centralized; 

leaving no one with district-wide re-responsibility for such services. 

The rate of return (58%) after two mailings of the Special 

Education Leadership Task List was better than average. Kerlinger (1964) 

reported that returns of less than 40 or 50 percent are common. He 

concluded, that at best, the researcher must content himself with 

returns as low as 50 or 60 percent. He stated that, if mail question

naires are used, every effort should be made to obtain returns of at 

least 80 to 90 percent or more, and lacking such returns, to learn 

something of the characteristics of the non-respondents. Thus, it 

was decided to randomly sample the non-respondents rather than go to 

the expense of a third mailing which could still fall short of the 

returns needed to yield valid generalizations. 

The Unisort Analysis Cards of the non-respondents were sorted 

into five piles according to the following characteristics: (1) urban 

districts; (2) suburban districts; (3) rural districts; (4) urban 

county offices; and (5) rural county offices. After consultation with 

a statistician at the University of Arizona it was determined that 

twenty-five was an appropriate sample size for a population of 140 

persons. Equal random samples (5 persons) were drawn from each of the 

stacks of cards sorted by type and size of organization. This was 
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done to allow the future possibility of running comparisons among the 

different kinds of organizations. Strict stratification of the sample 

(drawing samples in proportion to the total population working in 

given settings) would probably have yielded too few county office 

personnel for purposes of analysis. 

A personal, handwritten letter attached to a copy of the 

Special Education Leadership Task List was sent to the twenty-five 

persons selected. Tv70 weeks later, seventeen had been returned. At 

that point, phone calls to the remaining eight resulted in a final 100% 

return. 

Analysis of the Data 

One hundred and sixty-seven of the 190 Special Education 

Leadership Task Lists were usable for the purposes of the study. Nine 

were invalid for reasons previously discussed. Fourteen others had to 

be rejected because the respondents estimated that they devoted 

exactly 50% of their time to administrative tasks and 50% to super

visory duties. The remaining questionnaires were assigned to one of 

the two comparison groups. The data was hand tabulated. The method 

of analysis varied according to how the questions were framed. 

Section I. Identification Data 

The purpose of this section was mainly to identify the respon

dent. Item 2, Title of Position, was the only item pertinent to the 

aims of the study. Data yielded by item 2 were tabulated by hand, 

reduced to percentages, and reported in tabular form. 
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Section II. Job Emphases 

The purpose of this section was to yield information which 

would allow the investigator to assign the respondent to either the 

supervisor or the administrator group. If a simple majority of the 

respondent's time was devoted to items 1 through 5, he was assigned to 

the administrator group. If not he was assigned to the supervisor 

group. One hundred thirty-five administrators and thirty-two super

visors were identified in this fashion. 

The data were also reduced to percentages so that time 

utilization differences between the comparison groups could be examined. 

These were presented in tabular form. 

Section III. Experience and Preparation 

The purpose of this section was to obtain information about the 

educational backgrounds of California's special education leaders. This 

information was limited to (1) levels of training, (2) areas of 

graduate training, and (3) types of pre-service experiences that the 

respondents felt were most valuable in preparing them for a leadership 

role in special education. All data were descriptively analyzed and 

presented in tables. 

Section IV. Task List 

Section IV was designed to differentiate between the tasks of 

special education supervision and those tasks which are primarily 

administrative. It was also used to determine if there were agreement 

among special education leaders as to which tasks are administrative 
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and which are supervisory. The following null hypotheses were 

examined: 

1. The tasks identified as being performed by administrators did 

not differ significantly from those performed by supervisors. 

2. There was no significant difference between the perceptions of 

administrators and the perceptions of supervisors as to whether 

given tasks were administrative or supervisorial. 

The responses for each comparison group on each of the 83 tasks 

were hand tabulated and entered in 2 x 2 contingency tables. The Chi 

Square Test for two independent samples was used to test for significance 

(Siegel, 1956). All differences at or exceeding the .05 level were 

judged to be significant. 

The responses from the non-respondent sample were also examined 

statistically. The data pertinent to the hypotheses were entered in 

2x2 contingency tables. Since the group was small, the Chi Square 

Test could not be used as it had been with the earlier returns. The 

Fisher Exact Probability Test was selected. With an N less than 30 it 

was possible to recognize significant differences by inspection and 

reference to a table of critical values of D (or C) for the Fisher 

Test (Siegel, 1956). All differences at or exceeding the .05 level 

were judged to be significant. 

Summary 

The procedures used in the study were presented in this chapter. 

The population studied was the 330 special education leaders listed in 
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the 1973 California Public Schools Directory. A survey instrument, 

entitled the Special Education Leadership Task List, was developed 

and mailed to the 330 potential respondents. The primary purpose of 

the study was to define the tasks of special education supervision in 

California. Additional data were gathered to answer questions regarding 

position titles, time priorities, levels and areas of graduate training, 

and significant pre-service experiences. Data were obtained from a 

random sample of the non-respondents in order to validate the findings 

yielded by two mailings of the questionnaire. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS OF THE STUDY 

Introduction 

The results of the data analysis are presented in this chapter. 

They are discussed in two sections. The first is a descriptive analysis 

of the demographic data from parts I, II, and III of the Special Edu

cation Leadership Task List. The second section is a presentation of 

the results associated with the hypotheses postulated in the study. 

Within each section, the conclusions drawn for both the questions and 

the hypotheses are contrasted with the findings resulting from the 

data gathered from the non-respondent population. 

Analysis of the Demographic Data Yielded by 
the Special Education Leadership Task List 

The first four questions, previously posed, are examined, in 

this section. A narrative description of the results is presented 

along with supporting tables. 

Question 1. What position titles were assigned most frequently 
to persons who devote a majority of their time to administrative 
tasks; supervisory tasks? 

The title director, as may be noted in Table 1, was used most 

often to designate those leaders who were primarily concerned with 

managerial tasks. Those who devoted more time to instructional im

provement activities were called coordinators or consultants. The 

39 
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Table 1. Frequency of Occurrence of Position Titles Among Special 
Education Leaders 

Title 

Admin is tr a t or s 

N % 

Supervisors 

N % 

Administrator 4 2.6 0 0.0 

Asst., Special Education 5 3.7 1 3.2 

Coordinator 30 22.2 15 46.8 

Consultant 4 2.6 8 24.8 

Director 78 58.8 3 9.5 

Head Teacher 0 0.0 1 3.2 

Principal 1 0.6 0 0.0 

Program Specialist 1 0.6 3 9.5 

Supervisor 5 3.7 1 3.2 

Asst. Superintendent 7 5.2 0 0.0 

Total 135 100.0 32 100.0 
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title of supervisor is used infrequently in California. The findings 

of this study regarding the predominant use of the titles director and 

coordinator concurred with those found by Kohl and Marro (1970) in 

their nation-wide study. 

Nine of the sixteen administrators in the "non-respondent" 

group were identified as directors. Consultant rather than coordinator 

was the predominant title for the Supervisors in the "non-respondent" 

group. Since consultant was also used for 25% of the original respon

dents, it would appear that the non-respondents share similar titles 

with the original respondents and that the findings of the study, 

relative to position titles can be generalized to the entire population 

of special education leaders in California. 

Question 2. What proportion of their time did administrators 
and supervisors reportedly devote to the major task areas of 
policy development, budgeting, reporting, staffing, pupil 
placement, curriculum development, classroom visitation, and 
in-service education? 

Administrators reported devoting twice as much time as super

visors to the areas of policy development, budgeting, reporting, 

staffing, and pupil placement. Group averages are reported in Table 2. 

Supervisors reported spending twice as much time as administrators 

on the tasks of curriculum development, classroom visitation, and in-

service education. Of particular concern was the amount of time that 

both types of leaders reported devoting to the details of pupil place

ment. It amounted to a full day per week on the part of the 

administrator. 
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Administrators Supervisors 
Task Area Average % Average % 

Policy Development 10.7 6.3 

Budgeting 14.3 7.9 

Reporting 13.0 6.4 

Staffing 10.0 5.8 

Pupil Placement 22.4 13.8 

Curriculum Development 12.0 21.4 

Classroom Visitation 9.1 26.1 

In-service 8.5 12.3 

Total 100.0 100.0 
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The administrators in the non-respondent sample estimated that 

they devote approximately equal time to all eight work areas. This 

would cast some doubt upon the findings regarding administrative time 

allotment. The average time devoted to the eight work areas by the 

nine non-respondent supervisors, however, coincided very closely with 

that of the original responding supervisors. Therefore, the time 

allotments reported for supervisors are probably characteristic of 

special education supervisors in California. 

Question 3. Were there differences in the educational back
grounds of the two leadership groups? 

Three-fourths of the special education leaders in California 

have studied beyond the master's degree. There are proportionately 

more doctorates among the administrator group (20.5% vs 9.7%) but the 

great majority of persons in both groups, as may be noted in Table 3, 

appear to be equally prepared in terms of graduate work completed. 

This level of training is consistent with the nation-wide findings of 

Kohl and Marro (1970). 

The educational level of the non-respondents was quite con

sistent with that of the original respondents. Bachelors and doctoral 

level persons were relatively rare. Eighty-one percent of the ad

ministrators and sixty-six percent of the supervisors reported having 

completed at least a year's work beyond the master's degree. Thus 

the findings of the original survey related to levels of training are 

apparently representative of California's corps of special education 

leaders. 
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Table 3. Levels of Training of Administrators and Supervisors of 
Special Education 

Administrators Supervisors 
Level of Training N % N % 

Bachelors 4 3.0 2 6.6 

Masters 25 18.5 3 9.7 

Post Masters 78 58.0 24 74.0 

Doctorate 28 20.5 3 9.7 

Total 135 100.0 32 100.0 
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As may be noted in Table 4, the majority of special education 

leaders in California majored in psychology at the graduate level. This 

is at variance with the results of Kohl and Marro's nation-wide study. 

The majority of their sample majored in special education and, as may 

be noted in Table 5, minored in psychology. The California supervisors 

majored in educational administration and minored in psychology or 

special education. In that respect, the supervisor of special edu

cation in California more closely resembled the average respondent in 

the Kohl and Marro study. 

Graduate training among the non-respondent sample was predomi

nantly in the areas of psychology (30%), educational administration 

(30%), and special education (30%) for the administrators. The super

visors chose educational administration (33%) and psychology (44%). 

The former tended to minor in general education (44%) and the latter 

in special education (33%). The responses of the sample agreed with 

the findings of the original survey, since the same graduate major 

and minor configurations appeared in the educational backgrounds of 

both groups. 

Question 4. What kinds of pre-service and educational ex
periences were perceived as having been most helpful in pre
paring special education leaders for their present jobs? 

The administrative group, as may be noted in Table 6, indicated 

self-directed study, classroom teaching, and in-service programs as 

having been most beneficial to them, while a large percentage of the 

supervisor group attributed their success to their experience as 

classroom teachers. This supports Newman's (1970) finding that those 
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Table 4. Graduate Training of Administrators and Supervisors of 
Special Education - Major Field 

Major 
Administrators 
N % 

Supervisors 
N % 

Educational Administration 23 17.2 10 31.3 

Psychology 56 41.8 5 15.6 

Special Education 19 14.2 7 21.8 

General Education 19 14.2 3 9.4 

Counseling 6 4.2 3 9.4 

Speech Pathology 6 4.2 2 6.3 

Social Science 6 4.2 1 3.1 

Other 0 0.0 1 3.1 

Total 135 100.0 32 100.0 
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Table 5. Graduate Training of Administrators and Supervisors of 
Special Education - Minor Field 

Minor 
Admini s t ra to r s 

N % 

Supervisors 

N % 

Educational Administration 29 21.3 4 12.5 

Psychology 32 24.1 8 25.0 

Special Education 15 11.1 10 31.2 

General Education 25 18.5 2 6.3 

Counseling 14 10.4 2 6.3 

Speech Pathology 7 5.2 0 0.0 

Social Science 11 8.2 6 18.7 

Other 2 1.2 0 0.0 

Total 135 100.0 32 100.0 
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Table 6. Most Influential Pre-service and In-service Experiences 

Administrators Supervisors 
Experience N % N % 

Classroom Teaching 30 22.5 11 34.4 

Simulations 10 - 7.4 3 9.6 

Internship 11 8.1 1 3.2 

In-Service 29 21.4 6 19.2 

Self-Directed Study 34 25.1 6 19.2 

On-the-job Experience 15 11.1 3 9.6 

Working as a Psychologist 6 4.4 2 4.8 

Total 135 100.0 32 100.0 
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persons who chose to involve themselves in curriculum and staff develop

ment came from the ranks of special education teachers. These findings 

were, also, remarkably similar to those of Kohl and Marro (1970). 

Their nation-wide sample reported self-directed study, classroom 

experience, and in-service activities as the three types of experiences 

contributing most to their success as special education leaders. 

Preferences expressed by the non-respondents were too scattered 

to support the findings of the original survey. However, since the 

conclusions of Kohl, Marro, and Newman lend support to the results of 

this study, one would tend to ignore the inconclusive findings of the 

non-respondent study. 

Hypotheses 

The hypotheses tested in this study are presented below. In 

order to test them, responses to part IV of the Special Education 

Leadership Task List were subjected to statistical analysis. A narrative 

description of the results is presented along with supporting tables. 

Hypothesis 1 

Hypothesis 1 was: The tasks identified as being performed by 
administrators did not differ significantly from those per
formed by supervisors. There were no tasks which were gener
ally supervisorial or administrative. 

The results of the analyses of the original respondent group 

and the non-respondent sample are summarized in Table 7. The data 

presented in the table indicates whether the task was done more 

frequently by administrators or supervisors or whether it was done 



Table 7. Pertinence of Tasks to Administrative or Supervisory Role (Hypothesis 1) 

Task Administrative Supervisory Both Neither 
Conf. 
Level 

Non-respondent 
Agreement 

Conf. 
Level 

1. Enforcing class size 
regulations X Yes 

2. Corresponding with 
residential schools X Yes 

3. Coordinating ad
missions meetings X No (Sup) .005 

4. Proposing new classes/ 
programs X .001 No (Both) 

5. Listening to parent 
complaints X .05 No (Both) 

6. Maintaining instruc
tional material 
inventories X Yes 

7. Developing curriculum 
guides X .01 Yes .025 

8. Arranging program 
visitations X Yes 

9. Determining in-service 
needs X .01 Yes .025 

10. Orienting new teachers 

and substitutes X .01 Yes .025 

11. Conducting in-service 

meetings X .01 Yes .05 



Table 7. Pertinence of Tasks to Administrative or Supervisory Role (Hypothesis 1)—Continued 

Task Administrative Supervisory Both Neither 
Conf. 
Level 

Non-respondent 
Agreement 

Conf. 
Level 

12. Making salary 
recommendations X .01 Yes .05 

13. Developing screening 
programs X No (Sup) .025 

14. Coordinating the moving 
of classes X Yes 

15. Interviewing teacher 
applicants X .01 No (Both) 

16. Planning on long-
term basis X Yes 

17. Coordinating teacher 
placement X Yes 

18. Coordinating summer 
school classes X Yes 

19. Referring persons to 
community agencies X .05 Yes .005 

20. Administering meal 
program X Yes 

21. Leading group discussions X .01 Yes .025 

22. Arranging field trips X .02 Yes .005 

23. Conducting community edu
cation program X Yes 

24. Providing information to 
auditor X No (Ad) .05 



Table 7. Pertinence of Tasks to Administrative or Supervisory Role (Hypothesis 1)—Continued 

Task Administrative Supervisory Both Neither 
Conf. 
Level 

Non-r espondent 
Agreement 

Conf. 

Level 

25. Implementing special 
education X .01 Yes .025 

26. Planning special education 
housing X Yes 

27. Approving hourly pay 
sheets X .01 No (Both) 

28. Discussing research 
with teachers X .01 Yes .025 

29. Participating on general 
education committees X Yes 

30. Observing student teachers X .01 Yes .01 

31. Recommencing inter-district 
transfers X .01 No (Both) 

32. Assessing needs of 
community X Yes 

33. Requesting additional 

personnel X .01 Yes .05 

34. Scheduling itinerant 
staff X .02 No (Both) 

35. Coordinating credential 

renewal X Yes 

36. Arranging for substitute 
teacher X Yes 



Table 7. Pertinence of Tasks to Administrative or Supervisory Role (Hypothesis 1)—Continued 

Task Administrative Supervisory Both 
Conf. 

Neither Level 
Non-respondent 

Agreement 
Conf. 
Level 

37. Providing information 
regarding services X No (Ad) .025 

38. Preparing program budgets . X Yes 

39. Establishing procedures 
for evaluating materials X .05 Yes .025 

40. Determing instructional 
material needs X .02 Yes .025 

41. Enforcing pupil place
ment standards X Yes 

42. Authorizing purchase 
of materials X .05 No (Both) 

43. Critiquing classroom 
teaching X .01 Yes .01 

44. Training volunteer aides X .02 Yes .025 

45. Writing personnel 
evaluations X Yes 

46. Designing parent release 
forms X .05 No (Both) 

47. Coordinating contacts 

with agencies X .001 No (Both) 

48. Determing appropriate 
placements for transfer 
children X Yes 



Table 7. Pertinence of Tasks to Administrative or Supervisory Role (Hypothesis 1)—Continued 

Task Administrative Supervisory Both Neither 
Conf. 
Level 

Non-respondent 
Agreement 

Conf. 
Level 

49. Working toward needed 
legislation X .05 Yes .025 

50. Reviewing pupil evaluation 
with special education staff X Yes 

51. Writing grant proposals X Yes 

52. Securing public funds for 
provate schooling X .01 No (Both) 

53. Recommending Board Policy X .01 No (Both) 

54. Preparing class lists X Yes 

55. Leveling class loads, 
assignments X Yes 

56. Evaluating private schools X Yes 

57. Assessing transportation 
needs X .02 No (Both) 

58. Discussing special edu
cation with regular teachers X Yes 

59. Developing attendance 
report forms X Yes 

60. Exchanging confidential 

information X Yes 

61. Representing district with 
county and state personnel X .05 Yes .05 



Table 7. Pertinence of Tasks to Administrative or Supervisory Role (Hypothesis 1)—Continued 

Task Administrative Supervisory Both 
Conf. 

Neither Level 
Non-respondent 

Agreement 
Conf. 
Level 

62. Securing transportation 
for a pupil X Yes 

63. Making instructional 
recommendations X .01 Yes .005 

64. Conferring with staff 
regarding parent contacts X .05 Yes .01 

65. Readmitting suspended pupils X Yes 

66. Conferring on personnel problems X Yes 

67. Interpreting programs to 
parents X Yes 

68. Conducting research X Yes 

69. Completing hearing screening 
reports X .01 No (Both) 

70. Evaluating instructional 
materials X .01 No (Both) 

71. Reviewing units of study X Yes 

72. Preparing transportation 
schedules X Yes 

73. Discussing pupil behavior 
management X .01 Yes .005 

74. Completing reports required 
by State X .01 No (Both) 



Table 7. Pertinence of Tasks to Administrative or Supervisory Role (Hypothesis 1)—Continued 

Task 
Conf. Non-respondent Conf. 

Administrative Supervisory Both Neither Level Agreement Level 

75. Locating special 
education housing 

76. Developing pupil 
progress forms 

77. Checking on absent 
children 

78. Maintaining staff 
personnel records 

79. Securing parental 
approval for activities 

80. Preparing reports for 
Supt., Board 

81. Presenting reports and 
proposals to Board 

82. Evaluating programs 

83. Reviewing pupil eval
uation procedures with 
regular staff 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

.05 

.01 

.05 

.05 

.05 

No (Both) 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

.025 

.025 

.05 

.005 

U1 
ON 
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with equal frequency or equal infrequency by both groups. Levels of 

confidence are given when significant differences were found. Whether 

the data obtained from the non-respondent sample supported the finding 

of the original survey can also be determined by examination of the 

table. If the original findings were not supported, the direction of 

results from the non-respondent study is indicated in parentheses. 

For example, the coordination of admission committee meetings was 

found in the original survey to be done with equal frequency by both 

administrators and supervisors. Examination of the non-respondent 

data, however, suggested that coordination of admissions committees was 

more frequently the task of the special education supervisor. This 

does not necessarily mean that the findings of the original survey 

were invalid but it does caution one from generalizing from the 

original respondents to the entire population of special education 

leaders in California. 

It was found, and subsequently supported by the sampling of 

the non-respondents, that those tasks carried out more frequently by 

supervisors were in the areas of curriculum development, staff develop

ment, coordination of instructional media, and utilization of community 

resources. They can be grouped as follows: 

Curriculum Development 

1. Meeting with teachers to develop curriculum guides and courses 

of study. 

2. Discussing current research in special education with teachers. 

3. Making recommendations to school staffs regarding grouping and 

organizing for instruction. 
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Staff Development 

1. Conducting surveys of staff in-service needs. 

2. Orienting new teachers and substitutes. 

3. Conducting in-service meetings 

4. Leading small group discussions for the purpose of improving 

instruction. 

5. Helping with the supervision of student teachers and interns. 

6. Critiquing classroom teaching. 

7. Training volunteers to work with exceptional children. 

8. Conferring with staff members regarding parent contacts. 

9. Consulting with teachers regarding pupil behavior. 

10. Reviewing pupil evaluation procedures with staff members. 

Coordination of Instructional Media 

1. Determining program equipment and instructional materials 

requirements. 

2. Establishing procedures for evaluating materials and teaching 

strategies. 

3. Making arrangements for field trips. 

4. Securing parental approval, where needed, for class activities. 

Utilization of Community Resources 

1. Referring persons to appropriate community agencies 

After the data gathered from the original respondents were 

compared with that from the non-respondent group, very few tasks could, 

with any certainty, be declared uniquely administrative. It was 
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concluded that administrators were engaged in the following behaviors 

more frequently than supervisors: 

1. Recommending salary schedules 

2. Implementing recently enacted legislation 

3. Requesting additional personnel 

4. Encouraging new legislation 

5. Coordinating efforts with special education personnel at the 

county and state level 

6. Preparing and delivering reports to the superintendent and 

board of education 

Thus, of the 83 tasks listed on the Special Education Leadership 

Task List, seven (7) were practiced with greater frequency by the 

administrator group, eighteen (18) were carried out with greater fre

quency by the supervisor group, and fifty-eight (58) were practiced 

with equal frequency by both groups. Since some twenty-five (25) tasks 

were found to differentiate between the two comparison groups, the 

hypothesis that there were no tasks which were generally supervisorial 

or administration was rejected. 

Hypothesis 2 

Hypothesis 2 was: There was no significant difference be
tween the perceptions of administrators and supervisors as to 
whether given tasks were administrative or supervisory. 

The analyses of the data from the original respondents and 

from the non-respondent sample are summarized in Table 8. The data 

reveals whether there was clear-cut agreement as to whether the tasks 



Table 8. Respondents' Perceptions of Nature of Task 
(Administrative vs. Supervisory) 

Task 
Original 

Respondents 
Non-Respondent 

Sample 

1. Enforcing class size 
regulations Administrative Administrative 

2. Corresponding with resi
dential schools Administrative Undecided 

3. Coordinating admissions 
meetings Administrative Supervisory 

4. Proposing new class/ 
programs Admini s t ra t ive Administrative 

5. Listening to parent 
complaints Administrative Administrative 

6. Maintaining instructional 
material inventories Groups disagree Supervisory 

7. Developing curriculum 
guides Supervisory Supervisory 

8. Arranging program 
visitations Groups disagree Supervisory 

9. Determining in-service 
needs Supervisory Undecided 

10. Orienting new teachers and 
substitutes Groups disagree Undecided 

11. Conducting in-service 
meetings Supervisory Undecided 

12. Making salary recom
mendations Administrative Administrative 

13. Developing screening 
programs Administrative Administrative 

14. Coordinating the moving of 
classes Administrative Administrative 

15. Interviewing teacher 
applicants Administrative Adminis trative 

16. Planning on long-term 
' is is Groups disagree Administra tive 

17. Coordinating teacher 
placement Adii! inistrative Administrative 
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Table 8. Respondents' Perceptions of Nature of Task 
(Administrative vs. Supervisory)—Continued 

Task 
Original 

Respondents 
Non-Respondent 

Sample 

18. Coordinating summer school 
classes Administrative Administrative 

19. Referring persons to 
community agencies Administrative Undecided 

20. Administering meal 
program Administrative Administrative 

21. Leading group discussions Supervisory Supervisory 

22. Arranging field trips Undecided Undecided 

23. Conducting community 
education program Administrative Administrative 

24. Providing information to 
auditor Administrative Administrative 

25. Implementing special 
education legislation Administrative Administrative 

26. Planning special education 
housing Adminis trative Administrative 

27. Approving hourly pay 
sheets Administrative Administrative 

28. Discussing research with 
teachers Supervisory Groups disagree 

29. Participating on general 
education committees Groups disagree Undecided 

30. Observing student teachers Supervisory Supervisory 

31. Recommending inter-district 
transfers Administra tive Administrative 

32. Assessing needs of 
community Administrative Administrative 

33. Requesting additional 
personnel Administrative Administrative 

34. Scheduling itinerant 
staff Administrative Undecided 

35. Coordinating credential 
renewal Administra tive Administrative 



Table 8. Respondents' Perceptions of Nature of Task 
(Administrative vs. Supervisory)—Continued 

Task 
Original 

Respondents 
Non-Respondent 

Sample 

36. Arranging for substitute 
teachers Administrative Undecided 

37. Providing information re
garding services Administrative Administrative 

38. Preparing program budgets Administrative Administra tive 

39. Establishing procedures 
for evaluating materials Groups disagree Supervisory 

AO. Determining instructional 
material needs Supervisory Supervisory 

41. Enforcing pupil place
ment standards Administrative Administrative 

42. Authorizing purchase of 
materials Administrative Administrative 

43. Critiquing classroom 
teaching Supervisory Supervisory 

44. Training volunteer aides Supervisory Supervisory 

45. Writing personnel 
evaluations Groups disagree Supervisory 

46. Designing parent release 
forms Administrative Administrative 

47. Coordinating contacts 
with agencies Administrative Administra tive 

48. Determining appropriate 
placements for transfer 
children Administrative Supervisory 

49. Working toward needed 
legislation Adminis trative Administrative 

50. Reviewing pupil evaluation 
with special education 
staff Supervisory Supervisory 

51. Writing grant proposals Administrative Administrative 

52. Securing public funds for 
private schooling Administrative Admin istrative 

53. Recommending Board policy Administrative Administrative 
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Table 8. Respondents' Perceptions of Nature of Task 
(Administrative vs. Supervisory)—Continued 

Task 
Original 

Respondents 
Non-Respondent 

Sample 

54. Compiling class lists Administrative Administrative 

55. Leveling class loads, 
assignments Adminis trat ive Administrative 

56. Evaluating private schools Administrative Administrative 

57. Discussing special 
education Groups disagree Undecided 

58. Discussing special edu
cation with regular 
teachers Groups disagree Undecided 

59. Developing attendance 
report forms Administrative Administrative 

60. Exchanging confidential 
information Adminis trative Administrative 

61. Representing district with 
county and state personnel Administra tive Administrative 

62. Securing transportation 
for a pupil Administrative Administra tive 

63. Making instructional 
recommendations Supervisory Supervisory 

64. Conferring with staff re
garding parent contacts Groups disagree Undecided 

65. Readmitting suspended 
pupils Adm inistrative Administrative 

66. Conferring on personnel 
problems Administrative Administrative 

67. Conducting research Undecided Undecided 

68. Interpreting programs 
to parents Undecided Undecided 

69. Completing hearing 
screening reports Administrative Administrative 

70. Evaluating instructional 
material Supervisory Supervisory 

71. Reviewing units of study Supervisory Undecided 
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Table 8. Respondents' Perceptions of Nature of Task 
(Administrative vs. Supervisory)—Continued 

Task 
Original 

Respondent 
Non-Respondent 

Sample 

72. Preparing transportation 
schedules Groups disagree Undecided 

73. Discussing pupil behavior 
management Supervisory Supervisory 

74. Completing reports required 
by State Administrative Administrative 

75. Locating special edu
cation housing Administrative Administrative 

76. Developing pupil progress 
forms Administrative Administrative 

77. Checking on absent 
children Groups disagree Undecided 

78. Maintaining staff per
sonnel records Administrative Administrative 

79. Securing parental approval 
for activities Undecided Undecided 

80. Preparing reports for 
Superintendent, Board Administrative Administrative 

81. Presenting reports and 
proposals to Board Administrative Administrative 

82. Evaluating programs Adminis trative Administrative 

83. Reviewing pupil evaluation 
procedures with regular 
staff Undecided Undecided 
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were administrative or supervisory in nature. An entry of administrative 

or supervisory means that the administrator and supervisor groups were 

in agreement as to the nature of the task. The notation groups disagree 

means that the administrators saw the task as administrative while the 

supervisors saw it as supervisory. Undecided means that there was no 

statistically significant majority opinion. In order to conclude 

that a task was clearly perceived as administrative or supervisory, 

agreement between the original respondents and non-respondents sample 

was required. 

In summary, the two groups of respondents held common per

ceptions of the nature of 57 of the 83 tasks. Therefore, an hypothesis 

of no difference between the perceptions of the comparison groups as 

to whether given tasks were administrative or supervisory was accepted 

for most of the items. The areas of disagreement included those 

tasks related to improving staff competencies, coordinating instructional 

activities, and providing pupil personnel services. Apparently the 

administrative-supervisory dichotomy was less clear for those tasks 

which require direct involvement with teachers and pupils. 

Summary 

The results of the study were presented in this chapter. The 

first section presented the descriptive data relative to position 

titles, time priorities, educational backgrounds, and preferred learning 

activities of the respondents. The second section presented the 

hypotheses regarding the tasks of special education administration and 

supervision. 
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In general, the two comparison groups were found to have 

different job titles, and did report setting different priorities for 

their time. Although their educational backgrounds were somewhat 

different, their levels of training were similar. The supervisor 

group attributed more importance to classroom teaching as a prerequisite 

to success as a special education leader than did the administrators. 

Very few tasks were found to be unique to the administrative 

role. Supervisors, on the other hand, were found to be engaged in a 

number of behaviors that were less frequently assigned to administrators. 

These tasks were in the areas of curriculum development, staff develop

ment, coordination of instructional media, and utilization of community 

resources. 

It was found that the respondents were not always in agreement 

as to whether a task was administrative or supervisory. This dichotomy 

lacked clarity particularly when the tasks involved direct service to 

teachers and pupils. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Introduction 

The purpose, procedures, and results of the study are summarized 

in this chapter. Conclusions are drawn regarding the implications of 

the findings for the training of special education supervisors. Finally, 

recommendations are made for a preparatory program in special education 

supervision followed by suggestions for further research. 

Summary 

It is anticipated that implementation of the California Master 

Plan for Special Education will require a marked increase in special 

education leaders who will have full-time responsibility for working 

with teachers to maintain or change the instructional program in order 

to have optimum impact upon the learner with exceptional needs. In 

reviewing the literature in the area of special education administration 

and supervision it became evident that graduate training institutions, 

researchers, and employers of special education leaders have not come 

to grips with the administration-supervision dichotomy outlined in the 

state master plan. 

Purpose 

The purpose of this study was to define the tasks of special 

education supervision in California. This information could then be 

67 



68 

used to develop pre-service and in-service training programs which are 

relevant to current practice in the field and responsive to the mandates 

of the California Master Plan for Special Education. The following 

questions were formulated to lend order and direction to the study: 

1. What position titles were assigned most frequently to persons 

who devote a majority of their time to administrative tasks or 

supervisory tasks? 

2. What proportion of their time did administrators and super

visors reportedly devote to the major task areas of policy 

development, budgeting, reporting, staffing, pupil placement, 

curriculum development, classroom visitation, and in-service 

education? 

3. Were there differences in the educational backgrounds of the 

two leadership groups? 

4. What kinds of educational experiences were perceived as having 

been most helpful in preparing special education leaders for 

their present jobs? 

5. Were there any tasks performed with greater frequency by super

visory than by administrative personnel? 

6. Was there agreement among practitioners in the field as to 

which tasks were administrative and which were supervisory? 

Procedures 

A questionnaire, entitled the Special Education Leadership 

Task List, was developed and mailed to the 330 special education 

leaders listed in the 1973 California Public Schools Directory. Following 
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two mailings, 167 or 58% of the population had returned usable question

naires. The respondents were assigned to one of two comparison groups; 

administrator or supervisor, depending upon the amount of time that 

each reported devoting to certain task areas. Differences between the 

two groups were analyzed descriptively and statistically. Following 

this analysis a third mailing of the SELTL was made to a random sample 

of the non-respondents. These data were then analyzed in an effort to 

validate the original returns. 

Results 

It was found that director was the typical title for those 

leaders who were primarily concerned with managerial tasks. Those 

who reported devoting a majority of their time to instructional im

provement activities were called coordinators or consultants. The 

title of supervisor was rarely mentioned. 

Administrators reported devoting twice as much time as super

visors to the areas of policy development, budgeting, reporting, 

staffing, and pupil placement. Supervisors estimated spending twice 

as much time as administrators on the tasks of curriculum development, 

classroom visitation, and in-service education. 

Three-fourths of the special education leaders in California 

have studied beyond the master's degree. There were proportionately 

more doctorates among the administrator group, but the great majority 

of persons in both the administrative and supervisory groups reported 

equal preparation in terms of degree attainment. 
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Psychology was the graduate major most frequently chosen by the 

administrators. The supervisor group had selected educational admin

istration or special education. Psychology was a popular minor for 

both groups. Most of the supervisors, who did not major in special 

education, chose to minor in the area. 

Both groups of leaders claimed that their classroom teaching 

experience, in-service activities, and self-directed study had been 

most instrumental in preparing them for their current positions. 

Supervisors attributed particular importance to their experience as 

classroom teachers. 

Very few tasks were found to be uniquely administrative. They 

did report more frequent involvement in staffing, encouraging and 

implementing legislative changes, recommending salaries, coordinating 

efforts with special education, personnel at the county and state level, 

and reporting to the superintendent and the board of education. Super

visors, more frequently than administrators, were assigned to tasks in 

the areas of curriculum development, staff development, coordination 

of instructional media, and utilization of community resources. 

The respondents were not always in agreement as to whether the 

tasks presented were administrative or supervisory in nature. This 

disagreement was particularly evident when the tasks involved direct 

service to teachers and pupils. 

Conclusions 

The title "supervisor" is rarely used in California's special 

education programs. This has implications for the course titles 
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assigned by university departments of special education, "coordinating 

Instruction in Special Education Programs" or "Seminar in Special 

Education Consultation" would be preferable to a title that makes 

reference to special education supervision. 

The California State Master Plan suggests that supervisors of 

special education should possess a valid teaching credential in special 

education and complete a minimum of three years of successful, full-

time classroom teaching in special education prior to assuming a 

supervisory position. This study lends some support to that premise 

in that 53% of the supervisor sample either majored or minored in 

special education and 34% felt that their own classroom teaching had 

contributed significantly to their success as a special education 

supervisor. However, when one considers that programs are becoming 

non-categorical and that supervisors may be serving programs that en

compass eight or more areas of exceptionality, three years of traditional 

special education teaching may be rather impractical. Of greater 

relevance would be programs that sharpen curriculum and staff development 

skills. 

The supervisors reported that in-service programs, on-the-job 

training, simulations, and self-directed study were their most valuable 

learning experiences. This suggests that training activities should 

be as self-directing as possible. Apparently, traditional methods of 

instruction have been as inappropriate for adult learners as they have 

proven to be for younger ones. 
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Responses to the Special Education Leadership Task List in

dicated that there is sufficient difference between the role of the 

special education administrator and that of the special education 

supervisor to warrant a separate course in special education super

vision. It should focus on the areas of curriculum development, staff 

development, coordination of instructional media, and utilization of 

community resources as they apply to individuals with exceptional needs. 

Recommendations 

The findings of this study have implications for developing a 

preparatory program in special education supervision. They also 

suggest directions for further research. The remaining pages of this 

chapter are devoted to recommendations in both areas. 

Suggestions for Training Supervisors 
of Special Education 

In 1971, the National Association of Secondary School Principals 

Committee of Professors of Secondary School Administration and Super

vision proposed a model for designing, implementing, and evaluating 

pre-service and continuing education programs for secondary school 

principals (NASSP, 1971). This model can be used to organize the 

supervisory tasks, delineated in the study, into a framework for a 

preparatory program in special education supervision. 

According to the responses of California's special education 

supervisors, a beginning supervisor should be able to: 

1. Select and develop appropriate curriculum guides and courses 

of study. 
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2. Critically evaluate research in special education and discuss 

means of implementing it in a specific school or classroom 

setting. 

3. Contrast alternative ways of organizing for instruction. 

4. Identify needs for and conduct in-service education programs. 

5. Discuss the group processes involved in effective staff meetings. 

6. Observe teaching, analyze lessons, and make appropriate 

recommendations for improvement. 

7. Confer with individual teachers and parents regarding pupil 

behavior and arrive at a mutually accepted plan of action. 

8. Outline procedures for the selection and evaluation of books, 

equipment, supplies, and other instructional materials. 

9. Discuss functions of various referral agencies. 

Using the NASSP model, learning activities related to these 

instructional objectives can be outlined in the same sequence of steps 

used by any competent educational leader to resolve a problem (Table 9). 

The process begins with diagnosis of the problem. In many instances 

this will mean reviewing the literature to search for alternatives. 

Diagnosis is followed by prescription of a solution, implementation 

of the solution, and finally, evaluation of its effectiveness. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

Thirty-four percent of the special education supervisors sur

veyed attributed their success as leaders to their experience as 

classroom teachers. Others felt that their experience as school 



Table 9. Suggested Activities for Training Entry-Level Supervisors of Special Education 

Objective Diagnostic Prescriptive Implementive Evaluative 

To be able to 
select and de
velop appropri
ate curriculum 
guides and 
courses of study 

Can critically 
evaluate research 
in special edu
cation and en
courage its 
implementation. 

Work with a group 
of teachers or 
fellow graduate 
students to de
termine common 
objectives for a 
particular 
exceptionality. 

Study material out
lining sources of 
invalidity in ex
perimental design. 
Write a critique 
of research on a 
particular topic. 

Work with same Meet with an ac-
group to outline tual or simulated 
learning activities admissions com-
related to the pro- mittee to decide 
gram objectives. upon educational 

plan for indivi
dual children. 

Meet with a group 
of special educa
tion teachers to 
discuss research 
in their area. 
Elicit from them, 
implications that 
research findings 
have for their 
teaching. 

Following the 
meeting, work 
with a teacher 
who is interested 
in implementing 
one or more of 
the ideas dis
cussed . 

Discuss appropriate 
ways of evaluating 
the progress that is 
expected of those 
pupils reviewed by 
the admissions 
committee. 

Plan an evaluation 
of the innovation 
and work with the 
teacher to prepare 
a report which he 
will make at a 
subsequent staff 
meeting. 

To be able to 
contrast alter
native ways of 
organizing for 
instruction. 

Study material 
related to or
ganizing special 
education accord
ing to interven
tions needed 
rather than 
traditional 
medical categories. 

Develop a non-
categorical 
special educa
tion master plan 

for own district. 

Role play meet
ing with a group 
of regular class 
teachers to dis
cuss converting 

schools special 
class for EMR from 
self-contained to 
integrated program. 

Develop procedure for 
measuring attitudinal 
changes in regular 
class teachers re- • 
garding working with 
mildly handicapped. 



Table 9. Suggested Activities for Training Entry-Level Supervisors of Special Education—Continued 

Obj ective Diagnostic Prescriptive Implementive Evaluative 

To be able to 
identify needs 
for and conduct 
in-service edu
cation programs. 

Can discuss the 
group processes 
involved in ef
fective staff 
meetings. 

Can confer with 
individual tea
chers and parents 
regarding pupil 
behavior. The 
outcome of such 
contacts will 
be a mutually 
accepted plan 
of action. 

Administer an in-
service needs 
questionnaire to 

a group of special 

education teachers. 

Study materials 
on communications, 
group problem 
solving and 
resistance to 
change. 

Discuss problem 
with teacher & 
parent until it 
can be clearly 
defined from 
some useful 
frame of refer
ence, i.e., 
behavioral, 
transac tional, 
etc. 

Design an in-
service program 
directed to de
ficiencies re
vealed by the 
survey. 

Given a hypo
thetical problem. 
Plan a staff 
meeting incorpor
ating all staff 
members who would 
be effected by 
the decision. 
Outline antici
pated roadblocks. 

Make recommenda
tions based upon 
analysis of prob
lem. Gather base
line data and set 
up system of 
charting progress. 

Conduct and/or 
coordinate an 
in-service 
meeting or 
workshop. 

Lead a staff or 
class discussion 
devoted to solu
tion of a dis
trict wide prob
lem. Record 
with videotape 
or use "fish-
bowl" technique. 

Follow-up with 
parent and 
teacher to check 
on pupil progress 
and reinforce 
recommended 
strategy. 

Develop an evaluation 
plan for the in-
service meeting or 
workshop. 

Analyze transactions 
after reviewing film 
or tape of meeting. 

Study charts in order 
to modify plan, select 
new target behavior, 
etc. 



Table 9. Suggested Activities for Training Entry-Level Supervisors of Special Education—Continued 

Obi ective Diagnostic Prescriptive Implementive Evaluative 

Be able to ob
serve teaching, 
analyze lessons 
and make appro
priate recom
mendations for 
improvement. 

Can outline 
procedures for 
the selection 
and evaluation 
of books, equip
ment, supplies 
and other in
structional 
materials. 

Able to discuss 
functions of 
various referral 
agencies. 

Review materials 
on Clinical 
Supervision 

Goldharamer (1969), 
Interaction Analy
sis Harris (1963), 
and Lesson Analy
sis Hunter 
(1973). 

Read articles 
by Armstrong 
(1971), Singh 
(1969), and 
Eash (1969). 

Collect infor
mation on com
munity agencies 
serving handi
capped pupils. 

Select one of 
the three 
methods of 
observation and 
develop an 
appropriate ob
servation form. 

Develop a simple 
form which is a 
synthesis of the 
good points of the 
three procedures 
discussed in the 
literature. 

Prepare or update 
a guide to com
munity services 
for handicapped 
pupils. 

Observe videa 
tapes of tea
chers presenting 
lessons, and 

record data 

needed for 
analysis. 

Distribute the 
evaluation form 
to a group of 
teachers prior 
to a staff meet
ing and ask them 
to evaluate one 
item and share 
impressions at 
group meetings. 

Keep a log on 
three cases in
volving agency 
referral. 

Role play conference 
with teacher following 
observation. 

Evaluate usefulness 
of form, on basis of 
its adequacy demon
strated at staff 
meeting. 

Meet with a community 
agency to discuss ways 
to improve communi
cation and collabora
tion. 

cr> 
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psycholog ists was the contributing factor. Since special education 

leaders enter their job via various experiential routes, the relation

ship of these experiences to success as a leader should be studied. 

Is three years of teaching, as stipulated in the California State 

Master Plan for Special Education, a justifiable requirement for 

entering the field of special education supervision? 

Educational Administration was the major field of graduate 

study mo s t frequently elected by the special education supervisors 

responding to the questionnaire. Most of the remaining supervisors 

had concentrated in the fields of psychology or special education 

during their graduate training. Which discipline prepared the most 

successful leaders as perceived by their subordinates and superordinates? 

There are presently seventeen categories of exceptional children 

for which special education programming is available in California. 

Developers of the state master plan have suggested that these seventeen 

categories be reduced to five. All individuals with exceptional needs 

would be served by programs for the learning handicapped, communicatively 

handicapped, physically handicapped, severely handicapped, or gifted. 

As special education moves toward non-categorical programming, there 

will be a need for non-categorical supervisors. How do special edu

cation teachers feel about being supervised by one who is not trained 

in their same field of specialization? What types of skills do they 

want their supervisors to have? 

The present study revealed whether supervisors performed cer

tain tasks or whether they were carried out by others. No attempt 
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was made to identify these other certificated and classified staff 

members. What is the effect of the complexity of district organization 

upon the tasks of the special education supervisor? How do unit size 

and organizational structure relate to the effectiveness of supervision? 

This study has defined the tasks of the special education super

visor in California. The State Education Code now requires that all 

members of the professional be held accountable for pupil progress. A 

model for determining the success of consultative services in special 

education in terms of their facilitation of the teaching-learning 

process should be developed and field tested. 



APPENDIX A 

COVER LETTER TO ADMINISTRATORS 
AND SUPERVISORS OF SPECIAL EDUCATION 

Dear Colleague: 

The proposed Master Plan for Special Education in California devotes a 
section to manpower planning and development. It clearly distinguishes 
between "those persons working directly with teachers in the management 
and improvement of programs for exceptional individuals" and those 
"functioning as directors or assistant superintendents of special 
education". However, very few graduate programs preparing special 
education leaders distinguish between supervisorial and administrative 
roles. 

The purpose of the enclosed questionnaire is to define those tasks to 
which supervisors of special education idrect themselves and to deter
mine if there are any real differences between the responsibilities of 
supervisors and those leaders who feel their role is primarily admin
istrative. I'm also interested in the special education-related tasks 
of that large group of California administrators who have been assigned 
responsibilities for school guidance, health, psychological and/or 
other instructional and pupil personnel services as well; those persons 
serving as directors of pupil personnel or special services. The 
results of this study will be used to develop a model for preparation 
programs in special education supervision. 

The questionnaire involves very little in the way of written responses, 
so that it can be completed quickly. I realize that the questions may 
convey various meanings to different respondents, but I plan to check 
that out in some selected interviews subsequent to the questionnaire 
phase of the study. So please don't dwell on ambiguous sounding ques
tions. If you are able to complete and return the questionnaire to 
me within the next two weeks, I will be very grateful. 

Sincerely, 

Samuel M. Kier 
Coordinator/Special Education 
Monterey Peninsula Unified School District 
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SPECIAL EDUCATION LEADERSHIP TASK LIST 
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I. IDENTIFICATION DATA 

1. Name 

2. Title of Position 

3. District 

4. Address 

5. Phone 

6. Work Year: From: to: 
(Give actual dates of service i.e. , Aug. 15 - June 30) 

7. Total ADA of District (All Pupils, K-12) 

II. JOB EMPHASES 

Please make a rough estimate of the percentage of time that you 
devote to the following activities: 

1. Policy Development (writing program guidelines, translating 
newly enacted legislation into local policy, etc.) 

% 

2. Budget Management (assessing program resources and needs, 
preparing budgets, recommending purchases). 

% 

3. Reporting (Preparing and delivering reports to immediate 
supervisor, Superintendent and Board, compiling data for re
ports to State Department of Education, etc.) 

% 

4. Staffing (Interviewing job candidates, assigning, formally 
evaluating, transferring, and dismissing teachers and support 
personnel). 

% 

5. Pupil Placement (attending admissions committee meetings, con
ferring with parents, preparing class lists, coordinating 
transportation, etc.) 

% 
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6. Curriculum Development (working with groups of staff members to 
formulate program objectives, discuss appropriate learning 
activities, and evaluate pupil learnings). 

% 

7. Classroom Visitations - Visiting individual classrooms for the 
purpose of improving the skills of teachers and fostering 
innovative practives. 

% 

8. In-service Education (Assessing in-service needs of staff 
members, planning and participating in workshops, etc.) 

III. EXPERIENCE AND PREPARATION 

1. What is your highest degree 

Bachelor's 

Master's 

_Master's degree plus one year of advanced study 

JDoctor's degree 

2. What was your undergraduate 

Ma j or: 

Minor: 

3. What was your graduate 

Maj or: 

Minor: 

4. What type of experience has contributed most to your success 
as an administrator or supervisor: 

Classroom teaching 

_College practicums, simulations, etc. 

Experience as an intern 

In-service study and training programs 
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Self-directed study 

Other (write-in) 

INSTRUCTIONS: 

As discussed in the cover letter, the purpose of this study is 

to help us define more clearly the professional tasks of special edu

cation administrators and supervisors. The results will be used in 

the development of training programs. 

Please consider each of the following leadership tasks. First 

check whether you consider the task to be administrative or supervisory, 

in nature, by checking either Column I or II. Next, in Column III or IV, 

check whether you actually perform the task or whether it is assigned 

to another person (whether they be your subordinate or superordinate). 

If the task is not applicable to the special education programs in 

your district, disregard Columns III and IV and check Column V. 

For example, a director of special education might respond as 

follows to the following three items: 

1. I see that regulations 
concerning class sizes 
and case loads are 
enforced. 

2. I administer a meal 
program. 

3. I discuss current re
search in special edu
cation with teachers 
and explore ways that 
it might be imple
mented in their class
rooms. 

I II III IV V 
Adminis- Super- I Others Not Appli. 
trative vlsory Perform Perform In my Dist. y y V 
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He does believe that the enforcement of district or state-

mandated program standards is an administrative task, for which he 

assumes primary responsibility, so he checks columns I and III. Since 

his special education programs are all housed in buildings containing 

regular classes, and all exceptional pupils participate in the regular 

school lunch program, item #2 is not applicable for his school district 

as it might be in one that maintains special schools. So, he checks 

columns I and V; administrative but not applicable. The director 

feels that direct work with teachers, for the purpose of improving 

instruction, is a supervisory function and delegates this task to his 

two program coordinators. For item //3, he checks columns II and IV. 
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XV. CHECKLIST OF TASKS 

Others 
Adm Sup I Do Do N/A 

1. I see that regulations concerning 
class sizes and case loads are 
enforced. 

2. I correspond with private and public 
residential schools regarding indivi
dual pupils. 

3. I schedule and coordinate meetings 
devoted to the placement, transfer, 
and dismissal of exceptional 
children. 

4. I submit proposals to open nes classes 
or programs. 

5. I listen to parent complaints, that 
building personnel are unable to 
resolve. 

6. I maintain an inventory of books, 
equipment, and other instructional 
materials. 

7. I meet with teachers to develop 
curriculum guides and courses of 
study. 

8. I arrange for program observation by 
visitors. 

9. I survey the special education 
staff to determine their in-service 
education needs. 

10. I orient new teachers and 
substitutes. 

11. I conduct in-service meetings. 

12. I review salary surveys and sched
ules and make recommendations. 

13. I develop screening procedures for 
identifying children in need of 
services. 

14. 1 coordinate the moving of classes, 
protable facilities, and offices. 
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Others 
Adm Sup I Do Do N/A 

15. I interview applicants for special 
education teaching positions and make 
recommendations regarding their 
employment. 

16. 1 participate in long-term program 
planning. 

17. I coordinate the placement and trans
fer of special education teachers. 

18. I plan and coordinate summer school 
programs for exceptional children. 

19. I refer parents and others to appro
priate community agencies. 

20. I administer a meal program. 

21. I lead small group discussions for 
the purpose of improving instruction. 

22. 1 arrange for field trips; relaying 
the teachers request to the trans
portation department. 

23. I conduct a program of community 
education directed to the pro
fessional and lay public. 

24. I participate in a program/project 
audit, as a source of information 
for the auditor. 

25. I develop local rules and regulations 
to implement special education 
legislation. 

26. I help plan physical facilities to 
house special education programs. 

27. I review and approve time sheets in 
order that hourly employees might be 
paid. 

28. I discuss current research in special 
education with teachers and explore 
ways that it might be implemented 
in their classrooms. 

29. I participate on committees devoted 
to the general education program. 
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Others 
Adm Sup I Do Do N/A 

30. I observe and consult with education 
students during their practicum, 
internship, or student teaching 
experiences. 

31. I recommend inter-district placement 
arrangements for special education 
students. 

32. I provide for a continuous assess
ment of the special education 
needs of children in my community. 

33. I prepare reports requesting addi
tional personnel. 

34. I coordinate work schedules for 
itinerant special education 
personnel. 

35. I coordinate credential renewal 
for staff members. 

36. I arrange for substitutes to cover 
staff absences. 

37. I serve as an information source 
for parents and the general community 
who are seeking services for 
exceptional children. 

38. I prepare a budget for those pro
grams under my direction. 

39. I participate in the establishment 
of procedures for evaluating 
materials and teaching strategies. 

40. I determine program equipment and 
materials needs. 

41. I see that standards of eligi
bility for pupil placement in 
various special education programs 
are enforced. 

42. I authorize the purchase of 
materials and equipment for special 
education programs. 

43. I observe teachers working and dis
cuss with them ways of improving 
their performance. 
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Others 
Adm Sup I Do Do N/A 

44. I train volunteers who wish to work 
with exceptional children. 

45. I write formal evaluations of sub
ordinate staff members. ] 

46. I design parent release and per
mission forms to be used for the 
exchange of confidential information 
and for the authorization of program 
placement. 

47. Community agencies see me as the 
principal person through whom they 
maintain working relationships with 
the special education programs under 
my direction. 

48. I evaluate pupil records and pro
fessional recommendations to deter
mine appropriate placement for ex
ceptional children new to the 
district. 

49. I work toward the accomplishment 
of needed legislation in special 
educa t ion. 

50. I review pupil evaluation procedures 
with the special education teaching 
staff. 

51. I prepare grant proposals for private 
and federal funding of special edu
cation programs. 

52. I assist parents with applications 
for public assistance with private 
school tuition. (Sedgewick Funds, 
E.C. 6870) 

53. I write recommendations for policies 
in the area of special education for 
school board adoption. 

54. I prepare special class lists. 

55. I study case loads, class sizes, 
distances between schools, etc. to 
ensure that special education staff 
members and facilities are utilized 
effectively. 
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Others 
Adm Sup I Do Do N/A 

56. I evaluate private schools for the 
handicapped prior to making referrals 
to them. j 

57. I assess the transportation needs of j 
exceptional children. I 

58. I discuss special education services 
with general education staff members. 

59. I develop forms for reporting special 
education attendance figures and 
other data to the central office. 

60. I forward confidential records to 
other school districts, and agencies. 

61. I serve as a liaison between my 
superintendent and special education 
personnel at the county (or district), 
state, and federal level. 

62. I notify the transportation super
visor of child, school he is to attend 
and starting date. In other words, 
I'm involved in seeing that the trans
portation needs of individual special 
education students are met. 

63. I make recommendations to special 
education teachers and principals 
regarding grouping and organizing 
for instruction. 

64. I confer with psychologists, nurses, 
and special education teachers re
garding parent contacts. 

65. I confer with parents regarding 
readmission of suspended special 
education pupils. 

66. I consult with special education 
teachers, principals, and other ad
ministrators on staff personnel 
problems. 

67. I interpret special programs to 
parents of exceptional children. 

68. I conduct research in the area of the 
education of exceptional children. 

69. I prepare county and state reports 
on the hearing screening program. I ! 
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Others 
Adm Sup I Do Do N/A 

70. I evaluate books, equipment, supplies 
and other instructional materials for 
special education programs. 

71. I review units of study that have 
been developed by the special edu
cation staff. »• • • '• • • - • • i | " ~~ 

72. 1 arrange special education trans
portation schedules. 

73. I discuss the classroom behavior of 
a pupil with his teacher. 

74. I complete those fiscal and atten- I 
dance reports on special education 
programs that are submitted to the j 
State Department of Education. • 

75. I locate and secure classroom space 
for special classes. 

76. I develop forms for the collection 
of special education pupil status 
and progress data. 

77. I check on the absence of children. 

78. I maintain personnel records of 
those staff members under my 
direction. 

79. I secure approval from parents re
garding class activities, where 
needed (as for field trips or sex 
education. 

80. I prepare special education program 
status reports for the superintendent, 
board of education, and others. 

81. I attend school board meetings for 
the purpose of presenting progress 
reports and new program proposals. 

82. I evaluate the effectiveness of 
special education programs. 

83. I review pupil evaluation procedures 
with the general teaching staff. j 



Dear Colleague: 

APPENDIX C 

FOLLOW-UP COVER LETTER 

To Administrators and Supervisors 
of Special Education 

Hopefully you have the children placed, the parents pacified, and the 
busses running smoothly by now and you're wondering what to do next. 
I would be very grateful if you would take the twenty minutes necessary 
to complete the enclosed questionnaire. 

As I mentioned in my first letter to you, I'm undertaking a study to 
delineate supervisory tasks in California's special education programs. 
The results will lead to some recommendations for pre-service and in
service activities in special education supervision. 

I have received a few completed questionnaires from persons who ne
glected to state their name or district. If you are one of them, you 
will probably receive a second questionnaire. Please disregard it. I 
want just one completed return from each special education leader in 
California. 

Things were going beautifully until we all got involved in that two
week convulsion between August 27 and California Admissions Day. I 
now hope that those of you who haven't returned your questionnaire 
will have time to do so. 

I have a big job of data analysis to do and with your assistance would 
be able to get started. 

Sincerely, 

Sam Kier 
Coordinator/Special Education 
Monterey Peninsula Unified School District 
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APPENDIX D 

LETTER OF ENCOURAGEMENT 

From Leslie Brinegar, Associate Superintendent 
California State Department of Education 

Division of Special Education 

(California State Department of Education Letterhead) 

Mr. Sam Kier 
Coordinator of Special Education 
Monterey Peninsula Unified School District 
P.O. Box 1031 
Monterey, California 93940 

Dear Sam: 

I am sending just a note to acknowledge receipt of your August 22 letter 
and the copy of the Special Education Leadership Task List. I do appre
ciate very much receiving the information and will be interested in 
keeping watch as you proceed. Do keep us posted with regard to your 
findings. It likely will be most useful in eventually dealing with 
the administrator-special education supervisor pre-service training 
program. 

Sincerely, 

Leslie Brinegar 
Associate Superintendent 
(916) 445-4036 

LB:mmb 
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