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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Bilingual education programs have been mandated by 

state law in Illinois since 1973. The programs are of 

transitional nature, meaning that there is time alloted for 

the target students to make the transition from instruction 

in the native language to instruction in an all-English 

instructional environment. The Chicago Public School 

system has a large number of limited English proficient 

students (LEPS) who have been identified as in need of 

receiving the services of a bilingual program. In every 

school in which there are twenty or more students from the 

same language background, a bilingual program must be 

established. The school principal is directly responsible 

for the administration of the instructional programs in 

his/her building, including bilingual programs. As many 

other government funded programs do, the state funded 

bilingual programs provide rules and regulations for the 

implementation of the programs by the school 

administrators. As a result, there are specific tasks that 

an administrator should perform so as to be in compliance. 

A review of the literature indicates that Arizona, 

California, Colorado, Florida, Michigan, and Oklahoma 

1 
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provide their school administrators with policy and 

procedures for the implementation of the bilingual 

education programs. Also these manuals or handbooks 

specify tasks to be performed by the administrators in 

implementing the rules. At present, there is a handbook 

for administrators being prepared in Chicago for the 

implementation of bilingual education programs by school 

administrators in the Department of Multilingual Education. 

Past implementation of the bilingual education program was 

based on the state rules. Administrators were, and still 

are, assisted by stated funded district bilingual 

coordinators. The professional literature and research 

mentions administrative tasks for the implementation of the 

bilingual education programs. As already mentioned, 

Chicago Public School administrators do not have at present 

a manual specifying the administrative tasks to be 

performed for the implementation of the bilingual education 

programs. Nevertheless, they are directly responsible for 

their administration. 

In 1973, the Illinois General assembly mandated the 

establishment of transitional bilingual education programs 

in Illinois schools, to be effective July 1, 1976.1 This 

was in response to the high numbers of limited-English 

proficient students present at the schools and to the 

lillinois, Revised statutes (1973), Chapter 122, Art. 
14C. 
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direct involvement of parents and community members, who, 

aware of the trends in the nation towards the establishment 

of educational programs to meet the distinctive needs of 

the minorities, were actively lobbying for equal 

educational opportunities for their children. 

Some form of bilingual education programs existed in 

the country previous to all this. Anderson and Boyer2 cite 

the works of Dr. Kloss ( 1942, 1963) on the historical 

background of bilingual education. 

Before World War I (1839-1880), German was used as a 

language of instruction, French was used in Louisiana, and 

Spanish in New Mexico, from 1848 in public schools. 

During 1880 to 1917, German-English bilingual schools 

were developed in Cincinnati, Indianapolis, Baltimore, New 

Ulm, Minnesota, and many rural places. Norwegian, Czech, 

Italian, Polish and Dutch were also occasionally taught. 

In the years between World War I and World War II, 

bilingual education was virtually eliminated. 

Anderson and Boyer3 see the rebirth of bilingual 

schooling in Miami, in 1963. The Dade County Public 

Schools in Florida established the first bilingual 

education program in the U.S. since World War I. The 

2Theodore Anderson and 
Schooling: An Historical 
Cordasco, Bilingual Schooling 
York: McMillan, 1976), p. 2. 

3Ibid. I 5. 

Mildred Boyer, "Bilingual 
Sampling," ed. Francisco 

in the United states (New 
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program was initiated in an effort to meet the educational 

needs of the Cuban children. 

In 1964, two programs were started in Texas. The 

federal government played a key role in the development of 

bilingual education as a vehicle for providing equal 

educational opportunities for language minority children. 

In 1964, The civil Rights Act of 19644 banned 

discrimination based on race, color or national origin. It 

established a national basis of support for providing 

special educational services to meet the needs of students 

with limited English language ability. It stressed that 

all children must have egual educational opportunities. It 

encouraged additional federal and state legislation which 

promoted bilingual education as a desirable instructional 

approach, and in 1968, Bilingual Education Act as Title VII 

of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA),s made 

funds available to local school districts to develop and 

implement bilingual programs and paved the way for states 

to assume greater responsibility for enacting permissive 

and mandatory legislation and for funding bilingual 

education programs. In 1970, a Memorandum from the 

Department of Health Education and Welfare, Office of Civil 

442 u.s.c. 2000 (c), Civil Rights Act of 1964, Title 
VII. 

Ssilingual Education - 20 U.S.C. 880 (b), Bilingual 
Education Act of 1974. 
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Rights,6 required school districts receiving federal funds 

to provide assistance to meet the needs of language 

minority students. In 1972, Massachusetts became the first 

state to pass a law mandating bilingual education in any 

school district with twenty or more students of the same 

non-English speaking background. Illinois followed in 

1973. In 1974, in the Lau vs. Nichols supreme Court 

Decision, 7 the Court ruled that school districts' failure 

to provide a program to meet the linguistic needs of the 

students denied them a meaningful opportunity to 

participate in the school's education program and thus 

violated the 1964 Civil Rights Act. This decision upheld 

the right of students with limited abilities in the English 

language to educational programs designed to meet their 

language needs and placed the responsibility of addressing 

their needs on school districts. However, eventhough the 

"Lau remedies" strongly endorsed bilingual education, it 

did not mandate it and left the ultimate decision as to the 

specific type of assistance to the school districts. 

In 1980, the Department of Education proposed more 

specific methodological approaches but were never formally 

adopted. 

6Department of Health, 
Identity of Discrimination and 
Basis of National Origin (May 
Register, 11565, 1970. 

Education, and Welfare, 
Denial of Services on the 
25th Memo - 35th Federal 

7Lau v. Nichols, 438 f. 2d 791 (9th Circ. 1973). 
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Most of the literature on bilingual education programs 

deal with aspects of the program such as: languages of 

instruction, methods and techniques of language and second 

language acquisition, program models, parent component, 

effectiveness of the educational program, teacher and staff 

development, etc., but not much attention has been given to 

the actual administration of the program. 8 At present, 

there are no studies made in Illinois dealing with the 

administration of bilingual education programs, as revealed 

by the literature research search made. 

In Illinois, the school districts have to submit an 

application for funding to the State Office of Bilingual 

Education yearly to get monies allocated for the state 

funded bilingual programs. These monies are to supplement, 

not supplant, the local effort. 

In Chicago, the Department of Multilingual Education 

is the local agency that, through the Board of Education, 

submits an application for the monies, and provides the 

individual twenty elementary school districts and the three 

high school districts, with the technical assistance in 

allocating monies for staffing the programs, and for 

materials and supplies. Technical assistance at the local 

level is provided through state funded coordinators at some 

8Flor Ida Ortiz, "The Administration of Bilingual 
Education Programs," Paper presented at the American 
Educational Research Association Convention, San Francisco, 
California, April, 1979. 
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eight districts with the largest number of target students. 

The school principal is responsible for the 

implementation of the local school bilingual education 

program. John Renfrew Stevenson writes: "The addition of 

these categorically funded projects has created new 

administration and curriculum problems for the school 

principal. He is responsible for administering these 

special programs in addition to the regular school program. 

He must be knowledgeable of the specific rules and 

regulations governing the use of money provided for the 

program."9 

Article 14C of the State Rules and RegulationslO 

defines the parameters of what is bilingual education, 

having in common with other state regulations, and 

following the Lau Remedies, the following components: 

1. Identification and assessment of Limited English 

Proficient Students {LEPS) 

2. Transitional Bilingual Education Programs 

A. Instruction in the native language until the 

student is ready to effectively progress using only 

English. 

B.A strong English as a Second Language {ESL) 

9John Renfrew Stevenson, "The Contribution of Selected 
Administrative Factors to the Success of the Innovative 
Educational Programs in Bilingual Navajo Indian Schools" 
(D.Ed. Dissertation, Northern Arizona University, 1979), 3. 

lOillinois, Revised Statutes (1973), Chapter 122, Art. 
14C. 
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component. 

C. Use of books and materials in English and in 

native language. 

D.The teaching of the culture of the country of 

origin. 

E.Bilingual Personnel 

3. Annual Testing of Students 

4. Staff Development 

5. Parent and Community Participation 

6. Expenditures Report 

The implementation of the bilingual education programs 

in Illinois is based on these guidelines. 

According to Flor Ida Ortiz,11 the administration of 

bilingual education programs is generally structured in two 

different ways: 

1. A director within the school district solely 

responsible for bilingual education, with 

specialists housed, either at a central office or 

a school site, reporting to him/her, the teachers 

being responsible to both the specialists and the 

director for the bilingual education component of 

the program. Those specialists and teachers 

housed in school sites are usually being 

evaluated by the school principal. 

2. A special project unit with an associate 

11 t. 3 or iz, p. • 
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superintendent or director housed at the central 

office. In most cases, this position is assisted 

by coordinators housed in specific sites or at a 

central office. 

She also poses that the primary reason for instituting 

such positions is: "to ensure adherence to the legal 

interpretations and federal and state guidelines regarding 

mandated bilingual instruction. The person ' s task is to 

provide written guidelines and interpretations to other 

administrators, specialists, and teachers. 11 12 

At present, in the Chicago Public School System, the 

Department of Multilingual Education is structured as 

described in number 2: an assistant superintendent heads 

the unit, assisted by central and district bilingual 

coordinators, and he is responsible for the overall 

implementation and enforcement of the state rules and 

regulations dealing with bilingual education in Chicago. 

Technical assistance is in way of a manual or handbook 

for the administrators to properly implement the program. 

Chicago is in the process of printing one, therefore, the 

principals implement the guidelines assisted by the 

district bilingual coordinators or central off ice 

personnel. 

12 b'd I J. ., p. 4. 
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Statement of the Problem 

The purposes of the study were: to identify and 

analyze the tasks for the implementation and administration 

of bilingual education programs present in the professional 

literature and research; to identify and analyze the tasks 

actually performed and delegated to others; to identify and 

analyze the relationship between the ranking of how 

principals spend their time on various tasks and the 

ranking of principals as to the importance of those tasks 

for the implementation and administration of bilingual 

education programs; to identify and analyze problems 

experienced by selected Chicago Public School Principals in 

implementing and administering bilingual education 

programs. 

Following are the research questions used as a guide 

for the study: 

1. According to the professional literature 

research, what are the tasks recommended for 

administration of bilingual education programs? 

and 

the 

2. What tasks do principals perform and what tasks do , 

they delegate to others? 

3. What is the relationship between the ranking of 

how principals spend their time on various tasks and the 

ranking by principals as to the importance of those tasks 

for the implementation and administration of bilingual 

education programs? 
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4. What are the problems experienced by selected 

Chicago Public School Principals in implementing and 

administering bilingual education programs derived from the 

study? 

Methods and Procedures Used in the study 

A review of the professional literature and research 

was conducted. A list of tasks for the administration of 

bilingual education programs suggested in the survey was 

compiled. 

Instrumentation 

Two instruments to gather data, designed by the 

researcher, were used: a mailed questionnaire and an 

interview. The mailed questionnaire was designed to obtain 

information about the tasks presently performed by selected 

elementary school principals in administering a bilingual 

education program in the Chicago Public Schools. The 

interview was designed to clarify data obtained from the 

questionnaire, to provide an opportunity to elaborate on 

certain information that needed further exploration, and to 

clarify misinterpretations.13 

In order to validate the questionnaire and assess its 

reliability, a pilot study was conducted with elementary 

school principals administering bilingual education 

programs but not participating in the study from other 

13John W. Best, Research in Education (Englewood 
Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall, Inc., 1981), 165. 
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school districts. Responses, as well as recommendations 

were elicited from the participants in regards to clarity 

of purpose, clarity of directions and items, and 

appropriateness of the instrument. The same procedure was 

followed for the interview. Revisions were made and 

improvements were incorporated, according to the 

recommendations and suggestions made by the principals in 

the pilot study. 

Population studied 

The subjects in the study were 58 selected elementary 

school principals in the three largest school districts in 

Chicago that were identified by the Department of 

Multilingual Education as the ones housing the largest 

numbers of bilingual education programs in Spanish. After 

following the protocol for distribution in the school 

system, the questionnaires were mailed out to the selected 

principals to be completed voluntarily and anonymously. 

Out of the fifty-eight elementary school principals who 

received the instrument, forty-three completed it and 

mailed it back. Twelve principals volunteered for the 

interview by returning the request form for the interview 

attached to a letter of consent provided for this purpose. 

Limitations of the Study 

The study was limited to the investigation of the 

administrative tasks being performed by selected elementary 

school principals administering transitional bilingual 
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education programs in three school districts identified as 

housing the largest number of bilingual education programs 

in the Chicago Public Schools. The bilingual education 

programs in these districts are for target students of 

Hispanic descent, being funded by the State, as per Article 

14C of the Rules and Regulations (1976). Programatic 

aspects, the effectiveness of the bilingual education 

programs and the role of the principal were not considered 

in the study. 

Both instruments, the principals' questionnaire and 

the interview, were designed by the researcher. They were 

examined by two specialists in constructing questionnaires 

and interviews and two statisticians. The type of data 

gathered were mainly descriptive, and the analysis of the 

data was also descriptive. 

The following section provides definitions of terms as 

used in the study. 

Definitions 

Bilingual Education - Instruction in two languages, 

enabling the person to function in another language in 

addition to his/her native language, with or without equal 

proficiency. 

Transitional Bilingual Program - Basic subject matter 

courses are taught in the native language until the student 

acquires sufficient knowledge of English to participate 

successfully in a regular classroom. Instruction in the 
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native language is phased out gradually and full English 

instruction is gradually phased in. An English as a Second 

Language (ESL) component is usually part of the 

transitional bilingual program. 

Limited English Proficient Students - Students of non­

English background whose aural comprehension, speaking, 

reading, or writing proficiency in English is below the 

average English proficient level of students of the same 

age and/or grade whose first or home language is English. 

Task - A specific amount of labor or study imposed by 

authority or required by duty or necessity. 

Administrative Task(s) - Those more specific types of 

activities that must occur in the schools in order to 

arrange for the proper education of the students. 

Summary 

The purposes of the study were: to identify and 

analyze the tasks for the implementation and administration 

of bilingual education programs present in the professional 

literature and research; to identify and analyze the tasks 

actually performed and delegated to others; to identify and 

analyze the relationship between the ranking of how 

principals spend their time on various tasks and the 

ranking of principals as to the importance of those tasks 

for the implementation and administration of bilingual 

education programs; to identify and analyze problems 

experienced by selected Chicago Public School Principals in 
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implementing and administering bilingual education 

programs. 

Chapter I offers an overview of the problem, the 

purposes of the study, the methods and procedures used in 

the study, a discussion of the instruments used, the 

population studied, the limitations of the study, and a 

definition of terms. 

Chapter II will include a review of the professional 

literature and research dealing with the theory of 

administration, the tasks for the general administration of 

the school, and the tasks for the administration of 

bilingual education programs. 

In Chapter III, a description of the procedures used, 

the subjects of the investigation, and the process by which 

the data for the study were obtained is offered. A 

thorough description of the instruments used in the study, 

and the manner in which they were used is included. Also 

Chapter III will present an analysis and discussion of the 

results obtained. 

Chapter IV will offer the conclusions, implications, 

and the recommendations resulting from the study. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE AND RESEARCH 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter of the study concentrated on the review 

of the professional literature and research in the areas 

considered to be pertinent to the purposes of the study: 

to review and analyze the administrative tasks present in 

the professional literature and research for the general 

administration of schools, and to review and analyze the 

administrative tasks present in the professional literature 

and research for the administration of bilingual education 

programs. 

This chapter is organized according to the following: 

history and development of administration in general; 

educational administration in particular; theories of 

administration; tasks for the administration of schools and 

tasks for the administration of bilingual education 

programs. 

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVES OF ADMINISTRATION 

Administration has been with man in one way or another 

for a long time. The warriors who set to conquer the 
-· 

existing lands had to manage both their men and resources 

in order to be successful. The Greeks, Romans, and the 

16 
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Egyptians administered their empires, solving all kinds of 

problems along the way. 

It came to the point that man had to create 

specialized institutions, government, militia, church, 

schools, etc., to attain specific goals.1 Knezevich sees 

administration as an integral part of an organized society, 

and the need for administration, "has been in evidence 

whenever there were complex tasks to be performed, and two 

or more people were involved.2 The survival of 

organizations is dependent on the quality of the 

administrative services available. 

The development of administration dealt with the 

mobilization of the efforts of a number of people towards 

the achievement of a common goal. It is considered to be 

as old as the history of mankind. 3 Saxe wrote that: 

"Administration was needed to arrange things and people in 

ways that accomplished the goals of the system. 11 4 

Administration is concerned with the smooth operation of an 

organization and it involves the processes which help the 

organization operate its mechanisms for achieving its 

lstephen J. Knezevich, Administration of Public 
Education (New York: Harper and Row Publishers, 1975), 3. 

2Ibid. 

3Ronald Campbell, Edwin Bridges, and Raphael o. 
Nystrand, Introduction to Educational Administration 
(Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 1977), 86. 

4Richard W. Saxe, Educational Administration Today: An 
Introduction (Ohio: University of Toledo, 1980), 5. 
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goals. 5 Since ancient times, classical and medieval 

writers saw administration as "action oriented", which is 

considered today to be an executive dimension, and an 

emphasis that still is found in the field.6 

In order to understand the concept of administration, 

one must acquire a "sense" of its development. "Historical 

emphasis" and its contributors were reported by Campbell.7 

Frederick Taylor and Henry Fayol are the representative 

writers of the "Jobs Analysis Emphasis". 'Taylor's 

Principles of Scientific Management' gave way to the 

beginnings of the scientific management movement. since 

then, Taylor is considered to be the 'father' of this 

movement, followed by Henry Fayol, whose famous elements of 

management: planning, organizing, command, coordinate, 

control, made a great impact on the field of 

administration. Both men were concerned with industry, and 

both were stressing organizational processes, working for 

the attainment of increased efficiency of industry. Both 

believed that the processes involved in production could be 

analyzed and studied scientifically. Both writers tended 

to ignore the individual as such. These writers were 

followed by Luther Gulik, who is said to have expanded on 

5Robert Owens, Organizational Behavior in Schools (New 
Jersey: Prentice Hall, Inc., 1970), 127. 

6Knezevich, P. 4. 

7campbell, pp. 87-94. 
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question, now famous, of: 

executive? His answer 

administrative procedures: 

19 

by Fayol. Gulik posed the 

what is the work of the chief 

was: "POSDCORB," or seven 

planning, organizing, staffing, 

directing, coordinating, reporting, and budgeting. A 

second "emphasis", the 'Human Relations' approach was the 

work of Mary Parker-Follet, whose "Creative Experience" 

written in 1924, presented the importance of the building 

and maintenance of human relations in any enterprise, 

through what she called "coordination" of peoples' ideas, 

viewpoints, and factors which are involved in a situation. 

Campbell goes on to present that Elton Mayo followed in on 

Parker-Follet•s footsteps, supplying the empirical data to 

support the aspect of human relations in administration, 

through his famous experiments at the Hawthorne Plant of 

the Western Electric Company, 

1932.a These experiments 

near Chicago, from 1923 to 

helped to point out the 

importance of inner motivations, outside of outer ones, 

such as wages and working conditions that were significant 

to the overall goal: attainment of production increases. 

Following the 'Human Relations Movement', the relation 

of administration to the behavioral sciences is attributed 

to the works of Chester Barnard. In 1937, he prepared a 

series of lectures for the Lowell Institute of Boston, that 

later became his book, "The Functions of the Executive," in 



which he presented his concept 

organizations. He stressed the 

of formal 

need for 

and 

a 
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informal 

theory to 

explain behavior. 

"effectiveness": the 

He introduced the concept of 

achievement of the organization 

which deals with the feeling of goals, and "efficiency": 

satisfaction a worker derives from membership in an 

organization. A second contributor to this "emphasis" was 

Herbert A. Simon, with his book, "Administrative Behavior" 

(1945). He presented a set of concepts and vocabulary for 

describing an organization, using the behavioral sciences, 

and the behavior of people in the organization. Later, Max 

Weber provided a "starting point" for present day 

behavioral scientists, with his work, published in 1947, 

"The Theory of social and Economic Organizations," which 

presented the conceptions of organizations as social 

systems that interact with, and depend upon, their 

environment.9 A good summary of what he calls "eras", are 

presented by owens.10 

9owens, pp. 7-8. 

lOibid., p. 28. 



Approximate 
Time-Period 

1900 - 1930 

1930 - 1950 

1950 - 1970 

ANTECEDENTS OF THE BEHAVIORAL THEORY 

Labels Applied 
to the Theory 

Classical Theory 

Human Relations Theory 

Behavioral Theory 

Representative 
Concepts 

Line & Staff 
Span of Control 
Unity of Command 

Morale 
Group Dynamics 
Participate 
Supervision 

Role 
Reference Groups 
Leader Behavior 

HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION 

21 

As educational institutions grew more complex, the 

need to formally study the administration of public 

education became apparent. Called a "phenomenon of the 

twentieth century, " the study and research in educational 

administration in both public and private institutions is 

relatively "new" and "distinctively American. 11 11 The rapid 

development of first, the urban, and later, rural school 

districts, produced more complex administrative units. 

School superintendents were first established in the cities 

Of 5uffalo and Louisville in 1837, St. Louis and Providence 

in 1839. Principal teachers were designated in Cincinnati 

llK . h nezev1c , p. 4. 
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in 1938, and in Quincy School in Boston in 1847, in which a 

full-time supervising principal was designated. By 1859, 

there was one supervising principal in every school in St. 

Louis. 12 

Early scholars such as Cubberly, Strayer, Reavis, 

Hart, Reeder, Bobbitt, Sears, and others, provided some of 

the earliest literature and research in educational 

administration, approaching the field from the standpoint 

of •job analysis', observing what the administrators were 

doing, and suggesting ways to improve upon their 

performance, in close similarities with Taylor's scientific 

management. 13 

The development of educational administration 

paralleled those in the broad field of administration. The 

works of Raymond E. Callahan, dealing with an analysis of 

how the schools, from 1910 to 1930, responded to the 'cult 

of efficiency', are seen as evidence of the influence had 

on the schools by the scientific management movement.14 

Also, the emphasis on human relations supplied by Parker­

Follet and Mayo were reflected on the 'democratic 

administration movement', and the more recent emphasis on 

the behavioral sciences in administration through the works 

of Barnard and others, reflected in educational 

12Ibid., p. 301. 

13campbell, pp. 97-98. 

14aoy and Miskel, p. 10. 
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administration, were noted in the writings found in the 

yearbook of the National Society for the study of 

Education, published in 1964.15 

Writers that were noted for their contributions into 

the 'democratic administration' movement were: Yauch, 

'Improving Human Relations in School Administration' 

( 1949) : Moehlman, 'School Administration' ( 1951) ; Koopman, 

Miel and Misner, "Democracy in School Administration; 

(1943); this later work is considered to be the front 

runner of the democratic administration movement. It is 

said that much of the democratic period of administration 

remains in today's thinking.16 Also, the works of Jacobs 

Getzel and Egon Guba are seen as very influential to 

educational administration in the behavioral sciences 

movement. A table summarizing the contributions of these 

and other writers from 1910 to 1960 is the work of 

saxe's:l7 

15campbell, p. 99. 

16 Saxe, p. 110. 

17Ib'd 15 l. • ' p. 1 • 



Time 

1910 

1930 

1950 

CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE DEVELOPMENT OF GENERAL AND 
EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION, 1910-1960 

Type of Administration 
General Educational 

Task orientation--Scientif ic administration 
Frederick Taylor Franklin Bobbitt 
Henri Fayol Frank Spaulding 

People orientation--Democratic-participative 

Wilbur Yauch 
administration 

Mary Parker Follett 
Elton Mayo G. Robert Koopman 

orientationa Behavioral science 
Chester Barnard 
Herbert Simon 

Jacob Getzels 
Egon Guba 
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aBarnard's famous work, The Functions of the Executive, was 
published in 1938, but did not become influential until 
much later. 

A number of specific events were considered to be very 

influential to the development of educational 

administration.18 

1. The National Conference of Professors of Education 

(NCPEA) . It originated in New York in 194 7, from the 

convention of the American Association of School 

Administration. It helped to explore ideas, and to 

synthesize available research. As a result, in 1959, the 

book, "Administrative Behavior in Education" was published. 

Its significance rested in bringing out the lack of theory­

o r i en ted research in the field of educational 

administration. 

2. The Cooperative Program in Educational 

18campbell, pp. 99-100. 
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Agministration, funded by the W.K. Kellogg Foundation. -
From 1949 to 1959, more than seven million was donated for 

the study and improvement of educational administration. 

Eight education centers were established with this purpose. 

3. University Council for Educational Administration 

lUCEAl . In 1956, representatives from thirty-three 

universities organized the UCEA, located at first at the 

California University. It stimulated the development of 

theory and research, as well as improvements in the pre-

and in-service training of school administrators, and the 

disseminating of research, new ideas, and practices. It 

publishes a journal, 'The Educational and Administration 

Quarterly,' which presents the latest findings on 

educational administration research. 

The late 60s and 70s are seen as showing the failure 

of the theory-based movement to provide for a useful 

prescription for managing the schools. Many outside forces 

considered 'pressures' over the school system were 

identified to be as follows: effort to desegregate 

schools, communities struggling for control of the schools, 

militant teacher unions, demands made by compensatory 

programs for education, etc. Findings such as education 

organizations being not hierarchical and efficient, but 

"ambiguous in intention, chaotic in design, and defined 

internally through their interactions with an uncertain, 
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unpredictable external environment, nl9 brought about as a 

result, a more open-systems view of education 

administration. Scholars then, directed their attention to 

"the people, the people the principal works for, with, and 

against, in performing his or her functions. tt20 This led 

to an improved recognition of the importance of the school 

exchange with its environment, and an appreciation of 

education's organizational complexity. 

Although this movement is still under development, it 

is described as being instrumental in creating an improved 

system analysis of education, based on these propositions: 

the school system and its environment are linked together 

in necessary interaction; the world of the educational 

administrator is for more complex than it has been 

perceived, as it is characterized by loosely, coupled, 

chaotic, unpredictable and fragmented elements.21 

The development of the 'contingency theory' , which 

poses that contingencies are situational forces that 

surround the administrator, demanding variable and flexible 

responses, has played an important role in understanding 

that there are no specific or best ways for designing 

organizations, jobs, or tasks, but that specific situations 

19van Cl~ve Morris and others, Principals in Action: 
The Reality of Managing Schools (Columbus, Ohio: Charles E. 
Merrill Publishing co., 1984), 11. 

20Ibid., p. 11. 

21Ibid., p. 12. 
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require specific choices or decisions, being, at that 

moment, the best for the situation. The competent 

administrator can be said to be those who are skilled in 

conflict management; able to provide direction in uncertain 

situations, and able to balance competing interests.22 

The preceding sections presented a selected literature 

review of the history and development of General 

Administration and its theories and a selected review of 

the history and development of Educational Administration 

and its theories. 

The following section will provide the results of the 

analysis and review of the tasks for the administration of 

schools present in the professional literature. 

ADMINISTRATIVE TASKS PRESENT IN THE LITERATURE 

The purpose of this section is to present what writers 

say are the tasks for the administration of schools. 

Before theories were devised and labeled, "there were 

administrative tasks and administrators to perform them. 11 23 

The central purpose of administration, in any 

organization, is the coordination of efforts of those 

working in the organization to achieve its goals. In 

educational organizations, the goals have to do with the 

enhancement of teaching and learning, and all activities of 

the administrator should be geared towards achieving this 

22Ibid. 

23saxe, p. 121. 
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goal. The task approach to administration is not 

characterized by theory, but the organization of tasks into 

operational areas is a "taxonomy. 11 24 

Campbe1125 groups the administrative tasks into six: 

1) school community relations, 2) curriculum and 

instruction, 3) pupil personnel, 4) staff personnel, 5) 

physical facilities, 6) finance, and business management. 

Although the major responsibility for performing these 

tasks lie in the administrator, some are achieved with the 

assistance of others in the organization, and even outside 

of it. 

Miller, Madden and Kincheloe26 describe nine tasks 

that "must occur in the schools in order to arrange for the 

proper education of the students": 27 l) pupil personnel, 

2) the program of instruction, 3) staffing a school system, 

4) staff relations, 5) auxiliary services, 6) school 

housing, 7) finance, 8) fiscal management, and a 

measurement and evaluation. These tasks are to be faced by 

everyone in the organization, and must be the concern of 

all three levels of administration: board, administration, 

and teachers. 

24campbell, p. 16. 

25rbid. 

26 Van Miller, George R. Madden, and James B. 
Kincheloe, The Public Administration of American School 
Systems (New York: MacMillan Co., 1972), 103. 

27rbid. 
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Miklos28 poses that the conceptualization of 

educational administration in task areas "permit a more 

specific definition of the roles and responsibilities of 

administrators and supervision in administration. 11 29 He 

analyzes school administration in terms of processes and 

task areas, which are complimentary to each other. He 

poses that a task area is a category comprised of specific 

activities to be performed in order for the schools to 

achieve their purposes and goes on to mention six: 1) 

School Program, 2) Pupil Personnel, 3) staff Personnel, 4) 

community Relations, 5) Physical Facilities, and 6) 

Management. 

Gorton30 also analyzes administration along the same 

lines as Miklos. He presents seven administrative tasks 

based on synthesis of several studies concerned with 

identifying the major activities of school administrators: 

1) Staff Personnel, 2) Pupil Personnel, 3) community-School 

Leadership, 4) Instruction and curriculum Development, 5) 

School Finance and Business Management, 6) School Plant, 

and 7) General Tasks. 

"Hundreds of studies have been conducted regarding the 

28E. Miklos, Approaches to School Administration. 
Paper prepared for the Education Division of the 
Com.menwealth Secretariat, January, 1975. 

29Ibid., pp. 23-25. 

30Richard A. Gorton, School Administration: Challenae 
and Opportunity for Leadership (Dubuque, Iowa: William c. 
Brown Co., 1976), 43-45. 
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tasks that principals actually perform, and thousands of 

articles have been written concerning the tasks that they 

ideally should perform.n31 There is still some 

disagreement concerning the nature and boundaries of the 

major functional categories of the principal's role.32 

•Functional' is defined as what one does or should do as a 

principal. This focuses on the tasks and activities in 

which a principal must be competent in order to be 

effective.33 

For Lipham and Hoeh, Jr.,34 the following are the 

tasks that principals perform in schools: 

1) Instructional program, 

2) Staff personnel, 

3) student personnel, 

4) Financial resources, 

5) School community relationships. 

Each task comprises other subtasks: 

1) Assessment of needs, statement of objectives, 

planning and 

implementing instructional change, evaluating 

program outcomes; 

31Hoeh Lipham, Jr., The Principalship: Foundations and 
Functions, 10~ 

32Ibid., p. 15. 

33Ibid., pp. 11-15. 

34rbid., p. llB. 
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2) recruiting, selecting, training, supervising, 

evaluating, 

teachers and staff; 

3) student guidance, discipline, freedoms, due 

process; 

4) planning, programming, budgeting, purchasing, 

materials and 

supplies, supervising plant construction and 

maintenance; 

5) operating, supervising school lunch. 

Research has contributed largely to the topic. One of 

the programs sponsored by the W.K. Kellogg Foundation, the 

Southern States Cooperative Program in Educational 

Administration, identified the following as critical task 

areas in school administration.35 

CRITICAL TASK AREA: INSTRUCTION AND CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT 

1. Providing for the formulation of curriculum 
objectives. 

2. Providing for the determination of curriculum content 
and organization. 

3. Relating the desired curriculum to available time, 
physical facilities, and personnel. 

4. Providing materials, resources, and equipment for the 
instructional program. 

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

personnel. 

CRITICAL TASK AREA: PUPIL PERSONNEL 

1. Initiating and maintaining a system of child 
accounting and attendance. 

2. Instituting measures for the orientation of pupils. 

35Ibid., pp. 119-120. 



3. Providing counseling services. 
Providing health services. 
Providing for individual inventory services. 
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4. 
5. 
6. Arranging systematic procedures for the continual 

assessment and interpretation of pupil growth. 
Establishing means of dealing with pupil 
irregularities. 

CRITICAL TASK AREA: STAFF PERSONNEL 

1. Providing for the recruitment of staff personnel. 
2. Selecting and assigning staff personnel. 
3. Developing a system of staff personnel records. 
4. Stimulating and providing opportunities for 

professional growth of staff personnel. 

CRITICAL TASK AREA: COMMUNITY-SCHOOL LEADERSHIP 

1. Determining the educational services the school 
renders and how such services are conditioned by 
community forces. 

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

CRITICAL TASK AREA: SCHOOL PLANT AND SCHOOL TRANSPORTATION 

1. 

2. 

Developing an 
maintenance of 
Providing for 
equipment. 

efficient program of 
the physical plant. 
the safety of pupils, 

operation 

personnel, 

CRITICAL TASK AREA: ORGANIZATION AND STRUCTURE 

and 

and 

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

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

CRITICAL TASK AREA: SCHOOL FINANCE AND BUSINESS MANAGEMENT 

1. Preparing the school budget. 
2. Accounting for school monies. 
3. Accounting for school property. 

Administration is not "just anything that an 

administrator does.n36 The early elementary school 

36Knezevich, p. 10. 



33 

principals performed clerical work or functions such as 

record keeping and reporting. As time went by, these 

responsibilities were expanded to include the selection of 

teachers and assistants. Today, the main function of the 

principal is to administer all aspects of the school. 

These administrative activities should not be confused with 

clerical chores. Leadership is considered to be the most 

important function, as it stimulates other people to 

perform to their highest leve1.37 

The preoccupation with the kind of work that a 

principal does has been present all through history of the 

principalship, but it has rarely been subjected to 

systematic descriptive analysis.38 

An analysis of the tasks of two elementary school 

principals, and the time spent on the tasks was conducted 

by Peterson.39 He wanted to find out how principals 

actually worked in the schools. He observed and noted the 

work of each principal for over twenty hours for several 

weeks. His main findings were that the time used by the 

principals was characterized by activities of short 

duration, highly varied in function, changing with great 

frequency during the day. A great proportion of their time 

37Ib'd 384 .. 1 ., p. • 

38K.D. Peterson, "The Principal's Tasks," 
Administration Notebook 8 (1977-78):1-4. 

39Ibid. 
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was spent working with discipline problems, and with 

teachers who had non-instructional needs (over 25%). Also, 

principals were found to not be involved in the classroom. 

clerical duties, imposed by the bureaucracy, consumed a 

significant proportion of their time (over 12%). 

In a survey of Iowa's six hundred and forty public 

elementary school principals done by Sweeney and 

vittengl, 40 the following were the tasks ranked as most 

important ones by the principals: 

Ranking of Job Responsibilities 

Rank overall 
1 2 3 Ranking 

Supervision/Evaluation 230 89 59 1 
Building Management 94 59 61 2 
curriculum Development 35 89 77 3 
School-Community relations 11 36 105 4 
Student achievement 21 65 35 5 
Student behavior 18 49 37 6 
Personnel management 15 23 34 7 
Morale building 10 26 25 8 

N=451 Rank: 1 = most important; 2 = second most 
important; 3 = third most important 

•supervision,' and 'Teacher Evaluation' were ranked as 

the most important tasks, followed by 'Building 

Management,• and 'Curriculum Development.• For these 

principals, 'School-Community Relations,' and •student 

Achievement' were seen as more important than controlling 

40 Jim Sweeney and Bob Vittengl, "What Makes a 
Principal Tick," Principal 3 (January 1987):54. 
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•student Behavior.' 'Morale Building' was considered to be 

the least important of all tasks. 

In Illinois, the principals are responsible for the 

administration of the schools, for providing the 

instructional leadership necessary for the planning, 

operation, and evaluation of the educational program of 

their assigned attendance center.41 

The Rules of the Board of Education for Chicago42 

state almost the same: that the principals are charged 

with the organization, supervision, administration and 

discipline in their schools. Specific tasks were compiled 

by the Board to serve as guide for candidates applying for 

the Chicago Principal's Exam, and are the following: 43 

1. Organize and supervise schedules, assignments, 

programs, records, and school procedures. 

2. Train, supervise and evaluate teachers and staff. 

3. Develop and evaluate new and special programs. 

4. Manage records, accounts and school closing 

procedures. 

5. Comply with teacher contract regulations and 

grievance procedures. 

6. Provide counsel and guidance for teachers and 

41 Illinois Office of Education, The School Code of 
Illinois (1977), Sec. 10-21, 4a. 

42 Chicago, Illinois, R=-=:u=l~e=s---~~~C=h=i~c=a~gµo.._~B=o==a=r~d,__~o-=f 
Education (1988), Sec. 6-12. 

43Ibid. 
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staff. 

7. Supervise curriculum development, related 

programs and materials. 

8. Communicate with community groups 

organizations. 

and 

An analysis of the list showed that there are common 

elements between these tasks and those mentioned in the 

literature and research: 

Chicago Board of Education 

Train, supervise and evaluate 
teachers/staff 

Manage records, accounts and 
school closing procedures 

Supervise curriculum develop­
ment related programs and 
materials 

Develop and evaluate new and 
special programs 

Communicate with community 
groups and organizations 

Professional Literature 
and Research 

staff Personnel 

Manage records 
Fiscal Management 
curriculum and Instruction 

Curriculum and Instruction 

School-Community Relations 

The focus of this section was on what the professional 

literature writers identified as the tasks for the 

administration of schools. 

On the next section, we will deal with the tasks for 

the administration of schools identified by selected 

researchers doing studies on the subject. 
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Administrative Tasks Present in Research Studies 

Porter-Gehrie, Crowson, Hurwitz and Morris44 conducted 

a study in Illinois to gather data on the principals• 

perception and usage of the administrative discretion 

within the framework of the organizational constraints. 

They wanted to find out the amount of discretionary 

authority, if any, had by the principals in selected 

Chicago Public Schools. 

The principals were observed during twelve days. The 

observers joined the principal in all the functions and 

activities during that time: interactions with superiors, 

teachers, pupils, parents, dealings with daily crisis, 

phone conversations, routine tasks, paper work, etc., and 

also, the responses to these demands had by the principals. 

Interviews with teachers, staff, and an examination of all 

pertinent school reports were made by the researchers. The 

data collected through the observations included the amount 

of time spent on each event, sequence of events, the exact 

wording and paraphrase used by the principals and others, 

during the interactions. Interviews with the principals 

were conducted after the day's interactions. 

The following were some of the most important 

findings: 45 

44cynthia Porter Gehrie and others, The Principalship: 
Report on Ethnographic Study of School Administration in 
Chicago, 5-25, 1978, ERIC Document Reproduction Service, ED 
150702. 

45 Ibid., pp. 25-30. 
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1. The principal' s use of time emerged as a focus 
for study. Many of the tasks were compiled in 
three minutes or less, through conversations with 
teachers, staff, fellow principals, and others. 
Also, the effects of these 'quick' exchanges on 
establishing and maintaining long term policy 
trends within the school need to be analyzed. 
There is a need to analyze the nature of these 
tasks as compared to others which must be 
completed over large periods of time. 

2. The principals seem to stick to tasks until their 
completion. They expressed frustration when 
tasks couldn't be immediately completed. Also, 
they consciously exposed themselves to situations 
in which new tasks were likely to emerge. 

3. As new trends in management were introduced, they 
created new problems for the principals in their 
relations with their staff. Principals were 
expected to solve any disputes or conflicts 
arising from problems between certified and non­
certif ied personnel at their schools, also, staff 
reduction created staff morale problems, as 
teachers left the school, creating a conflict for 
the principal. The principal must implement 
policies which reduce staff, while keeping up the 
trust and confidence of the teachers. The 
standardization of curricula system-wide created 
new problems and different responses by the 
principals. Also, the transfers of principals 
due to integration created problems. It seemed 
that principals who were appointed by the central 
administration were more receptive to the central 
administration, and those principals who were 
selected through community involvement, put the 
community and the staff relations above their 
relations with central administration. 

4. The data collected showed that principals were 
able to remove staff considered to be 
unsatisfactory, contrary to belief that they 
cannot remove unsatisfactory tenured teachers 
from their school. 

s. The system serves to work more from interpersonal 
interaction than from written directives, 
contrary to the image of principals as paper­
pushers. 

6. A principal-to-principal network seemed to 
compensate from the structural isolation inherent 
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in a loosely-coupled system. 

A study geared to bridge the gap of knowledge about 

the job dimensions of the principalship was conducted by 

Salley, McPherson and Baehr.46 It had six major goals: 1) 

to describe the basic functions of the principal's jobs; 2) 

to describe the varying conditions under which principals 

work; 3) to develop training programs to help principals 

work more effectively under the varying conditions; 4) to 

develop job clarification programs to help principals reach 

agreement with supervisors and colleagues on what functions 

are most important in a particular setting; 5) to establish 

validated procedures for the selection of school 

principal's jobs performance. One of the premises of the 

study was that the definition of the jobs would vary with 

the differing conditions of operation, with the ethnic 

composition of the staff and of the student body, and with 

the personal background and experience of the principal. 

Both a pilot and a national study were conducted. The 

pilot study's preliminary results were corroborated by the 

national study. An instrument called 'Job Function 

Inventory' (JFI) for School Principals was developed and 

sent out to seven states. 

The three major findings of this study were: 1) the 

46columbus Salley, R. Bruce McPherson, and Melanie E. 
Baehr, "What Principals Do: A Preliminary Analysis," in~ 
Principal in the Metropolitan Schools, ed. Erickson and 
Reller (Mccutcheon Press, 1979), 22-39. 
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type and size of the school accounted for the greater 

nwnber of differentiations in the way principals described 

their jobs. Following were the socio-economic status and 

ethnic composition of student body and teaching staff: 2) 

personal characteristics of the principal produced the 

fewest differentiations, although there were some based on 

race and sex; 3) age and years in present position of 

principal made no significant differentiations, 4) 

principals of smaller schools were more involved with 

students and their problems, student safety, and in the 

utilization of specialized staff than those in larger 

schools; 5) principals of larger schools resembled managers 

in other institutions in dealing with staffing and union 
• 

issues, and in dealing with policy levels with personnel 

issues; 6) to certain extent, principals are captive of 

their environments. This finding poses some questions into 

the role of the principal as a change agent.47 

In a study done to examine the work behavior of the 

elementary school principal as compared with that of the 

secondary school principal, Kmetz and Willlower48 observed 
. 

five elementary school principals from two northeastern 

states for one week each. The observers made use of the 

structured observation method, noting all the activities, 

47 Ibid., pp. 31-34. 

48John T. Kmetz and Donald J. Willower, "Elementary 
School Principals Work Behavior," Educational 
Administration Quarterly (Fall 1982):62-77. 
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except when confidential matters were dealt with, their 

location, time and observation. The observers met with the 

principal to discuss and clarify the data. At the end of 

the week of the observation, an exit interview with the 

principal was conducted for the same purpose. 

Four basic records were compiled: Chronological, 

correspondence, Contact and Analysis of Purpose. The 

categories of activities were as follows: desk work, phone 

calls, scheduled meetings, unscheduled meetings, exchanges, 

monitoring, tours, trips, observing, personal, announcing, 

teaching, and support chores. 

A summary of the major findings pertinent to this 

section of the chapter follows:49 

1) The principals worked an average of 41.7 hours per 

week, they engaged in a total of 3,058 activities averaging 

611.6 each per week, and 122.3 each per day. 

2) The principals spent 32.5% of their time in short, 

unscheduled meetings which occurred spontaneously. This is 

more time spent here than in any other of the activities 

observed. Eighteen percent of this time went for 1 desk 

work.' An average of 10% was spent in scheduled meetings. 

These activities accounted for over 60% of the principals' 

time. "Phone calls" took 8% of their time. The earliest 

portion of the day was the busiest. 

3) The principals' activities were often interrupted, 

49 b'd I l. • , p. 72. 
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resulting in the principal doing two things at once: about 

39t of all the activities were either interrupted or were 

themselves interruptions. These activities were: 

monitoring, scheduled meetings and desk work. 

4) Principals spent two-thirds of their time talking 

with people. More verbal than written contacts were 

initiated, in a face-to-face action. More contacts were 

made with teachers. Giving or receiving information were 

the common purpose. 

5) Maintenance activities: dealing with staff, pupil 

personnel service, school plant, public relations, health 

and safety, took 38. 6% of their time and accounted for 

53.7% of their activities. 

6) School Programs: instruction and curriculum, 

occupied 27.1% of the principals' time and 12.3% of their 

activities, with nearly equal amount of time going into 

each subdivision. 

7} Pupil control: discipline of students, monitoring, 

touring for maintaining discipline, took 23. 6% of their 

time, and 24.4% of their activities. 

overall, the principals' work included a high volume 

of work; they preferred verbal contacts over written ones; 

they were drawn to tasks that could be quickly handled, not 

letting work pile up: and they devoted a great amount of 

their work to solving unexpected situations and its 

consequences; this suggesting that their work is 
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unpredictable and the work days were not rigidly organized. 

Also, this seems to suggest that the events controlled the 

principals, planning and anticipating the activities in 

which they were involved, or would be, in the future. 

some key concerns were raised in regard to the lack of 

information on the quality of the administrative action. 

It was not clear if the alloted or spent time was 

sufficient for the tasks at hand. It was not clear if the 

contacts had with superiors meant that the principals were 

getting directions from them, although they kept in daily 

contact with their superiors. 

In a research study for a doctoral dissertation made 

by Renner,50 using the ethnographic research approach, six 

suburban elementary school principals from Oklahoma City 

were observed. The researcher spent five workdays with 

each principal, although not consecutively. Interviews 

with each principal were conducted to obtain data on the 

principals' background and work environment. 

with staff and students were conducted also. 

Interviews 

Interviews 

were conducted at the third day of observation with 

principals to clarify data obtained. All data was 

comparatively analyzed for the development of a model of 

work-content _(kind of work), and work characteristics 

(performance of work). As a result, fourteen similarities 

50Beverly E. Renner, "Elementary Principals 1 wo·rk Life 
- They do What?," Education 107 (Winter 1986) :173-177. 
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in •work content', and ten in 'work characteristics• 

emerged. The differences in degrees resulted due to 

differences in leadership styles, physical conditions, 

activity preferences, district and school needs, community 

expectations and staff's basic personalities. Those 

impacting the degrees of differences were district and 

school needs (affected by size and wealth), and community 

expectations (affected by socio-economic status). 

Some of the findings, which were considered to be 

pertinent for this section, were:Sl 

1) the majority of the time of all the principals was 

devoted to managerial activities and like managers, they 

got things accomplished through people, were concerned with 

production and operations, performed Fayol's managerial 

functions - planning, organizing, commanding, coordinating, 

and controlling, and performed some non-managerial tasks 

(extra principal duties, excess paper work, public 

relations functions, and professional growth). 

Renner presented the grouping of the principals' work 

activities 

functions:52 

Function 

(1) Planning 

Slrbid. 

or tasks, under Fayol's managerial 

Activities 

Interpreted districts• philosophies, 
goals, objectives, policies, and 
procedures to their staffs and 

s2rbid., p. 176. 



(2) Organizing 

(3) commanding 

(4) Coordinating 

(5) Controlling 
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communities to help assist in their 
proper implementation. 

Used district-wide philosophies, goals, 
objectives, policies, and procedures to 
guide them in working with their staffs 
and communities in the development of 
their schools' specific goals and 
objectives as well as the strategies 
for their implementation. 

Exchanged ideas, expertise, and 
resources with their central 
administrators and principals. 

Managed resources providing for the 
appropriate and optimum use. 

Directed the execution of every school 
activity. Provided instructional 
supervision. 

Managed their schools' material, human, 
financial, environmental, and temporal 
resources. 

Furnished assertive 
supporting their schools' 
norms. 

authority 
rules and 

A study done in Illinois by Daugirdas,53 dealing with 

what writers identified as managerial areas of 

responsibilities and corresponding functions, investigated 

if professional negotiations agreements defined and limited 

the principals' performance in these functions. The 

researcher identified the list of tasks considered to be 

important, by the Southern states cooperative Program on 

Educational Administration already presented in this study 

53Therese Nicole Daugirdas, "An Analysis of the 
Managerial Functions of the Elementary School Principal as 
Reflected in the Professional Literature and as Stated in 
the Professional Negotiations Agreements of Selected 
Districts," (Ed.D. Dissertation, Loyola University, 1979). 



in the section dealing with 

administrative tasks presented 
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the analysis of the 

in the literature in 

education administration, as presented by Lipham and Hoeh, 

Jr.: Instruction and Curriculum, Pupil Personnel, Staff 

personnel, Community-School Leadership, School Plant and 

school Transportation, organization and structure and 

school Finance and Business Management. 

An analysis of what the current writers identified as 

managerial functions was made. The critical task area list 

was used as a basis for analyzing a selected sample of 

professional agreements and it was used as a model for 

identifying and evaluating the extent that a sample of 

professional negotiations agreements defined or limited the 

principals' managerial functions. Also, the literature on 

the effects of professional negotiations agreements on the 

principalship was reviewed to see whether or not recent 

studies indicated that such agreements do limit the 

principals' role. Twenty-five interviews were held in 

districts whose agreements were identified as being 

restrictive were held to find out the tactics employed by 

the principals to exercise options and to avoid 

restrictions of the agreements. 

The findings were summarized and dealt only with data 

considered to be pertinent to the purpose of this 

section:54 

54Ibid., pp. 150-152. 
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1) 25% of the professional negotiations agreements 

did not contain statements relevant to the critical task 

areas of responsibilities. 

Selection of members for curriculum and inservice 

committees, academic freedom, frequency and length of 

faculty meetings. 

2) The greatest restrictions were in 1) staff 

personnel, 2) instruction and curriculum, 3) pupil 

personnel, and 4) organization and structure. 

3) Restriction on teacher involvement in parents' 

complaints, procedures to remove students from class by 

teacher. 

4) Evaluation of staff evident in specific planning, 

organizing, and implementing an evaluation tool. 

In Illinois, Rossi55 conducted a study of the 

principalship in order to provide data on a wide range of 

functional areas, and to find out whether there were 

statistically significant differences between principals 

relative to their sex, age, region, community type, job 

security, position prior to the principalship, number of 

years as a principal, and number of years of experience in 

education. 

Two hundred public school principals were sent a 

questionnaire; one hundred sixty-five responded. The 

55Harry P. Rossi, Jr. , "The Role and Functions of the 
Elementary School Principals in Illinois," · (Ed.D. 
Dissertation, Loyola University of Chicago, 1985). 
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instrument was modeled after an instrument developed by the 

National Association of Elementary School Principals. The 

nature of the study is basically a descriptive survey 

research, graphically described later. 

The findings summarized were those considered to be 

pertinent to this section of the study by this 

researcher: 56 

1) 33 .1% of the principals worked between 4 7 and 50 

hours per week. One half indicated that they worked 

between 44 or 50 hours per week and 19.7 worked 40 hours or 

less per week. 49.7 stated that they spent one night per 

week on school selected activities, 25.5% spent two nights 

per week, and 11.5 spent three nights per week, 4.8% spent 

four nights per week, and 8.5% spent ll.Q evenings on school 

business. 

2) 58.5% of the principals spent the greatest amount 

of time on the organization and management of their 

schools, 4. 5% spent the greatest amount of time in pupil 

guidance and adjustment. 9.1% spent the greatest amount of 

time solving teacher problems, only 4.8% spent their 

greatest time on program development and curriculum. 

Ranked in order of greatest amount spent on the task, 

the following were the highest four functions: 1) 

organization and management, 2) pupil guidance, and 

adjustment, 3) solving teacher problems, and 4) working 

56Ibid., pp. 88-91. 
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with teachers on improving instruction. 

3) 67.9% of the principals indicated that they would 

like to spend more time working with teachers on improving 

education, and 4.8% would like to spend more time in 

working with teachers to improve instruction, and solving 

the teachers' problems.57 

summary 

In this section of the second chapter, the results of 

the review of the professional literature and research in 

the areas of general administration, educational 

administration, theories, and tasks discussed by the 

writers were presented. In the next section the results of 

the analysis of the professional literature and research on 

the tasks in the implementation and administration of 

bilingual education programs will be discussed. 

Administration of Bilingual Programs 

This section of Chapter II presents the results of the 

analysis and review of the professional literature in the 

areas of implementation and administration of bilingual 

education programs. A review of the literature was 

conducted through searches at libraries, ERIC and BEBA. 

The purpose was to find what the professional literature 

identifies as the tasks for the administration of bilingual 

education programs. 

one of the findings was that, although there are many 

57Ibid. 
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writings on bilingual education, the vast majority 

addressed areas such as: curriculum and instruction, the 

use of the first and second language in the program, staff 

development, parent involvement, and program evaluation. 

Very few of the writings addressed the administration of 

the program, and none was found to specifically address the 

tasks for the administration of the program. 

Most of the writings found for this section used words 

like: 'categories, 1 'duties,' 'responsibilities,' 

'competencies, ' and 'functions 1 of the principal. They 

were included in this section because they were what the 

literature on the subject considered to be authorities. 

Administrative Tasks Present in the Literature 

Garcia58 writes about the true basic responsibilities 

and tasks of the management unit of a bilingual education 

program: establishing and maintaining the legitimacy of 

the program, providing inservice training and other staff 

development activities, performing routine administrative 

matters, being highly visible within the school, in the 

advisory group, and within the community served by the 

program. 

An article by Blanco59 poses that most of the 

58Ricardo Garcia, "Learning in Two Languages," Phi 
Delta Kappa Education Foundation (1976):46-47. 

59George Blanco, "The Educational Perspective," 
Bilingual Education Current Perspectives 4 (Arlington, 
Virginia: Center for Applied Linguistics, 1977):27-28. 
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literature on bilingual education contains much information 

about the components of the bilingual education program, 

but that the duties and responsibilities of the director 

and administrator are implied. He lists the following as 

responsibilities of the administrator: 

1. Implement the basic policy established by the 

school board. 

2. Plan, with the teaching staff, the bilingual 

program. 

3. Propose improvements in the program. 

4. Recruit bilingual teachers, teacher aides, 

specialists in curriculum design, materials development, 

and evaluation. 

s. Coordinate the preparation of materials based on 

the lore of the target group. 

6. serve as liaison with the news media and the 

community to disseminate information about the bilingual 

program. 

7. Coordinate the parental involvement effort. 

a. Provide an effective in-service program for the 

staff. 

9. 

bilingual 

meetings. 

Keep abreast of 

education through 

the latest development in 

research and professional 

10. Keep superiors and the school board abreast of the 

status of the bilingual program. 
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11. Assist in the supervision and evaluation of the 

bilingual teaching personnel. 

12. Serve as a public relations person with the campus 

principals. 

Valverde writes that "little serious attention is 

given to defining the responsibilities of the program 

administrators and supervisors. "60 For him, the following 

list represents the principal's major areas of 

responsibilities in a bilingual program:61 

I. Administration 

A. Suggest to director alteration of district 

policy based on sound rationale or data from 

program evaluation. 

B. Implement policy as interpreted by director 

and staff. 

C. Tailor program design to school situation. 

D. Cooperate in evaluation of program at 

school. 

E. Schedule teachers, pupils, and resources 

according to program objectives and goals. 

F. Submit financial needs to director annually 

and upon request. 

60Leonard A. Valverde, "Instructional Leadership for 
Bicultural Programs: Role Responsibilities and 
Relationships," Education and Urban Society 10 (1978):337-
346. 

61Ibid. 
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G. Formulate and submit program progress 

reports to director. 

II. Supervision 

A. With teachers, establish school objectives 

compatible with district goals and plan 

school program for coming year. 

B. Formulate an ongoing staff evaluation plan 

directed at staff improvement. 

c. With school teachers and district office 

supervisory staff, establish selection 

criteria and process for employment of 

program staff. 

D. Participate in the screening and selection 

of instructional staff for school program. 

E. organize and participate in classroom 

observations. 

F. Take part in evaluating instructional 

material developed for the bicultural 

program at the school. 

III. Instructional 

A. Organize and sponsor a school/community 

council which will assist in monitoring the 

bicultural program, volunteer in program 

activities, and disseminate information 

about the program in the general community. 

B. Take an active part in all phases of the in-
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service programs sponsored by the district. 

c. Attend national, state, and local 

conferences, institutes, and seminars 

offered by professional associations or 

universities. 

o. If necessary, enroll in postsecondary course 

work in order to upgrade skills or eliminate 

deficiencies in the area of administering 

bicultural education programs or gaining new 

knowledge of biculturalism. 

In another article by Valverde,62 he poses that 

instructional leaders must design bilingual programs so as 

to accomplish two goals: make educational institutions 

sensitive to cultural differences among students, and 

assure that educational institutions promote cultural 

diversity. Valverde presents some of the tasks that 

instructional leaders need to address if bilingual programs 

are to be successful; curriculum development, developing 

learning resources, staffing for instruction, organizing 

for instruction, utilizing support services, providing 

staff development, and community participation. 

Aguilar63 argues that the principal plays an important 

62Leonard A. Valverde, "Supervision of Instruction in 
Bilingual Education Programs," Bilingual Education for 
Latinos (1979):65-80. 

63J.V. Aguilar, "The Building Principal's Role in 
Bilingual Education Program," Journal of Teacher Education 
30 (May-June 1979):26-28. 
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role as does a teacher in bilingual programs. He states 

that principals need to know the minority community, its 

language and culture, its value system, and the people• s 

educational desire for their children. A principal must be 

supportive of the educational program desired by the 

community, and should help it to see existing needs which 

the current program does not meet. Major responsibilities 

and tasks of the principal have to do with: the 

instructional portion of the program, selection of staff 

who possess a positive and constructive attitude toward 

bilingual education, justification of major budget requests 

for staff activities and material purchases which will 

enhance the bilingual program, establishment of a parent 

advisory group representative of the community, and he/she 

must provide the reinforcement and the atmosphere that 

allows for creativity. 

A literature review on competencies for principals of 

bilingual education community schools was made by 

Valverde.64 It indicated that categories useful to 

principals responsible for leading bilingual programs be 

generated in the following areas: change, conflict 

resolution, human relations, community involvement, 

instructional staff selection and development, 

64valverde, "A Literature Review: Competencies for 
Principals of Bilingual Community Schools," Paper presented 
at the Ninth Annual International Bilingual Bicultural 
Conference, Anaheim, California, April 1980, ERIC ED 207198. 



56 

comprehensive planning, and cultural acquisition. A major 

finding is that all the writings addressing the principal 

agree that the principal is the most influential in making 

or destroying an instructional program. 

Bilingual education programs are a result of federal, 

state and court guidelines and policy. The administrators 

of bilingual programs must see that the program exist 

within a school district, and that they contain the 

specified elements in those guidelines.GS 

The components of the Lau v. Nichols court decision, 

and the Task Force Remedies are summarized by Estupinian,66 

which served to outline the other bilingual education 

federal and state pieces of legislation or policies that 

were followed around the country: 

1. Identification and classification of the students 

to be served. 

2. Achievement testing to determine those students in 

greatest need or the underachievers. 

3. Language proficiency testing. 

4. Instruction in English as a second language. 

5. Using the primary language of the students for 

instruction in the content areas. 

650 t' 6 . r 1Z 1 p. . 

66Rafael Estupinian, "Obstacles in the Administration 
of Bilingual Programs," Paper presented at the AMAE State 
Annual Conference, 4 October 1979, ERIC Reproduction 
Services, ED 171853. · 
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students 

obstacles. 

Individualized learning programs 

identified as underachievers due to 
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for those 

linguistic 

ortiz67 describes a field study to collect data on how 

and by whom bilingual education programs were administered 

in southern California. Twelve school districts were 

observed for one year, with both large and small number of 

bilingual programs, urban, and no-urban, in which Spanish 

was the language having the largest number of 'student 

population. Administrators, teachers and aides were 

interviewed. Written documents, such as policies, 

guidelines, school reports, proposals, and schedules were 

compiled and analyzed. 

Most of the programs observed had more than one 

bilingual education program funded and regulated by one or 

more agencies: Title VII, Bilingual Education Act, 

California AB 132 and AB 2284, and local provisions. The 

primary components most common to all the programs were: 

1. Means of identification and assessment of students 

participating in the program 

2. Instructional program(s) adopted to serve the 

students 

3. Prog~am evaluation 

As a result of these, part of the administrator's 

duties and tasks were: 

67ortiz, pp. 4-7. 
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1. To select and administer instruments for the 

identification and selection of students for the program. 

2. To make programmatic decisions, and implement and 

support the program of instruction. 

3. To evaluate program effectiveness through 

students' progress. 

4. To establish parent advisory committees. 

5. To establish communication with support personnel, 

and district personnel. 

6. To select and train staff. 

7. To prepare reports for funding agencies. 

As the implementation of the program is dependent on 

guidelines and policies, the administrator "interprets the 

guidelines and directs the implementation process."68 

Following this position, and for these purposes, this 

researcher found that states like Arizona, California, 

Colorado, Florida, Michigan and Oklahoma provide their 

bilingual program administrator with policy manuals or 

handbooks to assist them in administering the program. 

Following are some selected samples. 

A comprehensive public policy analysis of bilingual 

education in California by Alexander and Nava69 was 

designed to meet the needs of the local school districts' 

68ortiz, p. 7. 

69oavid J. Alexander and Alfonso Nava, "Public Policy 
Analysis of Bilingual Education in California" (San 
Francisco: R & E Research Associates, 1976), photocopied. 
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administrators and school board members. The first 

objective of the guide was to extend the administrator's 

understanding of the rationale for bilingual education, and 

to assist them in assessing their district's needs. A 

historical analysis of education in California, the state's 

educational needs, comparison of teaching methods and 

models, legal and legislative realities of education, and 

analysis of federal and state programs were presented for 

that purpose. The second objective was to analyze the 

policy alternatives for local school districts that each of 

these areas suggested. The third objective was to present 

a specific set of policy recommendations, based upon the 

information and the analysis presented. 

Cooper70 offered suggestions for managing district and 

school bilingual programs. Section I focused on 

instructional and administrative aspects of the district 

plan: dealing with personnel, funding, materials and 

supplies, and in investigating what consortium services 

were available. Section II discussed the organization of 

successful administration systems. Section III offered a 

check list as a way of a tool for a mid-year self-check for 

program administrators. Section IV gave advice on the 

administration of the program, and Section V offered time-

70oepartment of Health, Education and Welfare, 
Management Guide for Bilingual Supervisory Personnel - San 
Jose Unified School District, California, by Curtis Cooper. 
(Washington, o.c.: Government Printing Office, 1978). 
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saving tips. 

A guide for the administrators of bilingual programs 

in Detroit, Michigan, was prepared by Valbuena.71 For him, 

the implementation of bilingual programs is a challenge to 

local administrators and staff. The guide provided 

background on the legal mandate for bilingual education, it 

discussed the identification and selection of target 

students, reviewed issues pertinent to the selection and 

maintenance of qualified bilingual personnel, it covered 

parent and community participation, and it offered a list 

of the resource personnel available. 

One of the most comprehensive manuals for bilingual 

education program administrators found by this researcher 

in her search of material for this section, was prepared by 

Goonen, Angulo and Velez72 in Florida, prepared as part of 

a special training project for administrators at the 

Florida International University, Miami, Florida, under a 

Title VII grant. The guide is composed of fifteen 

sections, for a total of 190 pages. The first seven 

sections deal with the historical data of bilingual 

education in the U.S., legislation and policies, needs and 

71Felix Valbuena, and others, Guide to the 
Administration of Bilingual Bicultural Programs in Detroit 
Public Schools (Detroit, Michigan: Michigan State 
Department of Education, Detroit Division of Education 
Services, 1978), 1-68, ERIC ED 210398. 

72Norma Goonen, Susan B. Angulo, and Millie Velez, 
Bilingual Education: Florida Administrators' Manual (Miami, 
Florida, April 1983), Eric ED 265231. 
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problems of the limited English speaking students in the 

nation, multicultural aspects of the target population of 

Hispanic, Indochinese, and Haitian descent which are living 

in the state of Florida. Sections 8 to 15 ref er to 

administrative practices, such as: staff selection and 

training, evaluation of staff, human relations, curriculum 

and materials, school and community relations, myths and 

facts about bilingual education, and key vocabulary in the 

different languages represented in the programs for the use 

of the administrators. 

In Chicago, the Department of Multilingual Education 

is in the process of printing a handbook for the 

principals, teachers and other staff involved in the 

implementation of the program. From a draft copy, this 

researcher extracted, for this section of the study, the 

following list of tasks for the administration of the 

bilingual program in Chicago, following the state 

guidelines that are summarized in the draft:73 

1. Identify limited English-proficient students 

2. Place students in an appropriate bilingual 

program 

3. Select an organizational model (self contained 

roo~, pull-out, etc.) 

4. Identify staff and facilities 

73chicago Public Schools, Implementation Handbook: 
Bilingual Education Programs in the Elementary Schools 
(Board of Education, 1988), 99. 
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5. Identify appropriate curriculum and instructional 

materials 

6. Begin instruction 

7. Provide staff orientation and/or inservice 

training 

8. Form a bilingual parent advisory council 

9. Evaluate students• progress 

10. Update students' instructional categories at the 

end of the school year 

Some common elements with the tasks already presented 

in the literature are the following: 

1. Identification, selection and placement of 

students in the program 

2. Recruitment, selection and training of staff 

3. Forming of the parent advisory body 

4. Evaluation of students' progress 

The next section will focus on the professional 

research (studies, dissertations, etc.), which discuss the 

tasks for the administration of the bilingual education 

programs. 

As with the previous research of the literature 

findings poin~ed out, the use of terms utilized by the 

writers to describe what does the administrator or 

principal do to administer the bilingual program, proved to 

be problematic for this researcher, as most of the writers 
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used 'functions• instead of •tasks' for that purpose. 

Nevertheless, this researcher included the writings 

available, as they were the few ones discussing the 

subject. 

Administrative Tasks in the Professional Research 

Sanchez and Cali 74 undertook a comparative study of 

two positions: bilingual education administrators and 

principals to determine the functions of each position in 

the bilingual education program. The original study was 

conducted in 1974, to determine the role and administrative 

functions of the elementary school principal, being 

sponsored by the Off ice of Education Performance Review of 

the State of New York. 

Through the use of a survey instrument, a 

questionnaire which consisted of three parts: Organization 

and Demographic Data, Time Allocations to Functions 

Performed, and Personal and Professional Demographic Data, 

two hundred twenty-five Title VII directors were surveyed. 

Both the administrators and the principals were asked to 

indicate the percent of time their respective roles 

required them to actually spend performing the major 

functions of each role, to list the percentage of time they 

believed should ideally be needed to perform each major 

function, and to indicate the five procedures which 

7 4Gilbert Sanchez and Alfred Cali, A Comparative Study 
of the Roles and Functions of School Principals and 
Bilingual Administrators, 1977, ERIC ED 137940. 
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actually took most of their time in the performance of each 

major function. For the purpose of this section, the 

researcher reported only the data gathered in the 

principal's study. 

The functions performed, and the actual and ideal 

allocated time for each function were summarized in the 

following table:75 

Actual % of Ideal % of 
Function-Task Time Spent Time Spent 

1. Curriculum and Program 
Development 14.6 21.1 

2. Instructional Supervision 19.1 26.3 
3. Non-Teaching Staff 

Supervision 5.4 3.9 
4. Professional Staff 

Recruitment and Training 5.1 6.5 
5. Discipline and Building 

Control 19.0 8.1 
6. Business and Budget 

Management 9.1 5.9 
7. Scheduling and Coordinating 

Facilities Use 6.6 4.4 
8. Interaction with Community 

Groups 6.4 7.3 
9. Self-Improvement and 

Professional Activities 4.3 6.2 
10. District-wide Administrator 

Duties 5.1 3.0 
11. Negotiations .a .4 
12. Other 

According to the results of the survey, the principals 

spent more time on: 

1. Instructional Supervision - 19.1% 

2. Discipline and Building Control - 19.0% 

3. Curriculum and Program Development - 14.6% 

75Ibid., p. 47. 
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Although a great percentage of their time was actually 

spent on discipline and building control (19.0%), the 

principals expressed that they would ideally like to spend 

only 8%, or half of what they actually spent, on this 

function. The principals would like to spend more time in: 

1. Instructional Supervision - 26.3% 

2. Curriculum and Program Development - 21.1%76 

The use of other terms such as: 'management' and 

administrative •practices' were utilized in a dissertation 

done by Rothfarb7 7 in Florida. Her study examined current 

administrative practices in selected bilingual education 

programs, compared them to systems and bilingual education 

theories, and proposed a model of systems management 

functions, to be considered by administrators as they plan, 

implement, and evaluate bilingual education programs. 

Two instruments were developed by Rothf arb to gather 

the data: a four part questionnaire asking specifically 

about the project, personal and professional data of the 

project management, management practices, and project place 

in the organizational structure, and a project-objective 

achievement rating scale. Also, telephone interviews, and 

the collection of sample administrative documents and case 

76 b'd __ I 1 • 

77sylvia Hassan Rothfarb, "Systems Management Model 
for Planning, Implementation and Evaluation of Transitional 
Bilingual Education Programs in Florida" (Ph.D. 
Dissertation, University of Miami, 1980). 
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study data were conducted and analyzed, using descriptive 

statistics and narrative descriptions. 

A total of twenty-four administrative practices in 

planning, implementing, and evaluating the bilingual 

education program were reported as adopted by the school 

district. They specifically concerned: physical plant 

changes, instructional techniques, language assessment 

instruments and procedures, hiring bilingual personnel, and 

community and school communications and relations. 78 

In a study conducted to analyze the changes occurred 

in the role of the principal after their involvement in a 

bilingual bicultural program, Medina-Torres 79 listed the 

functions of administering bilingual education programs. A 

questionnaire was mailed to ninety-six elementary school 

principals in districts having federal and/or state 

bilingual programs in Los Angeles County. The data were 

analyzed descriptively. The questionnaire was divided in 

three sections: 1. general information on respondent; 2. 

indication of percent of time spent on major duties three 

years ago, and at present after their involvement in 

bilingual education, and 3. the role perceptions had three 

years ago, and at present, after their involvement in 

78Ibid., p. 168. 

79Hortensia Medina-Torres, "Impact of the Bilingual 
Bicultural Education Program on the Self-Perceived Role of 
the Elementary School Principal in Southern California" 
(Ed.D. Dissertation, University of Southern California, 1980). 
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Also, the principals were asked to 

list the three most significant changes in the principal's 

role since becoming involved in bilingual programs. 

As part of the duties/tasks of the principal, the 

questionnaire listed the following ones in Section 2, the 

Time Study:SO 

that 

1. teaching students 

2. clerical tasks 

3. administration (efforts directed at operating the 

school according to established policies and 

regulations) 

4. supervision (improving instruction through 

observation and evaluation of teachers, providing 

inservice for teachers) 

s. curriculum development 

6. community work (establishing councils and 

community relations) 

7. self-improvement activities. 

In Section 2, Medina-Torres 

the principals performed:Sl 

1. Acting Towards Certified 

2. Acting Towards Pupils 

3. Acting Towards Profession 

4. Acting Towards Community 

80Ibid., p. 138. 

81Ibid., p. 139. 

compiled 

staff 

a list of roles 
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section, the researcher found some of the tasks that were 

previously identified in the professional literature and 

research for the administration of bilingual programs, 

following the influence of federal and state guidelines. A 

summary of the similarities between these two sources 

follows: 

Medina-Torres• 'Roles' 

Role 1: Acting Towards 
Certified Staff 

Conducts and evaluates 
interviews with prospective 
employee 
Provides for training and 
experience in innovative 
education and methodologies 

Role 2: Acting Towards Pupils 

Assess students for 
eligibility in school 
program and assess 
progress in program 

Role 3: Acting Towards 
Profession 

Determines when and what 
types of programs must be 
instituted and required 
Allocates financial 
resources on the basis of 
need 
Provides materials adequate 
for accomplishing programs' 
goals and objectives 
Develops an adequate 
evaluation design 
Participates in courses at 
an institution of higher 
education 

Participates in pre-service 
and in-service training 

Tasks/Present in the 
Professional Literature and 
Research 

Recruitment and Training of 
Teachers 

Assessment and Placement of 
students 
Assessment of Students' 
Progress 

Program Selection and 
Implementation 

Managing Allocated Funds 
(Budget} 

Provide Adequate Materials 

Program Evaluation 

Upgrade Skills in Areas of 
the Administration of 
Bilingual Education Programs 



69 

participates in pre-service 
and in-service training 
workshops Upgrade Skills in Areas of 

the Administration of 
Bilingual Education Programs 

Role 4: Acting Towards Community 
Establishes committees through 
which the community can 
participate in planning, 
implementing, and evaluating 
the program Form Bilingual Parent 

Advisory Bodies 
Devotes a major portion of 
time to public relations for 
the school Human Relations 

some of the findings of her study which were found to 

be pertinent to the subject discussed in this section 

were: 82 

1. The principals devoted a greater percentage of 

their work week in the areas of administration, clerical 

tasks, community work, and supervision as a result of their 

involvement in the bilingual program, as compared with 

three years earlier. Fifty percent (50%) of their work 

week was spent in administration and supervision. 

2. The principals expressed that they would like to 

devote a greater percentage of their time in increasing 

teacher participation in the decision-making process, and 

in the administration of the program; in assessing 

student's placement and progress in the program; in knowing 

more about the legislative mandates and their implications 

for decision making, and in devoting greater time to public 

82Ibid., pp. 109-113. 
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relations for the school. 

3. The principals with less experience devoted and 

spent more time in administration, and in community work 

than those with more experience as administrators. 

4. The principals identified the most significant 

changes in their roles as a result of their involvement in 

the bilingual program as being in the areas of staff 

inservice and supervision, program implementation, and in 

community relations. 

Problems in Implementing and Administering 

Bilingual Education Programs 

The literature and research have identified some 

problems had by the administrators of bilingual education 

programs in implementing and administering the program. 

In their study of the roles and responsibilities of 

school principals in bilingual administration, Sanchez and 

Cali83 identified the following problems in the 

implementation and administration of bilingual education 

programs. 

... 

... 

... 

... 

lack of skills necessary for administering 
programs; 
lack of understanding of bilingual goals on the 
part of the "regular" staff and fellow 
administrators; 
lack of commitment by the school board, 
superintendent and community leaders; 
tendency to have bilingual program viewed as a 
temporary special project; 
lack of sufficient support staff and bilingual 
personnel at the administrative level; 

83sanchez and Cali, p. 43. 



coordinators are spread too thin, they have very 
little authority and mounds of responsibility, 
can't meet objectives; 
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pulling teachers out of the classroom and putting 
them into administration without management 
background; 
administrators who see their buildings as a 
private castle and are threatened by a special 
program. 

In an article describing a project to implement 

changes in a school district by offering bilingual 

education programs on a voluntary basis, Teitelbaum84 found 

that in many school districts there were a shortage of 

qualified bilingual teachers and a need to recruit, rather 

than retrain, teachers and that there existed "the 

perception that bilingual programs require additional 

expenditures. n85 He added that many school districts not 

only lack policies that specify goals, but also lacks 

guidelines on how to achieve them. There is a lack of 

coordinated efforts between bilingual and non-bilingual 

education program, and even within the bilingual program 

itself, especially in coordinating the native language and 

the English language components. 86 He al so goes on to 

mention that the bilingual programs suffer from 

fragmentation or separation from the non-bilingual 

84Teitelbaum, Herbert and others. "Changing Schools. 
The Language Minority Student in the 80 • s." (Center for 
Applied Linguistics, Washington, D.C., 1982), 12. 

85Ibid. 

86Ibid., p. 23. 
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programs. The bilingual education program is seen as "add­

on" programs, and as a consequence, both bilingual teachers 

and the students are isolated from services, resources and 

support systems of the district as wholes, and the 

bilingual curriculum is not synchronized with the district-

wide one. He offered that this fragmentation can be 

minimized if "the curriculum scope and sequence of the 

bilingual program are coordinated with that of the regular 

or non-bilingual program. 11 87 

Fragmentation, or program marginality was also 

discussed by Stein, 88 who found that classes were held 

under staircases or in broom closets. Estupinian89 and 

ortiz90, wrote that "the most persisting problem is that of 

institutionalizing the program within the school 

district, n91 and Bixler, Marquez, 92 found that parents, 

teachers and other interest groups have played a marginal 

role in the planning and introduction of the bilingual 

education program, as a result, the implementation of the 

87Ibid, p. 26. 

8 8 Stein, Colman. =S-=i=n....,k.__=o=r_S=w=i=m ...... _ __..T""h""e=--..... P"-o .... l=-=i t........,.i"""c"""s_=o.-.f 
Bilingual Education, p. 112. 

89Estupinian, p. 7. 

90ortiz, p. s. 

91Ibid. 

92aixler, Marquez. "The Introduction of Bilingual 
Education Programs: A Collaborative Approach." Education, 
Vol. 105, No. 4, 443-447. 
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program has met with resistance from diverse groups. 

For Goonen,93 the lack of qualified personnel is "one 

of the most pressing problems facing bilingual education 

today," and Stein sees that "bilingual education has always 

limped on one leg because of the teacher shortage. 11 94 

Ortiz95 found that there was a "shortage of qualified 

bilingual teachers specifically trained for bilingual 

classrooms." The need for training teachers to work in a 

bilingual setting was seen by Stein,96 and Perez.97 

Other problems mentioned by Teitelbaum98 deal with the 

entry and exit criteria for students in the bilingual 

programs, which are in part, due to the lack of non-

existing or unclear goals for the program. As a result, 

some students are included in the program when they are not 

in need and some continue in the program even though they 

are ready to exit. Estupinian99 sums this by saying that 

"there are no meaningful criteria for student transition 

out of the primary language instruction into the English 

93 Goonen, p. 193. 

94stein, p. 130. 

95ortiz, p. 5. 

96stein, p. 112. 

97perez, Ernest, Perspectives on Management and 
Education, p. 1. 

98Teitelbaum, p. 26. 

99Estupinian, p. 7. 
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language program." 

Problems with program funding were discussed by 

Teitelbaum,100 who reported that there was "the perception 

bilingual programs require additional expenditures," by 

stein,101 which found that there was a near total reliance 

on federal funding which was combined with scarcity of both 

local and state money--and by stevenson,102 who found that 

many times the funding of the program was approved late in 

the year thus affecting its proper implementation and that 

the funding amount was changed many times during the year, 

usually being decreased by 10% or more. 

Other problems were then stemmed by the lack of proper 

funding. The lack of materials and supplies were reported 

by Teitelbaum, 103 Ortiz, 104 and Stevenson, 105 who found 

that the slow way in which some funding agencies processed 

the purchasing of materials and supplies delayed the 

receiving of such by the school programs. 

Also, the instructional component of English as a 

Second Language (ESL) was found by Teitelbauml06 to be 

lOOTeitelbaum, p. 12. 

lOlstein, p. 130. 

102stevenson, p. 130. 

103Teitelbaum, p. 26. 

104ortiz, pp. 4 and 6. 

105stevenson, p. 13. 

106Teitelbaum, p. 28. 
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receiving little attention. Teachers were not formally 

trained to teach the subject and the programs were not 

functioning as per guidelines. Steinl07 writes: that half 

of all U.S. teachers have taught Limited English Proficient 

students (LEPS), even though only a small fraction had any 

preparation. The same holds true for ESL professional 

teachers.lOS He goes to report that of these teachers, 

only a 10% had even one course in teaching English to non­

native speakers and only 6% had any course work in ESL. 

Teitelbauml09 found that many problems common to most 

school districts were associated with program evaluation. 

He saw a lack of attention to the outcomes of the program, 

limitations in the availability of assessment measures to 

determine students' progress and the lack of adequate time 

to make proper program modifications after the evaluation. 

EstupinianllO poses that one of the major problems had by 

administrators of bilingual programs is the "relative 

inability to produce a meaningful product-process 

evaluation.nlll 

summary 

Chapter II presented an overview of the results of the 

107stein, p. 112. 

108Ibid. 

109Teitelbaum, p. 42. 

llOEstupinian, p. 7. 

lllibid. 
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review and analysis of the professional literature and 

research pertinent to the focus of the study: the tasks 

for the administration of the schools, and the tasks for 

the administration of bilingual education programs in the 

schools. 

The chapter was organized as follows: a historical 

review of the development of general administration and of 

school administration; the tasks for the administration of 

schools as discussed in the professional literature and 

research; the tasks for the administration of bilingual 

education programs as presented in the professional 

literature and research in the subject; and a summary of 

the chapter. 

In brief, as a result of the review and analysis of 

the writings on the subject of tasks for the administration 

of schools, a list of the most mentioned in the writings 

was compiled. These are the tasks to be performed by 

principals in the administration of their schools: 

1. Curriculum and Instruction 

2. Pupil Personnel 

3. Staff Personnel 

4. School Finance/Fiscal Management 

5. School Community Relations 

6. Physical Facilities 

7. Transportation 

Some of these tasks are comprised of sub-tasks. A 
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comprehensive list of tasks for the administration of 

schools was compiled by researchers participating in the 

southern States Cooperative Program in Educational 

Administration sponsored by the Kellog Foundation. The 

list is reflective of the tasks mentioned by other writers 

and researchers. 

In the area of tasks for the administration of 

bilingual education programs, the researcher found that not 

much has been written on the subject. The writings which 

dealt with the topic did not refer specifically to tasks, 

but to 'functions' , 'duties' , etc. Nevertheless, the 

available data was included, as they were the only one 

addressing the subject of administration of the bilingual 

programs. The tasks seemed to origin from the legal and 

government documents. Federal, state and local rules, 

guidelines and policies stated the tasks that an 

administrator or principal has to comply with for the 

implementation and administration of the bilingual 

education program. This was evident in the professional 

literature and research. 

As with the tasks for the administration of schools, 

the researcher found that there were some tasks mentioned 

throughout the writings. The following ones were the most 

common ones being present in the writings: 

1. Identification, selection and placement of 

students 
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2. Recruitment, selection, and training of staff 

personnel 

3. Program models 

4. Curriculum and instruction 

5. Forming parents advisory bodies 

6. Evaluation (program, students) 

7. Funding/budget management 

8. Record keeping (reports to funding agency) 

In Chicago, the Board of Education, through the 

Department of Multilingual Education, has been working on a 

manual for the implementation and administration of the 

bilingual education programs. A list of tasks to be 

performed by the principals was listed on page 99. The 

list follows the state guidelines and policies for the 

implementation of the programs in the state of Illinois. 

This follows what was found to be the practice described in 

the professional literature and research dealing with the 

administration of bilingual education programs. 

In the following chapter, Chapter III, the writer will 

present a description of the instruments used, the subjects 

of the study, the process by which the data were obtained 

and the data obtained. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 

INTRODUCTION 

The research was guided by four questions. Research 

Question No. 1 was addressed in Chapter II, The Review of 

the Professional Literature and Research. 

1. 

research, 

According to the 

what are the 

professional literature 

tasks recommended for 

and 

the 

implementation and administration of bilingual education 

programs? 

2. What tasks do principals perform and what tasks do 

they delegate to others? 

3. What is the relationship between the ranking of 

how principals spend their time on various tasks and the 

ranking by principals as to the importance of those tasks 

for the implementation and administration of bilingual 

education programs? 

4. What are the problems experienced by selected 

Chicago Public School Principals in implementing and 

administering bilingual education programs? 

Chapter III presents the data gathered to answer 

research questions two through four. The following section 

describes the instruments used in the collection of the 

79 



data. 

COLLECTION OF DATA 

Instruments Used 

80 

The data were gathered by two instruments: a 

questionnaire and a follow-up interview. Both instruments 

were constructed by the researcher. They were examined by 

two specialists in constructing 

interviews and by two statisticians. 

were mainly descriptive and so was 

validity was assumed to be sufficient. 

questionnaires and 

As the data gathered 

the analysis, face 

The questionnaire was designed to obtain information 

about the tasks actually being performed by selected 

Chicago elementary school principals in selected districts 

in administering the bilingual education programs at their 

schools. The interviews were designed to clarify data 

obtained from the questionnaire and to probe further during 

the face-to-face interview so as to verify and/or obtain 

more data. Both instruments were piloted in districts 

which were not participating in the survey. Revisions to 

both instruments were made according to the respondents ' 

contributions and recommendations. 

The Principals' Questionnaire 

The questionnaire (see Appendix B) consisted of four 

parts: Part I gathered ·personal and professional 

background information, such as sex of the respondents~ if 

bilingual; number of years as a principal; number of years 
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administering a bilingual education program; type, size and 

organization of school: size of bilingual program; funding 

sources; and participation in training sessions of 

inservices in bilingual education. 

Part II listed ten tasks that were based on the 

prototype list derived from the review and analysis of the 

professional literature and research for the administration 

of bilingual education programs, and on the list of tasks 

presented in the draft of the handbook for the 

implementation and administration of bilingual education 

programs being prepared by the Department of Multilingual 

Education in the Chicago Public Schools which were 

identified for the implementation and administration of the 

bilingual programs in Chicago. The principals were asked 

to rank the tasks according to the time spent on each from 

the most time spent to the least time spent in Section A. 

In Section B, they were asked to rank the tasks according 

to the importance had, or given to each task by the 

principals in the implementation and administration of the 

bilingual education programs at their schools. 

In Part III, the principals were asked to list the 

specific problems they had encountered in the 

implementation and administration of the bilingual programs 

at their schools; to give recommendations, and to write 

down any comments regarding program implementation and 

administration. 
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After following the protocol imposed by the Department 

of Research and Evaluation in the Chicago Board of 

Education (see Appendix A), fifty-eight questionnaires were 

mailed out to selected elementary school principals in 

three districts identified by the Department of 

Multilingual Education as housing the largest number of 

bilingual education programs for Limited-English Proficient 

students (LEPS) of Spanish language background. The 

respondents were to be anonymous and the responses were to 

be on a voluntary basis. out of fifty-eight, forty-three 

questionnaires were returned. Twelve principals 

volunteered for the follow-up interview. 

The Follow-Up Interview 

The follow-up interview was designed to clarify data 

from the questionnaire, to extract further information not 

previously obtained by the questionnaire, and to provide 

the opportunity for a greater depth of response from the 

principals. Bestl writes that people are more willing to 

talk than to write, and that, after establishing a degree 

of rapport with the subject, the interviewer can obtain 

certain information that the subject might be reluctant to 

put in writing. Also, the interview provides for a clearer 

explanation of the purposes of the investigation, to ensure 

for anonymity and confidentiality of responses, direct 

lJohn w. Best, Research in Education (Englewood 
Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall, Inc., 1981), 164. 
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clarification of misinterpretations of the questions, and 

the stimulation of the subject to great insight into 

his/her own experiences, thereby providing the investigator 

with the opportunity to explore important areas not 

anticipated in the original plan of investigation.2 

A structured Interview Guide (see Appendix C) was used 

with the principal during the scheduled interview. The 

form consisted of three parts. Part I contained the same 

information as did Part I of the Questionnaire: general 

professional and personal background information, so as to 

serve as verification of the data gathered. Part II 

ref erred to the tasks for the implementation and 

administration of the bilingual program, and it consisted 

of four subparts: A, B, c, and D. In subpart A, the 

principals were asked to clarify how many tasks were 

actually being performed or being delegated by them. In 

case of delegation of the task, they were asked to list the 

staff members to whom it was delegated. Also, the 

principals were asked to mention the type of assistance 

received, and from whom, in the implementation and 

administration of the bilingual program, and the sources, 

documents, etc. used to assist them as principal, in the 

implementation and administration of the program. 

The results of Part II of the questionnaire, the Time 

Study, were presented to the principals in Subpart B of the 

2Ibid., 165. 
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Interview Guide and the principals were asked to express 

their opinions as to the reasons why some tasks were ranked 

to be more important than others, and why it appeared that 

they spent more time in some tasks than in others. Their 

responses were then noted. In Subpart c of the Interview 

Guide, a list of fifteen problems identified by some 

principals in the questionnaire, and compiled from the 

professional literature and research as most common in the 

implementation and administration of bilingual education 

programs, were provided. The principals were asked to 

identify those problems which had been encountered by them 

in the implementation and administration of the bilingual 

education program at their schools. In Subpart D of the 

Interview Guide, the principals were to mention any 

recommendations they could of fer for the implementation and 

administration of the program. Al though the principals 

were asked to do this in the questionnaire, this section 

had to be included again so as to probe further for data, 

as most of them did not write down any recommendations. 

Part III of the Interview Guide provided the 

opportunity to offer comments regarding program 

implementation and administration. This section was 

included in the interview for the same purpose and reason 

as in subpart D above: most principals did not write 

anything down on the questionnaire. 

The interviews were scheduled through phone 
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conversations with the twelve principals who volunteered. 

The face-to-face interview took from fifteen to thirty 

minutes. 

PRESENTATION OF DATA 

The preceding section dealt with the collection of the 

data and the instruments used. In this section, the 

research questions No. 2, 3, and 4 are presented. 

Research Question No. 2 

What tasks do principals perform and what tasks do 

they delegate to others? 

The review of the professional literature and research 

discussed already in Chapter II, identified common tasks 

for the administration of bilingual education programs, 

which are derived from federal, state and local rules, 

policies and guidelines (see pp. 57-58). The following 

were identified as the most common tasks: 

1. Identification, selection and placement of 

students 

2. Recruitment, selection and training of staff 

personnel 

3. Program models selection 

4. Curriculum and instruction 

5. Forming parent advisory bodies 

6. Evaluation of students 

7. Evaluation of programs 

8. Funding - Budget management 
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9. Record keeping activities (reports, etc. to 

funding agency) 

In Illinois, the bilingual education programs are 

implemented as per Article 14C of the Rules and Regulations 

for Bilingual Education Programs. These rules require the 

following: 3 

1. Identification and placement of students 

2. Recruitment and hiring of bilingual teachers 

3. Staff development programs for bilingual teachers 

4. Annual testing of students {progress evaluation) 

5. Parent/community participation 

6. Budget expenditures report 

The Chicago Board of Education, through the Department 

of Multilingual Education, has been working on an 

implementation and administration manual for the bilingual 

education programs. 

were extracted:4 

From the draft, the following tasks 

1. Identify Limited-English Proficient Students 

(LEPS) 

2. Place identified students in appropriate bilingual 

program 

3. Select an organizational model 

3Illinois, Revised Statutes (1973), Chapter 122, Art. 
14C. 

4chicago Public Schools, Implementation Handbook: 
Bilingual Education Programs in the Elementary Schools 
(Board of Education, 1988), 99. 
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4. Identify staff and facilities 

5. Identify appropriate curriculum and instructional 

materials 

6. Begin instruction 

7. Provide staff orientation and/or inservice 

training 

a. Form a bilingual advisory parent committee 

9. Evaluate student progress 

10. Update student instructional category at the end 

of the year 

These tasks are derived from the state rules for the 

implementation and administration of the state funded 

bilingual education programs. Also, Part III of the 

questionnaire, the Time study, was comprised of these 

tasks, so as to verify performance as per guidelines by the 

respondents in the study. 

In order to answer Research Question No. 2, an 

analysis of those tasks actually being performed and those 

delegated to others by selected Chicago Elementary School 

Principals for the implementation and administration of the 

bilingual education programs was conducted. The data for 

the tasks actually being performed and those delegated to 

others were derived from the interviews. 

The data gathered through the interview phase showed 

that principals performed and/or delegated tasks No. 1 

through 10. Three principals said that they performed Task 
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fl: Identify Limited-English Proficient Students (LEPS) 

using the Multilingual Data Form and nine said that they 

delegated this task. Four principals said that they 

performed Task #2: Place identified students in an 

appropriate bilingual program, and eight said they 

delegated this task. All twelve principals interviewed 

responded that they performed Task #3: Select an 

organizational model, and two also said that they delegated 

this task. Their explanation to this was that this task 

was performed by them in a team approach, being assisted by 

those members of the team: teachers, bilingual lead 

teachers, other administrative staff like assistant 

principal, counselor, etc. Their approach would be to 

lead, have input, delegate and then oversee and/or review 

the performance of the task by the team. Eleven principals 

said that they performed Task #4: Identify staff and 

facilities, and one said that he/she delegated this task. 

For Task #5: Identify appropriate curriculum and 

instructional materials, six principals responded that they 

performed it, and ten of the interviewed responded that 

this task was done by them using the same team approach 

already described. For this task, other specific staff 

like reading and math resource teachers were brought into 

the team, as well as the district's central resource 

personnel. 

Eventhough Task #6: Begin instruction, was not 
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performed by the principal as it was the teacher's main 

responsibility, six principals responded that they 

performed this task because it was the principal's 

responsibility to oversee that the instructional program be 

in place and working since the beginning of the school 

year. Ten principals said that they delegated this task to 

the teachers. Because four principals responded that they 

both performed and delegated this task out of the twelve 

interviewed, the tally came up to sixteen principals. 

For Task #7: Provide staff orientation and/or in­

service training, the results were that nine principals 

answered that they performed this task, and nine responded 

that they delegated it. Seven principals responded to both 

performing and delegating this task, as it was done using 

the team work approach. 

Ten principals said that they performed Task #8: Form 

a bilingual advisory parent committee, and four said that 

they delegated it. Two principals in the group said that 

they did both as they initiated the task, and then 

delegated it. 

Six principals responded that they performed Task #9: 

Evaluate student progress, and ten said that they delegated 

it. Five principals responded that they did both perform 

and delegate the task using the administrative team 

approach. 

For Task #10: Update students' instructional 
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categories at the end of the year using the Bilingual 

Information Form (BIF), two principals expressed that they 

performed it and twelve responded that they also delegated 

this task. Two principals answered that they did both 

perform and delegate the task, as this one was initiated by 

them, it was delegated to others and then it was later 

reviewed by the principals. 

Following are the tasks and the number of principals 

who said that they performed and delegated the task: 

TABLE 1 

TASKS REPORTED TO BE PERFORMED AND DELEGATED BY PRINCIPALS 

Task # Performed Delegated Both 

1 (Identify LEPS) 3 9 1 
2 (Place ... ) 4 8 1 
3 (Select .•. ) 12 2 2 
4 (Identify Staff) 11 1 0 
5 (Identify 

Curriculum) 6 10 4 
6 (Begin Instruction) 6 10 4 
7 (Provide Staff 

orientation) 9 9 7 
8 (Form advisory ... ) 10 4 2 
9 (Evaluate •.. ) 6 10 5 

10 (Update ••. ) 2 12 2 

Task #1, the identification of the limited-English 

proficient students and #2, placing identified students in 
--

the bilingual program were ranked by the principals as ones 

in which they spent the most time on (ranked as #2 and #1 

respectively). The data from the interviews reported on 
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Table 1 show that the majority of the principals 

interviewed delegated these tasks. 

All the principals interviewed reported that they 

performed Task #3, selecting an organizational model, yet, 

this task was ranked almost at the end of the rating scale 

(#9) in Time Spent on Task. 

For Task #4, the identification of staff and 

facilities, the great majority of principals interviewed 

reported that they performed this task, but it was ranked 

as one in which some time was spent (ranked as #6 in Time 

Spent) . 

The majority of the principals interviewed delegated 

Task #5, the identification of appropriate curriculum and 

materials, but when ranking this task-as per time spent, it 

was ranked as one in which the principals in this sample 

spent more time (ranked #4). 

Most principals expressed that they both performed and 

delegated Task #7, providing staff inservices and/or 

training, yet this task was ranked as one in which they 

spent some time on (ranked #5 in Time Spent). 

A great majority of the principals expressed that they 

performed Task #8, forming a parent advisory committee, as 

per data shown in Table 1, but this task was ranked by the 
.. 

principals as one in which they spent less time on (ranked 

#7 in Time Spent) as compared with the other tasks. 

Again, the majority of the principals interviewed 
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expressed that they delegated Task #9, evaluating student 

progress and close to half of these principals responded 

that they both performed and delegated this task. The 

results of the ranking of the tasks by Time Spent shows 

that this task was ranked by the principals very highly (as 

#3) as compared with the ranking for the other seven tasks. 

Only two of the tasks (#6 and #10) were found to be 

consistent with the results of the rankings by Time Spent 

and its performance and/or delegation by the principals who 

were interviewed. 

It appears that this sample of principals performed 

some managerial/administrative tasks identified by writers 

in both educational administration and bilingual education 

program administration professional literature and 

research, as illustrated by the reported performance by 

principals of Tasks #3, 4, 5, 7, 8 and 9. 

follows: 

Tasks in Literature/Research 

- staff selection and training 

- curriculum and materials 

- coordination of environmental resources 

- school-community relations 

- evaluation 
.. 

- select and administer instruments for 

the identification and selection of 

students 

A comparison 

Task Performed 

#4 and 7 

#5 

#3 

#8 

#9 

#1, 2 
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These tasks are also important for the implementation and 

administration of bilingual education programs as per these 

writers. 

Research Question No. 3 

What is the relationship between the ranking of how 

principals spend their time on various tasks and the 

ranking by principals as to the importance of those tasks 

for the implementation and administration of bilingual 

education programs? . 
In order to answer this research question, the 

principals were asked to complete Part III of the 

Principals' Questionnaire. In this section of the survey, 

a list of eleven tasks for the implementation and 

administration of the bilingual education programs, which 

were compiled from the draft of the handbook for 

implementation of the state funded bilingual programs in 

Chicago being prepared by the Department of Multilingual 

Education, was presented to the respondents. These tasks 

' . . . were also common to those mentioned and identified for the 

implementation and administration of bilingual education 

programs in the review of the professional literature and 

research. The following are the tasks: 

1. Identify Limited-English Proficient Students 

(LEPS) using the Multilingual Data Form 

2. Place identified students in an appropriate 

bilingual program 



J. Select an organizational model (self-contained, 

etc.) 

4. Identify staff and facilities 
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5. Identify appropriate curriculum and instructional 

materials 

6. Begin instruction 

1. Provide staff orientation and/or in-service 

training 

a. Form a bilingual advisory parent committee 

9. Evaluate student progress 

10. Update students' instructional categories at the 

end of the year using the Bilingual Information 

Form (BIF) 

11. Other/Additional task 

The principals were asked to rank the tasks according 

to the amount of time spent on each one, from the most (#1) 

to the least (#11), and to rank them according to the 

importance given to the task, from the most important (#1), 

to the least important (#11). 

The data from the forty-three questionnaires received 

were analyzed by computer, using the Statistical Package 

for the Social Sciences (SPSS) Release 3.1 for IBM VM/CMS. 

For this part of the survey, the responses were ranked 

according to time spent on task and the importance given to 

each. Twenty-two tables resulted (11 tasks x 2) and can be 

found on Appendix o. 
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A composite showing the final ranking of the 11 tasks 

bY Time Spent and Importance of Task was obtained using the 

same computer program as above. The composite of the ranks 

by Time Spent and Importance showed that 39 respondents or 

91% of the principals, answered all the items at a given 

time. The findings are as follows: 

Time Spent on Task 

In general, the principals reported that, in terms of 

time spent, the tasks of identifying and placing Limited­

English Proficient Students (LEPS) in the bilingual 

education programs, and evaluating student progress 

required more time than the other tasks on the 

questionnaire. They reported that they spent the least 

time in beginning instruction, selecting organizational 

models, and in updating the student's instructional 

category at the end of the school year and in other tasks 

not identified, as shown in Table 2A below. 
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TABLE 2A 

TASKS ACTUALLY BEING PERFORMED BY ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 
PRINCIPALS FOR THE ADMINISTRATION OF BILINGUAL EDUCATION 

PROGRAMS RANKED BY TIME SPENT ON TASK 

Task Rank Order 

Place identified students in 
appropriate bilingual program 

1 

Identify Limited-English Proficient 2 
students (LEPS) using the Multilingual 
Data Form 

Evaluate student progress 

Identify appropriate curriculum and 
instructional materials 

Provide staff orientation and/or 
inservice training 

Identify staff and facilities 
Form a bilingual advisory parent 
committee 

Begin instruction 

Select an organizational model 

Update student instructional category 
at the end of the year using the 
Bilingual Information Form (BIF) 

Other/Additional Tasks 

3 

4 

5 

6 
7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

Mean• 

3.7695 

4.5500 

4.5610 

4.5952 

4.6905 

6.0976 
6.2683 

6.3077 

6.7317 

7.3333 

10.5714 

*The mean of the sum of the product of the rank value 
X the frequency (number of principals). 

Importance of Task 

According to the principals, those tasks ranked as 

most important were: placing and identifying students in 

the bilingual program, and identifying appropriate 
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curriculum and materials for the instructional component of 

the bilingual program. Those tasks ranked as the least 

important were: evaluating student progress, updating the 

student's instructional category at the end of the school 

year, forming a bilingual advisory parent committee, and 

other tasks not identified. Table 2B illustrates these 

findings. 

Comparison of Time Spent to Importance of Tasks 

According to the findings summarized in Table 2, the 

elementary school principals ranked placing and identifying 

students in the bilingual education programs as #1 and #2 

in Time Spent, and they rated these two tasks as being also 

#1 and #2 in Importance. Although some tasks like 

identifying staff and facilities, beginning instruction, 

and selecting an organizational model were ranked high in 

Importance, the principals seemed not to spend that much 

time performing them (ranked as sixth, eighth, ninth on 

Time Spent). Although the principals ranked evaluating 

student progress as #3 on Time Spent, they did not consider 

this task to be very important, as they ranked it as #8 in 

Importance 

committee 

Given. 

was one 

Also, 

task 

forming 

which the 

an advisory 

elementary 

parent 

school 

principals appeared to rank low (#7 on Time Spent), and it 

was also considered to be one of the very least important 

ones (ranked #10 on Importance). 
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TABLE 2B 

TASKS ACTUALLY BEING PERFORMED BY ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 
PRINCIPALS FOR THE ADMINISTRATION OF BILINGUAL EDUCATION 

PROGRAMS RANKED BY IMPORTANCE GIVEN TO TASK 

Task Rank Order 

Place identified students in 
appropriate bilingual program 

1 

Identify Limited-English Proficient 2 
students (LEPS) using the Multilingual 
Data Form 

Identify appropriate curriculum and 
instructional materials 

Identify staff and facilities 

Begin instruction 

Select an organizational model 

Provide staff orientation and/or 
inservice training 

Evaluate student progress 

Update student instructional category 
at the end of the year using the 
Bilingual Information Form (BIF) 

Form a bilingual advisory committee 
committee 

Other/Additional Tasks 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

Mean* 

2.8684 

2.9000 

4.6750 

4.8718 

5.3333 

5.5128 

5.6000 

6.1316 

7.6250 

8.8182 

10.5909 

*The mean of the sum of the product of the rank value 
X the frequency (number of principals). 

A comparison of the overall results of the rankings 

of the tasks for the administration of the bilingual 

education programs by Time Spent, and by Importance Given 



to the Task is shown in Table 3. 

TABLE 3 

TASKS ACTUALLY BEING PERFORMED BY ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 
PRINCIPALS FOR THE ADMINISTRATION OF BILINGUAL 

EDUCATION PROGRAMS RANKED BY TIME SPENT ON TASK 
AND BY IMPORTANCE GIVEN TO TASK 

Task 

Time Spent Rank 
(Most to Least) 

(1 - 10) 

Place identified students 
in appropriate bilingual 
programs 

Identify Limited-English 
Proficient students (LEPS) 
using Multilingual Data 
Form (MDF) 

Evaluate student progress 

Identify appropriate 
curriculum and instruc­
tional materials 

Provide staff orientation 

Identify staff and 
facilities 

Form bilingual advisory 
parent committee 

Begin instruction 

Select an organizational 
model 

Update student instruc­
tional category at the 
end of the school year 
using the Bilingual 
Information Form (BIF) 

Other/Additional Tasks 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

Importance Rank 
(Most to Least) 

(1 - 10) 

1 

2 

8 

3 

7 

4 

10 

5 

6 

9 

11 

99 
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In order to verify if any relationship existed 

between the two variables Time Spent and Importance, a 

correlation analysis was performed using the Spearman rank 

order coefficient of correlation, to be tested using the 

.05 level of significance. 

applied: 5 

The following formula was 

p = i - 6 02 

N (N2 - 1) 

where D = the difference between paired ranks 

o2 = the sum of the squared differences between 

ranks 

N = number of paired ranks 

In order to test whether the rank order correlations 

were significantly different from one another, a Fisher's z 

transformation was utilized.6 

Six variables were chosen from the demographic data to 

test if there were any relationship between them and the 

Time Spent and Importance rankings: 

1. Sex 

2. Bilingual-Non-bilingual 

3. Years of experience as a principal 

4. Years of experience as a principal administering 

a bilingual education program 

5sest, pp. 246-47. 

6McNemar, Quinn, Psychological Statistics (New York: 
John Wiley & Sons, Inc, 1969), 504. 
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5. Size of the total school population 

6. Size of the bilingual education program population 

The following section presents the results of the 

analysis of the data. 

Sex 

As shown in Table 4, the correlation between time 

spent and importance of the tasks indicated a Rho of .75, 

which is significant at the .05 level. There were twenty­

four (56%) males and nineteen (44%) females in this sample. 

All together, there is a somewhat high coefficient of 

correlation than when analyzed separately. 
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TABLE 4 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE RANK ORDER OF TASKS BY 
TIME SPENT AND IMPORTANCE 

Task 

Time Spent Rank 
(Most to Least) 
(1 - 10) Mean* 

Place identified students 1 
in appropriate bilingual 
programs 

3.795 

Identify Limited-English 2 4.5500 
Proficient Students (LEPS) 
using Multilingual Data Form (MDF) 

Evaluate student progress 3 

Identify appropriate 4 
curriculum and instruc­
tional materials 

Provide staff orientation 5 

Identify staff and 6 
facilities 

Form bilingual advisory 7 
parent committee 

Begin instruction 8 

Select an organizational 9 
model 

Update student instruc- 10 
tional category at the 
end of the school year 
using the Bilingual 
Information Form (BIF) 

Oth~r/Additional Tasks 11 

4.5610 

4.5952 

4.6905 

6.0976 

6.2683 

6.3077 

6.7317 

7.3333 

10.5714 

Importance Rank 
(Most to Least) 
(1 - 10) Mean* 

1 2.8684 

2 2.9000 

8 6.1316 

3 4.6750 

7 5.6000 

4 4.8718 

10 8.8182 

5 5.3333 

6 5.5128 

9 7.6250 

11 10.5909 

*The mean of the sum of the product of the rank value 
X the frequency (number of principals). 
rho= .7545 
Significance at the .05 level. 
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TABLE 5 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE RANK ORDER OF TASKS BY TIME 
SPENT AND IMPORTANCE AND SEX - COMPARISON OF MALE AND FEMALE 

Male Female 

n = 24 n = 19 

rho - .82 rho - .43 

significance = Z* = 2.10 

•Denotes a significant difference between the r's, using 
Fisher's z transformation at = .os 

As shown in Table 5, male principals had a higher 

correlation between time spent and importance of the tasks 

than did the females. Males had a Rho of .82 and females 

had a Rho of .43. This suggests that these male principals 

were more likely to spend time on a task according to the 

importance they attach to the task than were the female 

principals in the study. 

Bilingual-Non-Bilingual 

Out of forty-three principals, thirty-two or 74% 

expressed that they were not bilingual. Eleven or 2 6% 

expressed that they spoke another language, or were 

bilingual. 

According to the data in Table 6, those principals who 

were bilingual had a higher correlation coefficient than 

did the non-bilingual principals. Bilingual principals had 

a Rho of .65 and non-bilingual principals had a Rho of .46. 
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Therefore, the bilingual principals seemed to spend time 

more in concert with the importance they attached to the 

tasks than did the non-bilingual principals. 

TABLE 6 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE RANK ORDER OF TASKS BY TIME 
SPENT AND IMPORTANCE AND BILINGUAL-NON-BILINGUAL 

Bilingual Non-Bilingual 

n = 11 n = 32 

rho - .65 rho - .46 

significance= Z* = .70 

*Denotes no significant difference between the r 1 s, using 
Fisher's z - transformation at = .05 

Years of Experience as a Principal 

Twenty or 47% of the principals had from one to twelve 

years of experience when the survey was completed. Twenty-

one or 49% had thirteen or more, and two gave no answer. 

The data shown in Table 7 indicate that the principals with 

thirteen or more years of experience had a slightly higher 

correlation between time spent and importance of tasks than 

did those principals with twelve or less years of 

experience. Principals in the thirteen or more years of 

experience had a Rho of .32 and principals with twelve or 

less years of experience had a Rho of .18. This seems to 

indicate that the principals with thirteen or more years of 

experience seemed to spend time on a task, according to the 
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importance given to the tasks more in accordance than did 

the principals with twelve or less years of experience. 

TABLE 7 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE RANKING ORDER OF THE ELEVEN 
TASKS BY TIME SPENT AND IMPORTANCE AND YEARS OF 

EXPERIENCE AS PRINCIPAL 

Group 

1 to 12 Years 13 or More Years 

n = 20 n = 21 

rho = .18 rho = • 32 

Significance Z* = -.45 

•Denotes no significant difference between the r's, using 
Fisher's Z - transformation at = .05 

Years of Experience as a Principal Administering a 

Bilingual Education Program 

Twenty-four or 56% of the principals had ten or more 

years of experience administering a bilingual education 

program. Sixteen or 37% had less than ten years, and three 

or 7% did not answer this item. 

As shown in Table 8, those principals having ten or 

more years of experience administering a bilingual 

education program had a higher correlation between time 
' 

spent and importance of the tasks than did the principals 

with one to nine years of experience. Those with ten or 

more years of experience had a Rho of • 84 and . those 

principals with one to nine years of experience had a Rho 
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of .39. This seems to indicate that these principals with 

ten or more years of experience were more likely to spend 

time on a task according to the importance of the task than 

were the principals with one to nine years of experience 

administering a bilingual education program. 

TABLE 8 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE RANKING ORDER OF THE ELEVEN 
TASKS BY TIME SPENT AND IMPORTANCE AND YEARS OF 

EXPERIENCE AS PRINCIPAL ADMINISTERING A 
BILINGUAL EDUCATION PROGRAM 

Group 

1 to 9 Years 10 or More Years 

n = 16 n = 24 

rho = .39 rho = .84 

Significance Z* = 2.29 

*Denotes no significant difference between the r's, using 
Fisher's Z - transformation at = .05 

Size of Total Student Population 

Twenty-two or 51% of the principals administered 

schools with a total student population of 801 or more. 

Eighteen or 42% administered schools with less than 800, 

and three or 7% of the principals did not complete this 

item. 

According to the data on Table 9, those principals in 

schools having 801 students or more had a higher 

correlation coefficient than those principals in schools 
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having less than 801 students. Principals whose total 

school population was 801 students or more had a Rho of .61 

and those with less than 801 had a Rho of .52. Therefore, 

principals with schools with a total population of 801 or 

more students seemed to spend time on a task according to 

the importance given more in agreement than those 

principals with schools having 800 students or less. 

TABLE 9 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE RANKING ORDER OF THE ELEVEN TASKS 
BY TIME SPENT AND IMPORTANCE AND SIZE OF THE TOTAL SCHOOL 

POPULATION 

Group 

1 to 800 students 801 or more students 

n = 18 n = 22 

rho = .52 rho = .61 

Significance Z* = 1.10 

*Denotes no significant difference between the r's, using 
Fisher's Z - transformation at = .05 

Size of Bilingual Education Program Student Population 

Twenty-two or 51% of the principals in this sample 

responded that they administered bilingual education 

programs servicing from one to 250 students. seventeen or 

40% had more than 251 students and four or 9% did not 

complete this item. The data on Table 10 shows that 

principals administering bilingual education programs with 

251 students or more had a higher coefficient of 
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correlation than those principals with 250 students or 

less. The principals with 251 students or more in the 

bilingual program had a Rho of • 75 and those principals 

with 250 students or less had a Rho of .46. This indicates 

that the principals administering a bilingual program with 

251 students or more seemed to spend time on a task 

according to the importance attached to the task than those 

principals with 250 students or less. 

TABLE 10 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE RANK ORDER OF THE ELEVEN TASKS 
BY TIME SPENT AND IMPORTANCE AND THE SIZE OF THE BILINGUAL 

EDUCATION PROGRAM STUDENT POPULATION 

Group 

1 to 250 students 251 or more students 

n = 22 n = 17 

rho = .46 rho= .75 

significance Z* = 1.76 

*Denotes no significant difference between the r's, using 
Fisher's z - transformation at = .05 

A brief analysis of the results of the coefficient of 

correlation by sex showed that males seemed to rank the 

tasks by Time and Importance of Task more in agreement than 

did the females but no significant difference at the . 05 

level was found between the ranking of tasks by time and 

importance and sex using the Fisher's Z transformation 

formula. 
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Bilingual principals seemed to be more in agreement 

than non-bilingual when ranking the tasks by Time Spent and 

Importance of Task, but no significant difference at the 

.05 level was found between the two groups when comparing 

the ranking of the tasks by time spent and importance of 

task. 

Principals having thirteen or more years of experience 

as administrators seemed to agree more in the ranking of 

the tasks by time spent and importance of task than did 

those with less years of experience. No significant 

difference at the . 05 level between the two groups was 

found. 

Again, those principals having ten or more years of 

experience administering a bilingual education program 

seemed to agree more in the ranking of the tasks by time 

spent and importance of task than did those with less 

experience, but no significant difference at the .05 level 

was found between the two groups when ranking the tasks by 

time spent and by importance of task. 

Although principals administering schools with a large 

number of students (801 or more) appeared to be showing a 

slightly higher degree of correlation or agreement when 

ranking the tasks by time and importance than did those 
--

principals with smaller number of students, no significant 

difference at the • 05 level was found between the two 

groups. 
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Principals administering large bilingual education 

programs (251 students or more) seemed to agree more in the 

ranking of the tasks by time spent and importance than did 

those with smaller programs. No significant difference at 

the .05 level was found between the two groups. 

This section dealt with the results of the analysis of 

the relationship between Time Spent on Task and Importance 

of Task and six variables obtained from the demographic 

data. 

On the following section, the results of the test used 

to determine the statistical significance of the 

correlation coefficient analysis will be discussed. 

The purpose of the section was to analyze if there 

were any significant differences at the .05 level of 

significance between the rankings of the two variables, 

Time Spent on Tasks and Importance Given to Task, and the 

six factors from the demographic data already used. 

A Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed Ranks test was used, 

using the computer program Crunch Interactive Statistical 

Package (CRIPS) using the following formula: 7 

T - N (N + 1) 
z = 4 

N CN + ll C2N + 1) 
24 

where N = number of pairs ranked = tasks 

'Best, p. 298. 



T = sum of the ranks of the smaller of the like­
signed ranks. 
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The test of significance was applied to see if there 

were any significant differences between the means of the 

ranking of the tasks by time spent and importance by sex. 

When the two groups, male and female were analyzed no 

significant difference at the .OS level was found between 

the two. It can be assumed that sex made no significant 

difference when ranking the tasks by time spent and 

importance. A significant coefficient of correlation was 

found at the .OS level when comparing the rankings of the 

tasks by time spent and importance by sex. It seems that 

although there was a significant relationship between the 

two groups, when tested it was found to be not significant 

at the .os level. 

If Bilingual 

When the principals were identified and grouped as 

being bilingual or not, the test of significance was 

applied to test if a significant difference at the • OS 

level between the two groups was present. No significant 

difference at the .os level was found between the means of 

the two groups. It seems that being bilingual or not made 

significant difference when ranking the tasks by time spent 

and importance. 
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years of Experience as a Principal 

The principals in this sample were grouped by the 

number of years of experience as principal: less than 12 

and more than 13 years of experience. When the means of 

both groups were compared, no significant difference at the 

.05 level was found. It can be assumed that the number of 

years of experience had by these principals made no 

significant difference when ranking the tasks by time spent 

and importance. 

Years of Experience Administering a Bilingual Education 

Program 

Two groups, one with nine years or less and the other, 

with ten or more years of experience administering 

bilingual education programs, were analyzed to test if any 

significant difference between the means existed at the .05 

level. 

It was found that no significant difference at the .05 

level existed between the means of the two groups. It can 

be concluded that the number of years of experience had in 

the administration of bilingual education programs made no 

difference for these principals when ranking the tasks by 

time spent and importance. 

Size of Total Population 

The principals in this sample were grouped according 

to the number of students enrolled in their schools or size 

of the total school population (including the bilingual). 
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one with 800 students or less, 

and the other, with more than 801 students. When the means 

of the two groups were compared to find if any significant 

difference at the .05 level existed between the means, it 

was found that there was no sigificant difference at the 

.05 level. It can be assumed that the size of the total 

school population or number of students had by principal in 

school made no significant difference when ranking the 

tasks by time spent and importance. 

Bilingual Education Program School Population 

In order to analyze if there was any significant 

difference between the ranking of the tasks by time spent 

and importance and the size of the bilingual education 

program, administered by the principals in this sample, two 

groups, one with 250 students or less, and the other with 

more than 251, were made. It was found that no significant 

difference at the . 05 level existed between the means of 

these groups when ranking the tasks by time spent and 

importance. It can be concluded that the size of the 

bilingual education program administered by the principals 

made no significant difference at the • 05 level in the 

ranking of the tasks by time spent and importance. 

In summary, according to the data obtained there was 

no ·significant difference at the . 05 level between the 

rankings of the eleven tasks by Time Spent on Task and 

Importance of Task and six factors from the demographic 



data (see Appendix D): 

1. Sex 

2. If Bilingual 

3. Years of Experience as a Principal 

4. Years of Experience Administering a Bilingual 

Education Program 

5. Total School Population 

6. Bilingual Education Program School Population 

Research Question No. 4 
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What are the problems experienced by selected Chicago 

Elementary School Principals in administering bilingual 

education programs? 

Data for this research question were gathered 

primarily during the interview phase of the study. Some 

respondents to the survey listed problems, but the majority 

left this section blank, thus raising the necessity to 

gather the data during the interviews. 

The majority of the principals interviewed (ten out of 

twelve) expressed that there was a great need for support 

services for the Limited English Proficient students 

(LEPS). By this they meant: "services from the special 

education diagnostic teams"; "more teacher aides"; "more 

teachers to meet individual needs"; and "more English as a 

Second Language teachers." 

The lack of bilingual teachers was also mentioned by 

the majority of the principals interviewed (eight out of 
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twelve). As the state rules and regulations states 

specific qualifications for bilingual teachers such as a 

valid transitional bilingual education Certificate issued 

by the State Examiners as evidence that the teacher: a) 

possess basic communicative skills in English; and b) is 

competent to teach language arts and/or content courses in 

a target language other than English8 has made it very 

difficult to recruit bilingual teachers. This affects 

staffing and program organization, and the effectiveness of 

the program suffers as a result. Bilingual classrooms are 

being staffed with non-bilingual teachers, which creates 

other problems such as being out of compliance with the 

state guidelines. This finding is supported by what the 

professional literature and research writers mentioned to 

be problems encountered by administrators. Teitelbaum,9 

Goonen,lO Stein,11 Ortizl2 and Perezl3 discussed the great 

8state Rules and Regulations, p. 31. 

9Teitelbaum, Herbert and others, "Changing Schools. 
The Language Minority Student in the 80 's." (Center for 
Applied Linguistics, Washington, o.c., 1982), 12. 

lOGoonen, Norman, Angulo, Susan B., and Velez, Millie, 
Bilingual Education: Florida Administrators' Manual (Miami, 
Florida, April 1983), Eric ED 265231. 

l lstein, Colman, :S-=i=n=k.___,,o=r.___.s_w::...;1=· m,........ __ T=h:.::.:e_ ..... P..;::o;.:l:..:i...,t=i:.;:c::;.:s::..-_,o=f 
Bilingual Education, p. 112. 

-- 12ortiz, Flor Ida, "The Administration of Bilingual 
Education Programs," Paper presented at the American 
Educational Research Association Convention, San Francisco, 
California, April 1979. 
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need for bilingual teachers, and Stein14 and Perez15 went 

further by stating that teachers needed to be re-trained to 

work as bilingual teachers in order to alleviate the 

shortage of bilingual teachers. 

One of the problems described as "critical 11 by the 

principals was the need for more funding for the state 

bilingual programs or the "lack of sufficient funding". 

Without enough monies, materials and supplies cannot be 

purchased for all subject matters and for all the students 

participating in the program who vary in levels of English 

proficiency. As a result, there are not enough books or 

supplies available and certain subject matters like Math or 

social studies are taught in the native language, but with 

books in English. Also, support staff like teacher's 

aides, are either not sufficiently provided, or not 

provided at all. 

Consequently, the instructional program cannot comply 

with the state guidelines and programs are given audit 

exceptions by the state. Some principals expressed that 

they used more monies from the general school budget to try 

to provide for enough materials and supplies for the 

bilingual program. Sometimes this resulted in going 

13perez, Ernest, Perspectives on Management and 
Education. 

14stein. 

15perez. 
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without some needed materials in the non-bilingual program. 

This goes along with what was reported in the professional 

literature and research by Teitelbaum,16 stein17 and 

Stevenson.18 The lack of materials and supplies was also 

found to be a problem in bilingual education programs by 

Teitelbaum,19 Stevenson20 and Ortiz.21 

The movement of students out of the school, or rate of 

transiency, was also a problem encountered by the 

principals administering a bilingual education program. 

The principals mentioned that there was a lack of 

consistency in policy interpretations regarding the 

implementation of the program. Policies dealing with the 

assessment and placement of students in the program, the 

exit criteria and some aspects of the instructional program 

were not clear and they were difficult to implement and to 

follow. Also, they expressed that conflicting information 

from the district level and the central off ice posed 

dilemmas in the organization and implementation of the 

16Teitelbaum. 

17stein. 

18stevenson. 

19Teitelbaum. 

20stevenson, John R., "The Contribution of Selected 
Adml.nistrati ve Factors to the Success of the Innovative 
Educational Programs in Bilingual Navajo Indian Schools," 
D.Ed. Dissertation, Northern Arizona University, 1979. 

21ortiz. 
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policies, resulting in gray areas in which they have to use 

their decision making powers. This was also found to be 

the case, in many school districts across the nation, by 

Teitelbaum,22 who reported that there was a lack of 

specific goals and policies, and that, in cases where there 

were policies, there were no clear directions or guidelines 

as to how to achieve the desired or expected goals. 

Sanchez and Cali23 also reported that there was a lack of 

understanding by administrators, teachers and staff 

personnel of the goals of the bilingual education program. 

Also, for these principals, the amount of paperwork 

and/or record keeping dealing with the bilingual program 

was a problem (assessment of new students, updating the 

categories, testing for progress/achievement in both 

languages, reports, etc.). 

The evaluation component also posed a problem. The 

students have to be evaluated in both their native language 

and in English and there are no tests available to choose 

from, consequently, the evaluation component can't be 

implemented as required by policy. Writers like 

Estupinian24 and Teitelbaum25 found that this was a problem 

22Teitelbaum. 

23sanchez, Gilbert and Cali, Alfred, "A Comparative 
Study of the Roles and Functions of School Principals and 
Bilingual Administrators," 1977, EDIC ED 137940. 

24Estupinian, Rafael, "Obstacles in the Administration 
of Bilingual Programs, " Paper presented at the AMAE State 
Annual Conference, 4 October 1979, ERIC Reproduction 



119 

encountered by administrators in many bilingual programs, 

due to the lack of attentio~ given to the expected outcomes 

of the program, and the lack of available instruments to 

assess student's progress. 

Some principals felt that in order to better 

administer the program, inservices and/or training for 

administrators and teachers were needed. They cited the 

lack of these as a problem as "you cannot implement it if 

you don't know about it. " This would be very helpful for 

all, but especially for new principals or those first 

timers in bilingual education. Sanchez and Cali26 found 

that most administrators of bilingual education programs 

suffered from a lack of skills necessary for administering 

the program and from a lack of understanding of its goals. 

Also, they reported that many teachers were being pulled 

from the classrooms and were put in administrative 

positions without a management background. 

The lack of appropriate physical facilities was also 

seen as a problem. Most of the schools are old buildings 

which, at present, suffer from overcrowding. Consequently, 

some programs are housed in stair landings, basements, 

mobile units, and, in the case of the pull-out models, in 

closets and even bathrooms. Clearly, these environments 

services, ED 171853. 

25Teitelbaum. 

26sanchez and Cali. 
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are not conducive to learning and they result in audit 

discrepancies. Along these lines, Stein27 found that in 

many schools, bilingual education classes were being held 

under staircases or in broom closets. 

The lack of materials and supplies was also mentioned 

as a problem, not only as a result of the lack of 

sufficient funding but because of the difficulty in finding 

materials for native language arts and subject matters in 

the native language of the students. In the review of the 

professional literature and research, Teitelbaum,28 Ortiz29 

and Stevenson30 reported the lack of materials and supplies 

as a problem had by administrators of bilingual education 

programs. 

Some of the principals interviewed (four) expressed 

the lack of interest and/or support of the parents for the 

program as a problem, stemming mainly from the low parent 

attendance in school meetings. 

Also, very few principals mentioned having difficulty 

coordinating and integrating (meshing) the bilingual 

education and the all English program demands. 

Other problems mentioned by a minority of the 

principals seemed to deal with the instructional aspect of 

27stein. 

28Teitelbaum. 

29ortiz. 

30stevenson. 



121 

the program, like the difficulty in implementing and 

following specific, differentiated curriculum guidelines 

which asks for native language instruction, and English as 

a second language based on the language category placement 

of the students. This is very difficult to implement when 

there are not enough students per language category 

placement and grades, which creates split grades, placing 

up to three different language categories in the same 

class, making it very difficult to follow guidelines, and 

affecting the end result, which is the progress of the 

students in the program. Also, the lack of an English as a 

Second Language program support system was seen as a 

problem affecting the implementation of the program as per 

state guidelines. 

The principals are responsible for implementing the 

English as a Second Language component of the bilingual 

education program, but they expressed that there is a need 

for a system-wide curriculum and record keeping system 

which will assist them with the proper implementation of 

this component of the bilingual education program. Most 

schools buy commercial materials when monies are available 

and that is what they follow. The English as a Second 

Language component of the bilingual education program was 

discussed by Teitelbaum31 and Stein. 32 They found that 

31Teitelbaum. 

32stein. 
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this component received little attention by the 

administrators; teachers were not trained to teach the 

subject, and consequently, the bilingual education programs 

were not implemented as per guidelines. 

A problem affecting program organization and 

implementation was the insufficient number of students in 

the intermediate and upper grades, which caused split 

grades, affecting not only state guidelines, but sometimes, 

union agreements. The lack of teacher aides was also 

mentioned as a problem affecting the bilingual education 

instructional program, as they are used in the classroom 

many times in assisting classroom teacher as instructional 

aides. Finally, the lack of support services for those 

students exiting the bilingual education program, the lack 

of flexibility in policies and rules, the lack of English 

proficiency in teachers and the lack of time for tasks were 

mentioned as problems encountered by some principals. 

Following is a summary of the problems mentioned in 

the interviews by the principals, ordered/ranked according 

to the total number of principals tallied who mentioned 

each as a problem had or encountered. 

interviewees.) 

Problem 

1. Lack of support services for the 
Limited-English Proficient Students 
(LEPS) 

2. Lack of bilingual teachers 

(There were 12 

No. of Principals 

10 

8 



3. Lack of sufficient funding for the 7 
program 

4. Transiency of students 7 

5. Lack of consistency in policy 6 
interpretations regarding the 
implementation of the program (student 
assessment and placement, exit 
criteria, instructional program, etc.) 

6. Too much paper work/record keeping 6 
dealing with the bilingual program 

7. Lack of tests (Spanish Language Arts, 5 
English as a Second Language, etc.) 

8. Lack of training and/or inservice for 5 
administrators and teachers 

9. Lack of proper physical facilities 5 

10. Lack of materials and supplies 4 

11. Lack of interest and/or support from 4 
parents 

12. Difficulty of meshing bilingual and 4 
all-English program demands 

13. Instructional program components 2 

14. Lack of an English as a Second 2 
Language program support system 

15. Insufficient number of students in the 2 
Immediate and Upper grades cause to 
have split grades organization 

16. Lack of support services for students 1 
exiting the bilingual program 

17. Lack of flexibility in policies and 1 
rules 

18. Lack of teacher aides 1 

19. Lack of time for tasks 1 

20. Lack of English-proficiency in teachers 1 
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None of the respondents to the questionnaire and to 
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the interview expressed the lack of district support and/or 

commitment for the program as a problem or concern. When 

asked about this, they all felt that the district personnel 

supported their efforts for implementation and 

administration of the bilingual education programs. In 

summary, these findings go along with what the literature 

and research have found to be problems had by 

administrators of bilingual education programs in 

implementing and administering the program. 

Using the most common tasks for the implementation of 

bilingual education and administration programs identified 

in the professional literature as summarized by Valverde33 

and others, that principals need to address so as to 

effectively implement and administer the bilingual 

education program at their schools, a comparison between 

those tasks and the problems encountered by selected 

elementary Chicago PUblic school principals was made to 

ascertain in which of the tasks were the problems 

encountered by principals. 

Tasks 

curriculum development 

33valverde. 

Problems 

- lack of bilingual education 
personnel (teachers, aides, 
etc.) 

- lack of materials and 
supplies in general 

- lack of materials in native 
language of students 

- lack of sufficient funds 
- lack of clear guidelines and 



developing learning 
resources 

selection/staffing for 
instruction 

organizing for instruction 

provide staff development 

utilize support services 

community participation 

physical plant 

policy 
- lack of English as a second 

language (ESL) personnel 
(teachers, aides) 

- lack of resource personnel 

- lack of funds 
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- lack of appropriate instruc-
tional materials supplies 

- lack of resource personnel 
(special education, voca­
tional, other) 

- principals unable to select 
staff 

- lack of bilingual education 
teachers and staff 

- lack of space 

lack of bilingual education 
teachers 

- lack of space 
- different languages and levels 

in classroom 
- split grades - not enough 

students per grade 
- lack of evaluation/testing 

materials and personnel 
- lack of resource personnel 
- lack of funding 
- inexperienced principals need 

training 

- lack of support personnel 
services/special education, 
vocational, other) 

- lack of funding for private 
resource hiring 

- for some principals, lack of 
interest and involvement in 
parent advisory committees 

- lack of parental involvement 
in school affairs 

- old buildings 
- lack of space 
- lack of funding to upkeep 

support, or acquire new ones 

It seems that these selected elementary Chicago Public 
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school principals are encountering a lot of problems which 

according to the data gathered, appear to hinder the 

effective implementation and administration of bilingual 

education programs in their schools. Still, they are 

responsible for implementing and administering the 

programs. 

SUMMARY 

Chapter III presented data gathered to answer 

questions which related to the tasks that selected Chicago 

Public School Principals are performing and which tasks are 

they delegating for the implementation and administration 

of state funded bilingual education programs; the 

relationship between the ranking of time spent on these 

tasks and the ranking by principals as to the importance of 

the tasks and the problems experienced by the principals in 

implementing and administering bilingual education 

programs. 

Chapter IV addresses 

conclusions, recommendations 

the study. 

the summary of results, 

and further implications of 



CHAPTER IV 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

SUMMARY 

Bilingual education programs for Limited English 

Proficient Students (LEPS) have been mandated in Illinois 

since 1973. There are a great number of such students in 

the Chicago Public School system. The school principal is 

responsible for the implementation and administration of 

bilingual education programs. 

The research study intended to ascertain the specific 

tasks that selected Chicago Public School Elementary 

Principals were performing for the implementation and 

administration of bilingual education programs at their 

schools. 

The following questions served as guides for the 

research study. 

1. According to the professional literature and 

research, what are the tasks recommended for the 

administration of bilingual education programs? 

2. What tasks do principals perform and what tasks do 

they delegate to others? 

3. What is the relationship between the ranking of 

how principals spend their time on various tasks and the 
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ranking by principals as to the importance of those tasks 

for the implementation and administration of bilingual 

education programs? 

4. What are the problems experienced by selected 

Chicago Public School Principals in administering bilingual 

education programs? 

In order to accomplish this goal, a review of the 

professional literature and research on the subject of 

administration of bilingual education programs was 

conducted and a list of tasks present in the literature and 

research was compiled. 

A survey consisting of a written questionnaire and a 

personal interview was conducted in three selected 

elementary school districts identified as the ones housing 

the largest number of Spanish-speaking Limited English­

Proficient Students (LEPS). All 58 principals in these 

districts were sent the instrument. Forty-three responded. 

Twelve principals volunteered for the interview. 

The data collected were entered in a computer and 

analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences (SPSS) and the crunch Interactive Statistical 

Package ( CRIPS) . The Spearman Rank order coefficient of 

correlation test of significance at the .OS level was used. 

Also, the Wilcoxon Signed-Rank test was utilized to test 

the statistical significance of differences between the 

rankings of the tasks and six variables from the 
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demographic data. 

The results, guided by the research questions, were 

reported in Chapters II and III. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The following conclusions were derived from the 

analysis of the data collected in the study. These 

conclusions relate only to Chicago Elementary Public School 

Principals administering state funded bilingual education 

programs for Spanish-speaking Limited English Proficient 

Students (LEPS) 

Research Question No. 1 According to the 

professional literature and research, what are the tasks 

recommended for the implementation and administration of 

bilingual education programs? 

Major Conclusions 

1. According to the data collected from the review of 

the professional literature and research, the tasks 

recommended for the administration of bilingual education 

programs were derived from federal, state and local 

guidelines, rules and policies. 

2. The most common tasks present in the professional 

literature and research for the administration of bilingual 

education programs were: 

Identification, selection, and placement of students 

Recruitment, selection and training of staff 

personnel 



Program models selection 

curriculum and instruction 

Forming parent-advisory bodies 

Evaluation of students 

Evaluation of programs 

Fundings Budget management 

Record keeping activities (reports, etc. to funding 

agencies) 
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3. It was found that in Illinois that the tasks were 

also derived from state and local rules, policies and 

guidelines and were found to be very similar to these in 

the review of the professional literature and research: 

Identify Limited-English Proficient Students (LEPS) 

using the Multilingual Data Form 

Place identified students in an appropriate bilingual 

program 

Select an organizational model (self-contained, etc.) 

Identify staff facilities 

Identify appropriate curriculum and instructional 

materials 

Begin instruction 

Provide staff orientation and/or inservice training 

Form a bilingual advisory parent committee 

Evaluate student progress 

Update student instructional categories at the end of 

the year using the Bilingual Information Form (BIF) 
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Other/Additional task 

4. Selected elementary Chicago Public School 

principals were found to be spending time on these tasks 

for the implementation and administration of state funded 

bilingual education programs at their schools. 

Consequently, it can be concluded that these principals are 

implementing and administering the bilingual education 

program at their schools as per guidelines. 

Minor Conclusions 

l. There is no comprehensive administrative manual or 

guide available at the time of this research for use by the 

elementary Chicago Public School principals in the schools 

housing bilingual education programs which identify or 

include among other things, the tasks for the 

implementation and administration of state-funded bilingual 

education program. 

Research Question No. 2 - What tasks do principals 

perform and what tasks do they delegate to others? 

Major Conclusions 

l. The principals in the study ranked placing and 

identifying students in the program, and evaluating 

students progress as the tasks on which more time was 

spent. This could be attributed to the moderate to high 

rate of transciency of students. Everytime students 

transfer in or out of the program, these tasks are needed 

to be performed. 
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2. Principals ranked tasks such as beginning 

instruction, selecting an organizational model, and 

updating the instructional categories at the end of the 

year as ones in which they spent less time. Al though 

principals are responsible for the instructional program, 

they do not perform actual instruction, as it is the 

teachers' responsibility to do so. Organizational models 

are set in place when a principal takes over a school. 

Only when there is a need to make changes to meet the 

diverse instructional needs of the students, do principals 

perform this task. The task of updating the students' 

instructional categories is done at the end of year in 

preparation for next year's organizational and 

instructional changes. The principals in the study did not 

rank identifying and selecting staff, as tasks in which 

they spent time on, as this is done by the Department of 

Personnel in the central off ice, but they considered this 

task to be important, and most commented during the 

interviews that they would like to have the opportunity to 

select their teachers. 

3. The tasks ranked high in importance by the 

principals were: placing and identifying students, and 

identifying appropriate curriculum and instructional 

materials. It can be concluded that the implementation of 

the instructional program appeared to be a priority for 

these principals. The principals ranked tasks such as 
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evaluating the student's progress, updating the students' 

instructional categories at the end of the year and forming 

the bilingual advisory committee as the least important 

task. Although the evaluation of students' progress is a 

task that takes time to perform, for the principals in the 

study, this task was reported during the interview as being 

not too important for them as administrators because it was 

performed directly by the teachers. The tasks of updating 

the students' instructional categories and forming the 

advisory committee are tasks that are performed once. As 

such, they do not take too much time, and as a consequence, 

it can be inferred that these tasks were not considered to 

be high priorities by the principals in the study. 

4. Delegation of tasks played an important role on 

the time spent on task and on the importance of the task. 

As principals expressed during the interview that they 

prioritized their tasks, they delegated much of them. 

5. Tasks that were performed by the principals rather 

than delegated to someone else, were: selection of 

organizational models, identification of staff and 

facilities, providing staff orientation and/or inservice 

training and forming the bilingual advisory committee. 

Tasks that were most often delegated by the principals 

were: identification and placement of students in the 

program, identification of appropriate curriculum and 

materials, beginning instruction, evaluation of students' 
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progress and updating the students' instructional 

categories. 

Minor Conclusions 

1. Principals in this study expressed during the 

interview that some tasks were performed in an 

administrative team situation. The principals, together 

with teachers, counselors, or other administrative 

personnel would perform tasks such as the identification of 

curriculum and instructional materials, staff orientation 

and/or inservice training. 

2. Tasks were delegated to bilingual teachers, 

counselors, assistant principals, lead bilingual teachers, 

and chairman of committees, so as to provide the principals 

with time to perform other duties. 

3. The principals in the study expressed in the 

interviews that they received assistance from a district 

coordinator. These resource persons were viewed as the 

experts on the subject and the principals saw their 

services as needed to implement the program as per state 

and local guidelines. 

4. Principals with less experience seeked assistance 

from more experienced principals in their district. More 

experienced principals consulted with each other when in 
•" 

doubt or unsure about new information or new programs. 

5. The principals used state rules and local 

guidelines as sources of information on the implementation 
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and administration of the bilingual education program at 

their school. Also, test data and research were used. 

Other sources of information were conferences attended, 

services provided by the bilingual coordinator, books, 

publications and teachers at their school. 

Research Question No. 3 - What is the relationship 

between the ranking of how principals spend their time on 

various tasks and the ranking by principals as to the 

importance of those tasks for the implementation and 

administration of bilingual education programs? 

Relationship Between the Ranking of the Eleven Tasks 

by Time Spent and Importance of Tasks and 

sex of the Respondent 

A significant difference at the . 05 level was found 

between time spent on task and importance of task and sex 

of the respondents. The male principals in this study had 

a higher coefficient of correlation between time spent on 

task and importance of task than did the female principals, 

suggesting that male principals were more likely to spend 

time on tasks according to the importance they attached to 

the task than were the female principals. It might be 

concluded that the gender of the principals influenced the 

ranking of the tasks by time spent and importance of the 

task. 

Bilingual-Nonbilingual 

Eventhough the bilingual principals in this study 
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seemed to spend time more in concert with the importance 

they attached to the tasks than did the nonbilingual ones, 

there was no significant difference at the .OS level 

between the bilingual and the nonbilingual principals. 

This seems to indicate that being bilingual makes no 

difference in the ranking of the eleven tasks by time spent 

on task and importance of task. 

Years of Experience as a Principal 

Principals in this study with thirteen or more years 

of experience seemed to spend time on task according to the 

importance of the task more in accordance than did those 

with twelve or less years of experience. Nevertheless, 

there was no significance difference at the .OS level 

between the ranking of the eleven tasks by time spent on 

task and importance of task and the years of experience as 

a principal. This may indicate that the years of 

experience as a principal made no difference when ranking 

the eleven tasks by time spent and importance. 

Years of Experience Administering 

Bilingual Education Programs 

Principals in this study with ten or more years of 

experience administering a bilingual education program were 

more likely to spend time on task according to the 
.. 

importance of the task than those principals with nine or 

less years of experience. There was no significant 

difference at the • OS level between the ranking of the 
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eleven tasks by time spent on task and importance of task 

and years of experience as a principal administering a 

bilingual education program. This might suggest that the 

years of experience administering bilingual education 

programs made no difference in the ranking of the eleven 

tasks by time spent and importance. 

Size of Total School Student Population 

Principals in this study administering schools with a 

total student population of 801 of more seemed to spend 

time on task according to the importance of the task more 

in agreement than those principals having 800 students or 

less in their building. There was no significant 

difference at the . 05 level between the ranking of the 

eleven tasks by time spent and importance of task and the 

size of the total school population. Suggestions that the 

size of the total school population made no difference when 

ranking the eleven tasks by time spent and importance. 

Size of Bilingual Education Program student Population 

Those principals administering a bilingual education 

program with a bilingual student population of 251 or more 

seemed to spend time on task according to the importance 

attached to the task more in agreement than those 

principals ad~inistering bilingual education programs with 

250 students or less. 

There was no significant difference at the .os level 

between the ranking of the eleven tasks by time spent and 
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importance of task and the size of the bilingual education 

program student population. This might indicate that the 

size of the bilingual education program student population 

made no significant difference in the ranking by the 

principals of the eleven tasks by time spent and 

importance. 

Research Question No. 4 What are the problems 

experienced by selected Chicago Public School Principals in 

implementing and administering bilingual education 

programs? 

Major Conclusions 

1. The following problems derived from the study, 

were considered to be the most common ones in the 

interview: 

Lack of support services (specialized, etc.) for the 

Limited-English Proficient students 

Lack of bilingual teachers 

Lack of sufficient funding 

student transiency 

Lack of consistency in policy interpretation 

Too much paperwork 

Lack of test instruments 

Lack of inservices 

Lack of proper physical facilities 

Lack of materials and supplies 

Lack of interest and support from parents 
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Difficulty with integrating bilingual and non­

bilingual program demands 

Difficulty with implementation of program components 

Lack of English as a Second Language (ESL) program 

support 

Low numbers in Intermediate/Upper grades affecting 

program organization. 

No problems with the support services from the 

district were expressed. 

2. These problems were found to fall under tasks 

identified in the professional literature's research such 

as curriculum development, development of learning 

resources, selection of staff, organizing for instruction, 

staff development/training, use of resources and/or support 

services, physical plant, and school/community involvement. 

Implications Derived from the Study 

The following recommendations were made by the 

principals in the study during the interview for the 

implementation and administration of bilingual education 

programs: 

To have system-wide testing of students to compare 

progress 

To provide programs for over-age illiterate students 

in native language 

To provide programs and models to meet the needs of 

intermediate/upper grade students which are few in 
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To promote for more funding for the program 

Maintenance bilingual programs are needed to become 

really/fully bilingual students 
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To provide for more teacher aides so as to provide for 

assistance the different instructional needs 

To provide for inservices to administer the law: 

"can't implement it don't know." 

To increase services of bilingual diagnostic teams 

(special education) 

The principal must have the oppportunity to select the 

teachers 

To provide for more clear, definite guidelines for the 

exit criteria of students 

To reduce class size 

To provide for more bilingual teachers that are fluent 

in both English/Spanish 

To provide for a bilingual lead teacher 

To provide all-day kindergarten programs 

To improve parental involvement and provide for more 

parent training 

To involve parents, teachers and students in the 

decision making process (and administrative team) 

To provide for more computer labs for students. 

RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE STUDY 

1. As the principals interviewed expressed that the 
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main sources of information used for the implementation and 

administration of the bilingual education program were 

state and local rules, policies and guidelines, they could 

benefit from a complete manual for the implementation and 

administration of state funded bilingual education 

programs. Following are suggested topics for inclusion: 

the philosophy of the program, 

clear guidelines and criteria for identification, 

selection and placement of students in the program, 

citeria for movement within and out of the program, 

available curriculum and materials, 

organizational models, 

available resource personnel, 

list of specific tasks for program implementation and 

administration, 

problem-solving techniques, 

procedures for forming parent advisory bodies 

2. Better training programs should be developed by 

state and other higher learning institutions for 

administrators of bilingual education programs in Chicago. 

3. The Chicago Public School system must provide 

better training and inservice 

teachers, and parents involved 

programs on an on-going basis. 

programs for principals, 

in bilingual education 

4. To facilitate their transition into the 

administration of the programs, new principals and/or those 
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principals having no previous experience in administering 

bilingual education programs should be receiving intensive 

training in the following areas: 

philosophy of bilingual education, 

rules and policies, 

curriculum and instruction, 

culture and folklore of the target population, 

tasks for the implementation and administration of the 

program 

s. Principals administering bilingual education 

programs should be provided with the latest research data 

on the implementation and administration of the program. 

6. The opportunity to select the bilingual education 

teachers should be given to the principals. 

7. More bilingual staff at the local school level 

should be provided to assist the principals in the 

implementation and administration of the programs. 

8. A support system for new and/or less experienced 

principals administering bilingual education programs 

should be instituted in the Chicago Public School System. 

More experienced principals could be assigned to assist in 

problem solving the new or less-experienced ones within the 

district. 

9. More funding is needed to properly implement and 

administer the bilingual education programs in the Chicago 

Public School System. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE STUDY 

1. A similar research study should be conducted at 

the high school level in the Chicago Public School System. 

2. Research should be conducted on other government 

funded bilingual education programs such as Title VII, 

Refugee, Immigrant, etc. to ascertain the tasks for the 

implementation and administration of those programs in the 

Chicago Public School System. 

3. A comparative research study should be conducted 

which focuses on the similarities and differences in the 

tasks for the implementation and administration of non­

bil ingual programs and bilingual education programs in 

Chicago Public Schools. 

4. A replication of this study should be conducted in 

five to ten years in order to ascertain changes in the 

tasks for the implementation and administration of state 

bilingual programs in Chicago Elementary Public Schools. 

5. A research study to ascertain the tasks for the 

implementation and administration of state-funded bilingual 

education programs in other urban, suburban and rural 

districts in Illinois should be conducted. 

6. A study of the impact of the current school reform 

movement on the tasks for the implementation and 

administration of bilingual education programs in Chicago 

Public Schools should be undertaken. 

7. A comparative research study should be conducted 
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in Chicago Public Schools to determine the similarities and 

differences in the tasks for the implementation and 

administration of bilingual education programs in smaller 

elementary school districts in Chicago Elementary Public 

Schools. 
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SPECIAL PROJECT REQUEST--CHICAGO PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

SUMMARY INFORMATION 

Project Title _______________ _ 

Purpqse 

Time 

Sponsor 

Approval 

Funding 
OIAllCTOJt•, AUT~ORl't.A1'10N 

PROCEDURES: (Explain in detail the procedures lo be used - if neceuory otloeh additional copy) 

locationi (Schools, Offices, etc. - if necessory otloch listing) 

lnstrumentsi (Specify and attach sample) 

IDENTIFICATION 

Nome·-----------------------------------------

Present Position'-------------------------------------
Reason for Study ___________________________________ _ 

Home Address----------------------- Home Phone ______ _ 

Business Address---------------------- Bus. Phone·--------

Signature ________________________ _ Dote _________ _ 
.._.,01 
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. ~Department of R••• ere I\ and E•aluatlon 

SPECIAL PROJECTS 

Guidelines and Procedures 

Special Projects to be conducted in the Chfcago publfc schools should 
conform to the systemwide goals and objectives adopted by the Board of 

:Education and. fn general, should not: 

• be dfsruptfve to the program of fnstructfon 

• contain advertising or bfas 

• involve usfng pupils to distribute announcements or other materfals 

• fnvolve the prfvacy of pupfls, parents or teachers wfth respect to 
relfgion, race, socfoeconomic status. political opinions or other 
personal matters 

• requfre the use or release of school test data 

• require access to school records 

• require the release of pupils', parents', or teachers' names 
and/or addresses 

•.require pupils or teachers to complete questionnaire, inventories, 
or tests 

• be too time consuming for staff or children 

Requests for special projects are to be submitted on the Spectal Request 
fonn available from: 

Charlene w. Godwin 
Department of Research and Evaluation 
1819 West Pershing Road, 5W (n) 
Chicago, Illinois 60609 

Return the application form (original and first two copies) to Ms. Godw1.n, 
along with an abstract of your proposal (thesis, dissertation project) 
fndicating its purpose, metfiodology. and expected outcome/value. Requests 
should be submitted early enough to allow for review and processing which 
usually requires a minimum of six to eight weeks. 

The review of the request will be coordinated.through the Department ~f 
Research and Evaluation with the appropriate staff responsible for the 
specific areas related to the special project. After the request has been 
reviewed a written response indicating approval or disapproval will be 
provided. 

you are NOT to contact the prospective schools until approval Is received. 
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CHICACO·PUBUC SCHOOLS 

Jo~ept-i \\_ lee 
Df>pµ1\ S"P'""Mlf:nd+'"t ·>' S<:h<)ol• 

February 25, 1988 

Dear Principal: 

M-a,.,Jord 8\·ci 
Gt>nf'~a! SupenNe.,de•H oi Schoo' 

This is to Inform you about the Implementation of a research study 
entitled: "Administration Tasks In the Implementation of Bilingual Education 
Programs.• This research study Is to be conducted by Ms. Olga Villalba, a 
doctoral candidate et the College of Education, Administration and 
Supervision, Loyola University. The main focus of the study is to analyie the 
similarities and differences between the tasks for the administration of 
bilingual education programs present in the literature, and the task for the 
administration of bilingual education program actually performed by Chicago 
Public School principals. 

The protocol Includes and Is limited to the following activities: 

School principals of the selected sites {as per application} will 
complete a four-part questionnaire, "Examining Administrative Tasks in 
the Implementation of Bilingual Education Programs.• 

A short Interview will be conducted using the Examining Administrative 
Tasks In the Implementation of Bilingual Education Programs--Pr!ncipal 
Interview form. This Interview will take appro1imate1y·15 minutes and 
will be conducted with twenty randomly selected principals. 

The researcher will provide you with a letter which briefly states the 
purpose of the study and provides a guarantee of anonymity of all data 
collected. Ms. Olga Villalba will contact you to present the project In 
full detail. Your cooperation In this research study Is requested. 

Jiil: imw 

cc: Or. Carole Perlman 
Mrs. Clara Rosiles 
Mrs. Aracelis Figueroa 
Or. Olga Kaszubowski 
Mr. frank Ventura 

S ncerely, 

.~ 

Our Cftildrf'n . . . 0•1 I ut11rr 
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February, 1988 

Dear Principal: 

I am currently conducting a research study that attempts to identify and 
analyze the tasks for the administration of bilingual education programs 
performed by the elementary school principals in the Chicago Public Schools. 
This study has been approved for implementation by Loyola University and the 
Chicago Public Schools. 

To gather data for this study, I am asking you to complete the attached 
questionnaire. I will also be conducting interviews on a small random number 
of principals. If you would like to volunteer for the interview, please fill 
out the form below and return it along with .the completed questionnaire in the 
enclosed envelope. 

Please be assured that the data collected will be confidential and will 
only be reported by district. 

I appreciate your taking the time to participate in this study. Thank 
you for your cooperation. If you have any questions, please feel free to call 
me at 292-5255 or 327-7320 after 5:30 p.m. 

rtt 
Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

~L).l.Q.l~.__/ 
Olga ~illalba 
3600 N. Lake Shore 
Chicago, Illinois 60613 

I am interested in participating in the interviews. I understand all informa­
tion provided is confidential and that my anonymity is guaranteed. 

Name: 
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ADMINISTRATIVE TASKS IN THE IMPLEMENTATION 
OF BILINGUAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS 

PRINCIPAL QUESTIONNAIRE 

I. GENERAL INFORMATION 

Bilingual 
Yes 

Number of years of experience as a principal 

No 
Other Language 
(If Yes) 

Number of years of experience administering a bilingual education program -----------

Total student Population in your school 

Total Bilingual Education Program Student Population in your school 

Number of Bilingual Education Programs in your school 
(Other than State Funded-More than twenty) 

Funding Source Cs>--------------------------------------------------------------------­
(State, Title VII, etc) 

School Organization -------------------­
(Pk, K to 6, K to 8) 

Have you participated or will participate in training and/or inservice sessions 
dealing with the implementation of the bilingual education program? 



II. Following are ten tasks that have been identified for the administration of bilingual 
education programs. 

I 

1. Rank According to Time Spent: Please rank the tasks 1-11 according to the 
amount of time you spend on them during the school year, e.g. a ranking of 1 
should be given to the tasks on which you spend the most time, and, finally, a 
ranking of 11 should be given to the task on which you spend the least time. 

2. Rahk According to Importance: Please rank the tasks 1-11 according to their 
importance e.g., a ranking of 1 should be given to the most important task and, 
finally, a ranking of 11 should be given to the least important one. 

RANK ACCORDING TO TIME SPENT TASK RANK ACCORDING TO IMPORTANCE 

1. Identify Limited-English Proficient Students (LEPS) 
using the Multilingual Data Form 

2. Place identified students in an appropriate 
bilingual program 

3. Select an organizational model (self-contained, etc.) 

4. Identify staff and facilities 

5. Identify appropriate curriculum and instructional 
materials 

6. Begin instruction 

7. Provide staff orientation and/or in-service training 

a. Form a bilingual advisory parent committee 

9. Evaluate student progress 



III. 1. 

2. 

3. 

10. Update student instructional categories at the end of 
the year using the Bilingual Information Form (BIF) 

11. Other/Additional task 

What specific problems have you encountered in the implementation of the 
bilingual education program at your school? Please List 

What recommendations would you make for the implementation of the bilingual 
education program at your school? Be Specific 

Comments: 
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I. 

ADMINISTRATIVE TASKS IN THE IMPLEMENTATION 
OF 

GENERAL 
1. 
2. 

3. 

BILINGUAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS 

PRINCIPAL INTERVIEW 

INFORMATION 
sex: F __ _ M __ _ 
Bilingual: No __ _ Yes ---Language: 
Years of experience as a principal: 

4. Years of experience administering a 
bilingual program:~~~~~-

5. School organization: PK-8 K-8 
K-6 Other ---

---
6. Total student popuilation in school: -----7. Total student population in bilingual 

program:__,..---,-----
8. Have received inservice and/or training on 

the implementation of the bilingual program: 
Yes No ---

II. QUESTIONNAIRE (Please refer to Part IV} 

A. The following questions would serve to 
clarify some of the data obtained from the 
previously completed questionnaire: 

1. How many of these tasks do you actually 
perform? Please list by number. 

2. How many of these tasks do you delegate? 
Please list by number. 

3. To whom do you delegate these tasks? 
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4. Do you receive any assistance from resource 
personnel outside your school for the 
implementation of the bilingual program in 
your school? 
Yes From whom? In what area? 

No Why not? 
~~~~~~~~~~-

5. In your opinion, is this service needed? 
Yes Why? No Why not? 

~~-

6. Do you seek assistance from other principals 
in your district when needed? 
Yes Explain.~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

7. Do you have documents to assist you in the 
implementation and administration of the 
bilingual program? 
Yes What are the sources? 

~~~~~~~ 

No~~-

8. What sources of information do you use for 
the implementation of the bilingual program 
at your school?~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

B. The following are the results of the 
Principal Questionnaire previously completed 
about the tasks for the implementation of 
bilingual programs. The tasks were ranked to 
according to A. Time spent on task (Most to 
Least), and B. Importance of task (Most to 
Least). I would like to discuss these 
findings with you, so as to clarify some of 
the data obtained. 

A. Time spent on task (Most to Least) 
1 10 

Most 1. Placement of Students in Program 
2. Identification of students 
3. Evaluate Students Progress 
4. Identify curriculum and Materials 
5. Provide Staff Orientation and Inservice 
6. Identify Staff and Facilities 
7. Form Advisory council 
8. Begin Instruction 
9. Select Organizational Model 

Least 10. Upgrade Students Instructional 
Category at End of Year 

11. Other 

B. Importance of task (Most or Least) 
1 10) 

Most 1. Placement of students in Program 
2. Identification of students 
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3. Identify curriculum and Materials 
4. Identify Staff and Facilities 
5. Begin Instruction 
6. Select organizational Models 
7. Provide Staff Development and Inservices 
8. Evaluate Students Progress 
9. Update Students Instructional Category 

at End of Year 
Least 10. Form Advisory Council 

11. Other 

c. Please check (X) from the following, the 
specific problems that you have encountered 
in the implementation and administration of 
the bilingual program at your school: 
1. Lack of bilingual teachers__,, ____________ _ 
2. Lack of materials and supplies ________ __ 
3. Lack of consistency in policy 

interpretations regarding the implementa­
tion of the program (student assessment 
and placement, exit criteria, instruc-
tional program, etc.) __________ _ 

4. Lack of Tests (Sp.L.A., E.S.L., etc.) 

5. Lack of interest and/or support from 
parents ________ __ 

6. Transiency of students ________ __ 
7. Lack of sufficient funding for the 

program ____ ...,_...,._--
8. Lack of training and/or inservice for 

administrators, teachers, etc. ------...,..---9. Lack of district support and/or commitment 

10. Lack of proper physical facilities...,.--...,.------
11. Lack of support services for the limited 

English proficient students __________ _ 
12. Too much paper work and/or record 

keeping, etc. dealing with the bilingual 
program~----,..----

13. Difficulty of meshing bilingual and all 
English program demands ________ __ 

14. Instructional program components ----------15. Other 
--------------------------------------~ 

D. Pleae list your recommendations for the 
implementation and administration of the 
bilingual program: ____________________________ _ 
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·~·): ::t:•l-J. ~ * ;t-::1 '.l'* :.tll-~ ~ !:·'>: '!- ~: f'. -~ '* •-~ ~").X·lit::t. tt :t l:HHHt •**°*** 
-i:*l>-** 

1 ••••••••• 1. .••..........•..• 1 ••••••••• i. ........ r 
0 l 6 B lU 

~ 1 sto9r~w rto~ancy 

~3tt1 ~rr 
::_.ti') i)t·V 

~3 :~ Kur-.-: 
F-:~.r1.::;c 
~5un · 

M:?ol 1-1.n 
11;,.r 1 ll.ll( !: 
SkQ«Jo~·.; s 
I': 1111 IT UIT 

e.ooo 
8.123 
-.996 
l.000 
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~; S.!. i fl"=: ': C,:, ES. 4 
t :r r_ r~~L 3 .. l f CH: t-:;..-: Vff:/C:"':.: 

j\,. t; ~- 1 ! • (1(1. ·.,;, .1-,: (;-l ~ .i~c· [ti" :JOGlK VM/C.MS 

. 
4 . 

15 
•, .. 

rri.;-ar 
:T•'_-~g 

' $ 

s :Jf':tW 
.;.~~ : :-ur: 

1 O C O.~i·S 

V;,.: UI: 

;:; • 00 
6.00 
r.oo 
>::.oo 
9.01) 

10.00 
11.00 

e ... :~1:?. 
10.0<)G 

.61.:."t 

.-109 
~ !. • O(hJ 

;.pr- 89 ~;'-"E;~,· 
,, :3;):l3 Ur11v .. ot 

.. ('1-..;if!l'N<~ ~·11~£. ~~'< :·i· 

Va I ue L~tit i 

V;-.: U£; rt o'Jt r.c '.; 

.c, 
6 

~ 
9 
~o 
u. 
0 

fO'!;i I 

*** ... ~~·* 
~-~.it J;:; -:+'1*'** 
~-~~~~~i14*~**~~~* 

:_:, 

:'~ .. 
I 

ll< 

1(1 

.... :3 

•'rrc !.nt 

.o 
2:.:::: 
'f,( 
·;t.~ 

::.6.3 
'.H.'I 

.'..3 
;::;: ~ 3 

10(1 .. V 

V~. I i 1l Cum 
f'crc U1t f'!:rcent 

9.1 9.1 
3,.0 12.1 
6.1 18.2 

11'~ .. 1 30.3 
?.L2 51.5 
<'lo.to 97.0 
J.O 100.0 

I': IS.Sins -------
100.0 

.'!·O occurrences 

{: W-l( <' <* ~~ l ~*~**<!:·~*"' ••1' •it~~~~ ~iHl!W'll·M*** 
*** r •.....••• i. ••••••••• 1 ••••••••• 1 ••••••••• 1 ••••••••• r 

u ~ -~ 12 16 20 
~1s:o9rarr frtouency 

-~ r; ~rr ~ -: ... ~?. [ M-:.:di.U\ 9.000 
fJE;'V .. v .. r 1 ~.roe£: ;(,716 
~:: •1r ~ 3h:e·.Jri~·,;s 1 .2'52 

: ~~.rt·::-;r ~=· .. :~in rrrmr b.000 
-.:u:-1 · Z.91 .· '".:() 

:• ' r1•:, ' 11; 
.-.. :: ~ :3 .. 1 ffJt~ VI": ··~::'1'::: 
!~G i at (nic~so L2~ 30:;1~ Vl'l/C:MS 

VJ.lid C:um 
:,.'t;;.lU£ !-rt:.e.H.rtr:v 1 '2r·:tfti. f·erct'nt t·c~cent 

0 

. ( 
';,. o,;1 

~11 ~? 

100 ,, i) 

.... ,:3 
9. !> 

8'5.l 
11: i :;sing 

100.0 

4.0 
14.3 

100.0 

• '\O oc turrences 

·"~ .. oo ""~* 
0 5.00 
•) c. .oo 
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f"H:::0'.3,.!'"; 

!"ti··· :JE 

I.) 

0 

18 

7.00 
8.DO 
9.00 

•·).00 
ll.00 

• 10.(/t l 
.ooo 
.1(1 
.:5G1 

1; .uoo 

........... 
·al!~ l>~ ~*~ ~ * ~ ~ ~iHHH-l!J:~·Al-!: f ~ U ~ ~-~-!i ~*~·~·fl:** I"''*'* 

l ••••••••• t ••••••••• ; ••••••••• 1 ••••••••• 1 •••••••.• I 
t.) ·~ t: 12' l6 20 

M!S~o~rAn irequency 

i':tl) i >.II 
1Ja.r1.a.nc:J 
E:1<t1Jflt!>~ 
M1ninun 

'?:3 ;~1 Mi$.;1n•; C-!:.it!S 22 
~:::'S~;w ~< f~t·L~J\!:_;f. :;; .. 1 ( Qf\ lP,;~ Vf':/(::-r;;,\ 
Univ. Ot l I I lf!O:·.; -1~ (n10.go (BM 30:31K VM/CMS 

')•JT'-i::.~:u~-1 l~1t:•'>)f(JJ'.N~£ 07 I:::rn2 o·H:u; 'ASl".S 

~f, :-7 :-:. 
~-.~ . .., 
r: .. !Jr" s; l ~ 

E K<?':J 
;·;!~"'. UIT 

V~fut: f.FE:OUE:r1cy 

:::: 1 
10 1 
l~ :.~o 
0 2"1 

To-i;al '13 

Vio. l U£.: 

f·i:rc tr1t 

2.3 
2 '; 

'16:~ 
4E:.e: 

100.0 

V.:.I iJ Cum 
i'i:rctrii f'crcent 

~. ':) 
..... tr 

90. <; 
i':i!;s1ns 

100.0 

4.5 
•O, 1 

lOt~ .. o 

.~~o oi:currenc:es 

3.00 ~** 
I.) 4.00 

0 6~00 
7. ~)0 

0 8.00 
(• 

•** 1 ~U~ *~•t'~**•~~*~-~~-*~~~4~~11~•t«***«~**~Mt«~~•~*~**~* 

• :..,c.;1 
., .. '.)'.)u 

• .:::·1 '1 
• 1-'il 

11.(100 

i ......... t ••••••••• l ••••••••• 1 ••••••••• 1 •••••••• 
u 4 8 12 16 

M·sto1r•~ irequency 

E·t o t:.:r-r- ... j6 .... i':i:o i <:.11 
'.7.-l';t: 1'1'1·~· •• f09 Va.r 1.111.::J 
£, L ~<ut-t .'?b~ !:.•K£."i.H1C'S~ 
;~.lf\'1~ .000 Mi l"l 1nun 
~·Uri' - 000 

Vl"iC'.'!S 

~c O F'IN".SH 
~b co••~no lirie~ read. 

i.i err"'rs •li:!·i;ec:tea. 

180 



~ 
./ 

) 

3 .. e.:~b·r 
4.5662 
4. 1•_;00 
4. ';/j;.;3 
5 -~1'::~;-~: 
6. ;.5;33 
·~ .t.10~~; 
f; •• t,Cf~.{ 
7. OfffO 

10. "W:,6{ 

ANl\LYSl:> i:-o:\ 
USE I No \lf»LU~ 

SEX = 2 ro 
8IO Vl<;UA6L;: 
W'.!113~ c1;: '·· 

2 = H:i:MALE -*"**~ H~l SPE.NI **B• 

TASK 
l 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
'? 

10 
11 

8 

::1~11 N 
97 17 
62 16 

121 17 
116 1'f 
74 18 
92 16 
83 18 

106 113 
82 18 

1:_:3 16 
6& 6 

8. :31;;)0 
.a.. 1:li1 
4,j;5j6 
~.'5111 
5. I1J09 
5. ?!JOO 
5 .. ~:~:89 
<:, .. 8.23U 

·~1 7.1116 
10 7 .6 1:.;n; 
'\ 1 10. :;'.:j33 

TP.SK .::ui '~ 
1 18,:.. ~o 

2 H'f 39 
:3 276 41 
4 250 11 
5 193 42 
0 216 39 
7 197 42 
8 2.5"( 41 
9 18? 41 

10 :.:.:36 39 
11 22z.. 21 

:\\J£ 
&. 'f0'.J9 
~~.;31::-0 
"/.1176 
6.t~i..30 
... llll 
0. {\)00 
4.611 L 
5.::·::32: 
4 .. t.Jt1tl6 
(. 6>> ''5 

10.88~.j 

.t;VE 
4. !JtJOO 
:3.'i692 
6. "!317 
6. i)'-J{~. 
4 .b'?fJ2 
6. 30 If 
~. ?":?'.; 
0 • . (~f;.tj.;, 
4.!.>610 
'( .2.3:j3 

lO.:..'f14 

i'tt). ~ 

'(Q 

Z.9167 
"L916l 
(., .0000 
'.j,3:.;33 
L .. 3-r~o 
'j, 1.5>33 
6.166'1 
<L291/ 
9.0~l°IQ 

10.1315 

0.81~ ";J. .. 
SEX 

2 

lt•lt*~ lW'wf\IANCE* 

SU\ N 
t•O 16 
39 14 
F.1'1 1!.i 
ro 15 
69 16 
n 10 
96 16 

106 16 
8~ 14 
82 10 
66 6 

AVE 
3.1250 
2:.7857 
!.J.6000 
4.6667 
4.3125 
5.2667 
6.0000 
6.6250 
6.0714 
8.2000 

11.0000 

2. (:;3-, 
8. lZtiO 
1. 312.0 
4. 666-1 
'6.?.667 
'.;.6000 
6.0000 
6. Or l ~ 
6.62.60 
8.lOOO 

11.0000 

0.4273' 

SU1 N 
116 40 
109 :..~ 
2'1!'... 39 
l'rO -.;.·~ 
W"t 40 
208 ;;9 
2;:<1 40 
:3oti 4<) 
"='13 a& 
291 ::B 
;:3,:: ;:·:::. 

.4VE 
2.9000 
Z.8684 
!;).5128 
4.8718 
4.6750 
5.3333 
!;).6000 
7.6250 
6.l.316 
B.8182 

10.5909 

2 Vi . .1\CL u:P!:i ~; HJDENTS 
'5 '.oi:L~C r o:~GANilAr ll.)NAL MO 
4 lL•:..Nn~·1· STAFF 
f J.:.'.C:NiffY <:URRICUU.JM 
6 ~~GIN lN~lAUCTION 
:~ :~·iO'.'ICE IN-:>EHVICE TRAIN 
-:; f :1fi1" r,;NlSOHY f'Aki:NT COM 
8 i£V !\i_IJA rt:: :>TUCEN T PRO GR\;:§ 

10 IJP!J.l\ll. SlUJJ:::.NT CAll60R 11\ 
"1 1.ffHER TASKS J 

2 lCENf I~V LEPS STUDENTS 
i':..!\(;l L!.:PS SWDENTS 

.::i :O::Lt:Cf 0:~1;ANIZACIONAL r-iO 
4 :IJ:: .. NHIY STAFF 

I CENT H'Y C.URRICULuM 
l-2.:GlN lNSTFlllCTION 
1:·,;3JV~Gt: IN-:;ERvrcE TRAIN 
f Of(i~ AlJV 1 SOHY f'.111-\c:NT COM 
:~<1,\LUATE SllJCENT l"ROGRES 
.)f'.j)~ .• JL sruornr CATLBJRU: 
0"1-iER TASKS J 
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1 

j ~ 
J 

) 

j 

) 

1 3. f6'h 
2 4.u:.ioo 
3 4 .':)610 
4 4.t,%2 
5 4. 6'i'0'5 
6 6.09(6 
7 6.26:33 
8 6.3011 
9 6. 731/ 

10 7 .333,3 
11 10.Sf11 

ANALY~:> i=o;~ 
LJS:: IN:l Vl'.LUL 

BIL .. l TO 

SIO ~:11•-r! ,'\l>L~ 
fH\N,;:..:. ck l 

1 : V'.:"'.'C· -
***** nr.[ SPE.N"f -ia~~* 

TASK SLM N 
1 31 11 
2. 3'f 11 
~: 84 11 
4 59 11 
5 45 11 
6 60 11 
7 58 11 
,;· -· eo 11 
9 42 11 

10 8f 11 
11 6Lt 6 

NO. 2 ' rn 1 
BILINGUAL 

NO. Z ' l:IJUNGUAL 

<:.. :"63i 
<." .9000 
4.6750 
4.E:iHI 
\5. :3::.33 
L.blL8 
j,,61)(lf) 
6.1:;;~6 
!.GZ30 
8.Sl<JL 
10.~ 

:t. 

o# 

2. ICENf ffY 1.EPS STUDENTS 
1 l'i..ACL l.l'PS Sl UDENTS 
5 Si~L ECT Oi~GAN I ZA f IONAL MC1 
4 rn::Hrn y STAFF 
6 u::rnr ffY CURRICULUM 
3 BUHN lN:.1 mlCHON 
·r l"hOVIDE IN-Sl:':i~VICE TRAIN 
9 rnrnw: AIJVl SOllY f'Af·(t::NT COM 
3 EVf\WATt:: :>TUCENT PROGRES 

10 lll'DATL srnm:.NT CATLGORIE 
11 OTHER f ASKS 

***~'If lM'\IHl~* 

SU'\ N il.vrl. ~ 
·1·~ 11 4.0000 
31 :1 Z.8182 
,;,..::: 11 t..6364 
13 11 3.9091 
1!L 11 3.6182 
63 ~1 5.7273 
tJ9 11 t..3636 
89 11 8.0009 
·11 11 6.4!:·45 
'7'3 10 9.3Q(l() 
6!..1 6 10.8333 

RANK OHl.lrn BY BlO VARlAJ::i.! .. NO. I: '- BlL.lNGUAL 

1 
2 
~: 
4 
!:"1 
6 
7 
8 
9 

2. :3182 
3.:3636 
3. ;3182 
4. Ol'O'i' 
5.:?,.ll.'f 
5.3636 
5. 'i091 
1. z:r';::·1 
·r. e·361 

2 lCENflt'Y U:OP:l STUDENTS 
ti h. .. l\Cl. LlPS STUDENTS 
1 s.ou::cr Ll;~(lANilAf lONAL MO 
l 11':::.Nllll' STAFF 
l Il:ENrIFY CURRICULUM 
3 l:li GlN lN:.muc.:1 ION 
6 PAOVIDE IN·SC:t~VICE TRl\IN 
9 I Ol~i'l AllVlSOllY l'Af<i'N'f COM 
3 EVf\LUA'fl.£ SrLICENT PROGRES ,..... 

CXl 
N 



?.3000 
10.:3333 

********!!« W·;O rm: HlIS l:tlN lS 0 \ 

ANALY~I:> FO:~ !HO VAiU/\J;L~ NO. -;: ' BILINGUAL. 
USEIN3 V/\LUi. f!llN3L o;: 2 lO 2 

E:lL .... ~ ro 2 = .!::l.Q 

***** Hfl'.l SPENT *., .. ,. ~Hilt< llw: ·,Jfn ANCE* 

TA.SK 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 

1 
2 
~. 

·~ 

4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

1() 
H 

**"** 

TP,3K 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

;o1;M N 
1!:i l · 29 
llO :i:.B 
19£ 30 
191 30 
148 31 
Hll lJ3 
139 31 
lff 30 
145 30 
1S9 :z.:~ 
157 H.1 

3.92.136 
4 .4tl31' 
4."lHZ. 
4 .. 8333 
5.,~069 
5.91)00 
6.:~66( 
6.<iOOO 
6. 4t:.13 
7. ion 

!.(l. 'l66'f 

AVi:: ~Lt'\ AVE 
!..o.ZOe.'i' ·(;;; 2.4828 
·3. 92.B6 113 2.8889 
6."1000 1~·3 b.4643 
6.366'1 141 5.2500 
4. -042. il!o !J.0000 
6.1643 145 5.1786 
4.483;i# 16L• b.6897 
o.9000 216 7.4483 
4.fJ333 162 6.0000 
'f. lO"fl 198 8.6087 

10.4667 16t: 10.5000 

RANK Drl!J::.R BY BIO Vllf:lPBd: NO. 2 ' 

l 
( 
!5 
9 
1 
8 
4 
3 
6 

10 
11 

!l)ENT!FY u::i>:.> :>TU1iEN f:; 
f'i..l\CL LlPS ~:rum.NH> 
~:>1:.Lf.:(; f 01~6!\NILA r IONA:_ MO 
10::..NTll Y S1AH 
!l}l::NTffY CUHiUCU.LH 
1:-!i.:GlN 1N31 r:ucnoN 
1>1\0V !Cl:: IN·:)EIW!Ct: rn:·IN 
f Of!i'i: /'.!JV l SOl!V f'rf:i..N'! ((1,1~ 

:~Vl\LUAlt: :'.:TUC£N \ ~;·!~.1~1G ~.~S 

UP!J/'.TL snm:N-1 
OTH:Sl~ 'f A.t:K:> 

CF, u.:JUL 

{) .. .;,.;:;:6 -

48-2.8 
.8.:t::~ 
.oooo 
.1 'i86 
.:?::.:.oo 
"·~b·~3 
.6<39'{ 
.0<)00 

•'ttlt::3 
60if/ 

.::;ooo 

'l)fl'.l SPt:Nl **KU· -ll!lH!~ lf'l"'o)f!l ANCE* 

;ou1 N AV:!: :::u1 N AVE 
91 19 4./89!:1 !_,o 18 2..7778 
81 19 4.2:632 61 rn 3.3889 

15(., 20 1.n:.00 ·:t2· 18 L.1111 
12.B 20 6.4000 63 1B 3.5000 

6b 20 3.Zt.00 y:1 18 "1.3889 
108 rn 6.0000 91 H 5.3529 
83 20 4.lLOO lff;t 18 6.0556 

i~~o 20 6.0000 1:3:3 U3 7.3889 
96 20 4.BOOO 131 l& 7.ZHB 

10 Uf'l!ll H. S TllD~.NT CA 1 LGOR IE 
11 OTHER TASKS 

Bll.lNGUAL 

1 Il:ENTIFY LEPS STUDENTS 
2. f'Lf\{.;l LEPS STUDENTS 
!j Siol.£CT Oi~GANIZA f IONAL MO 
6 l!J::.NTII '( STAFF 
4 !CENf!H CURRICULUM 
3 l:!LulN lN::. l r:UCH ON 
'/ Pl'.OVIDE IN-S:::1W I CE TRAIN 
9 I Olli"l AIJVlSOIN f'Af\t.:NT COM 
8 EVALUAH£. srncrnr f'ROGRES 

10 LIP!Jllll STUD~.N·1 CAlLGORIE 
11 OTHER fASl<S 

-00 
w 



10 130 
11 108 

1:3 
10 

l .ZL22 
10.t:OOO 

130 
10i 

14 
10 

9.2857 
10.9000 

R.A.NI< OH!><.!: l:IY I:: J (t V /',~i NO. 'I " YUJ t~i Oi' lXP <t.LNEF:AU 

1 3 .'.2.600 
..,. 4.1~00 
3 4. it.:3l. 
4 "i. -i89b 
5 4.fOOO 
6 6.0000 
7 6.0000 
8 6.4000 
9 7.(2/..2. 

10 7 • -ff,00 
11 10.8000 

lHfltHltHU l!kO 1or1 THIS f:UN lS o. 1818 

.ANALYSIS i:oa 1310 VA:~ NO. ·i "' Yl~Al~S CF Ex;:· (££!\IERAU 
U£EIN3 VALUE flAN3r 07 12: lO 100 

YEARS EX (•'OEN> ~ ~ 

***** nfll:E s:>cNT uitu ilou 11~:·01nANCE* 

TASK SU1 N 
1 
·/ 

3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 

89 20 
60 19 

116 20 
11:3 20 
119 21 
12.$ 20 
106 Zl 
l'.31 20 

8£1 20 
1-19 20 
1()3 10 

1 3. 4211 
2 4.4000 
3 4. tdOO 
4 5.0'l-l6 
5 5.e.6M 
6 5.8000 
7 5.9000 
8 6.4000 
9 t .. ::.:;;oo 

10 7.4oOO 
11 10.3000 

/\Vt:: 
4.4500 
3-42.Ll 
b.8000 
o.9000 
ti.666( 
c,.q.OOO 
t... o~-r6 
6~:.:1-500 
4. '1000 
I. 4.',,)0 

10.3000 

St:M N 
64 21 
15 19 

lil 20 
126 20 
103 21 
11'3 .':l 
10~: .d 
164 i.1 

s-·::: 19 
ltil 18 
113 11 

AVE 
3.0476 
2.36&4 
t...8500 
6.3000 
4.9048 
5.3810 
ti.1429 
7.8095 
·1.8947 
8.3889 

10.272:7 

2.-2.681 
::::.ot:-16 
1. :~94( 
4. 'iO<I€: 
'5. l 129 
ei~::J::no 
:~,, t,jt)Q 
6 .. :;:(H)0 
·1 .:.:;:u;-o 
8. ::::r:,~r? 

10.U27 

VI.Oii:{;> Cl: ::::<; · (fflUNGUALl 

1 lCENT lFY LEPS STUDENTS 
Z f'L-ACL: LlPS Sl UDENTS 
4 St:.LEC r 0:~6AN1 ZATIONAL MO 
5 lDi..NTllV 'STAFF 
3 1 CEN f ff Y CURRICULUM 
6 1:.a;1N tN:.n1uc1 ION 
l P1'\0VU:£ IN-SC'.l~VICE TRAIN 
9 fOl<i>: Al1VlSOHY fWfr:NT COM 
8 EV.~.LUA'IE SfUCENT PROGRES 

10 tlPIJATl sru1x:.NT CAllGORIE 
11 Of HER TASKS 

2 !CENT ll'V LEPS SfUOH•TS 
1 f'U\CL LlPS Sl UDENTS 
9 St:LECT Oi~6ANILA'f IONAL NO 
!.J lll4-Nl!fY STAFF 
l lCENrll'V CURRICULtJM 
6 l::i.:G!N lNSH:UCTION 
3 P1\0VII:t: IN-SE;~V !CE TRP.IN 
4 f OHi•~ AUVlSOHY f'Alfri'rf COM 
8 EVIi.LUA rE :::rn0ENT F'ROG;:;:ES 

10 UP!JAH: SIUIJ:;.N'f U11LG:)RIE 
11 OTHER T ASl".S 



" i 
.. 

USEIN3 VALUi.: Jll1N3::c Or 
YEARS EX (SIL> .. .1 

****"' lll":E S»fJfl *BO· 

TASK l:C.Ll'1 N A\lt: 
1 91 16 b. 6€:'/lj 
2. 60 16 4.062.5 
3 118 18 6.bt.&6 
4 113. 18 6.2.1!:3 
5 75 18 4.1661 
6 .;,9 10 6.6000 
7 85 18 4.·rnz 
8 103 H 6.05Gt3 
9 73 1"I 4. ?.9'11 

10 lli 16 'f. l<.60 
11 ?6 7 10.e:..11 

4.062.15 
z 4.166? 
3 4.l.941 
4 4."f2C2.: 
::1 5.6:H!:) 
6 6.0b8;; 
7 6.l.ff\3 
8 6 .. ~bt16 
9 6.6000 

10 T. l?t.O 
i J, 10. fi:5'/-l 

0 ro 9 
TO 91 

t, .. c, v 
~ ~ ~** l~"i:Jf<l ANCE* 

~t:M N 
4<'. 16 
49 16 
90 16 
69 16 
10 16 
f2 H:i 

10Ll 16 
11\3 16 

·=n 16 
116 13 

~1;; 8 

0.3909 

AVE 
£.6250 
3.062:5 
b.6250 
4.3125 
4.3750 
4.8000 
6.562:5 
7.3750 
6.0625 
8.9231 

11.0000 

2.6ZOO 
3.062'1 
4.31<'.ti 
'l.:nt.o 
4.8000 
b.6Zb0 
6.062.5 
6.!.i62:b 
"f.3£50 
8.%31 

11.0000 

AN:\LYS1:3 ::O:< IHO VAi~ NO. o ·' Y>~fl:~::; CF EX;> hHUNGUALl 
USE I No Vl'.LUi.. fll\1113~: (I? 10 lO 100 '""!fU-

YEARS ::-:x (f.:IL> = 10 O:~ MORE YEARS 

***** lll':L: SPC::NT **"'*• ll-Jtll-k• 111\:·.::irn AlllCE* 

TASK. ~1~1'1 N A\IE :.:t.ri N AVE 
1 91 24 3. -191 ·1 H 24 3.0833 
2 S2 .?.3 3 .'56'.52 60 ·;·) Z.7273 
3 lf•B 23 6.8696 1 ~"ti 23 ti.4348 
4 1'.3{ 23 !5.9\56:5 121 23 5.2609 
5 118 24 "l.9161 lii 24 4.8750 
6 14{ <'::4 6 .1:?.60 136 H 5.6667 
7 112: 24 4 .6667 119 :?4 4.9583 
8 154 Zi 6.416"/ 18/ 24 7.7917 
9 114 24 4. -ir.oo 136 22" 6.1818 

10 1f2 23 ., • -Ht33 175 .?.0 8.7500 
11 1"16 14 10.'12:86 14!:! 14 10.3571 

1 ICENiH'Y LEPS STUDENTS 
2 h.A(;l u.ns SHIDENTS 
4 31'LECT ORi'\ANlZAf IONAL MO 
!.l llJ::..N"fIF Y STAFF 
6 1C£Nf1FV CURRICULUM 
3 Bt..61N INOilr.llC1ION 
'i 1>i;ovrnE IN-s::MICE TRAIN 
·r f Ot!i': lllJVISOl<Y f'AHioNT COM 
8 EVf\LUArE STUCENT PROGRES 

10 Uf'IJl\ll !HUDSNI CAT£GORIE 
11 IJIHER TASKS 

. q, 31,,,'i f1 



TPSt SLli N 
1 177 38 
." 139 3( ~ ... 
.;:· 259 39 .. 234 ~9 
5 te2 40 
~. 2:36 3J 
7 180 40 
8 240 39 
9 182 3~ 

\0 2r6 3., 
\1 201 19 

II\/£ 
4.6&79 
3.7'563 
6.6·110 
6.0000 
4. titJOO 
6.'.3/:.H 
4.6!:':!0 
6.1:S3:5 
4.66.S? 
f .1':i9'5 

10.!..789 

6 = STUCENf t>OP <GEN> 
9999 

::L:M N 
110 38 
104 ::;6 
2'0£ 37 
180 3( 
1"19 38 
194 37 
<:14 38 
290 33 
7.24 36 
270 31 
?12 20 

AVE 
Z.8947 
2.8889 
!.i.4595 
4.8649 
4. 7105 
5.2432 
b.6316 
7.6316 
6.2222 
8.7097 

10.6000 

RANK Of<l.12.f' l:<Y BlO VAHlABi...l NO. 6 ::. SHIUE.NT P,)f· <GENl 

1 3. T'56:~ 
2 4.!.!!.·00 
3 4.6Zo0 
4 4 .. f.t,.79 
!5 4.666' 
6 6.0000 
7 6.1'53:~ 
8 6.3?!:M 
9 6.d10 

10 7 .4~9!.! 
1~ 10.0139 

AN!1LY~;1;; ;:m IHO VA:H/\EL:'. NO. 6"' ~:;TUCENT POP <GEN) 
USE I N:O. V 1'.LUE 1:111113L Or I lO BOO 

STUDEN f:.5 >=OP <t~ENl "' L ;~·:,~.; OR £0 800 

........ ii nii:i.: SPC.Nl *11-~·lt·I *IHlH< 11'1' 'uf:l ANCE * 

T~.SK ~LN N AV::. SL:M N AVE 
1 H n 4.L294 ti1 n 3.0000 
2 64 16 1.0000 44 1'5 2.9333 

~! 104 17 6.11"t6 ~.~, 
J~ 16 t.i.1250 

4 i 10 n 6.f6H <36 16 5.3750 
5 9( H: t..3839 '(9 1'f 4.6471 
6 lH 16 ·r .1,:00 ff" ~ 16 5.1875 
7 79 18 '1.3~::;9 Sib 11 L .. 5882 
8 91 1" ., o.O;.)% 11~ 1f 6. 7t:A7 
''iJ 80 18 4.44•M ·7~ HJ 6.2667 

10 l..!.8 ll ( .529~ 126 14 9.0000 
11 76 7-• 10.8'&71 H '/ 11.0000 

---·--·----

l. EEIH!:'Y LcP~) STUDENTS 
1 f 'l .. .f1CL L.LPS ~; lLIDENTS 
l5 :_;;~:u::c r O;~GANllAHONAL MO 
4 lD[N1.lF Y STAFF 
6 li:SrH Jn CURRICULUM 
8 l:i..falN HE1f;•JCTION 
r ;.>;;1)VICE IN-:o..:HV!CE TRAIN 
~ f Of<ir AOV 1 ~;C•HY f•Akt..Jlll COM 
8 EV.~UJAI:': :·:rncfNT PROGRES 

10 Uf'Df-.'IL ::::lUD2.~H C;AH.:GORIE 
11 OTHER r ASf::s 



•' 

~· 

1 4.0000 l 
2 .q .38~~9 "1 
3 4.1441 9 
4 4.L?94 1 
5 5 .O.:d6 ~~ 
6 ~· .. 3t:::S' 5 
7 .-:. .. ~ 116 3 
8 6. -, c"H " 9 7.). ~:50 6 

1t) 7.L;";'.94 10 
11 10.8011 l1 

1CC:NCIFY LtfJ~~ :.C'.YUL:i:::N !;) 
l'L ... Cl LLP!:; S; i lJD:: rff S 
:3:oU:Tl Oi~GMH Li1 i I Ol'i/\L MO 
lIJ:NTif Y SlN f 
IDENri::y cu1;;.;:1CLLLM 
I::t..f..lN 1N::.:11;uc·1 JON 
:>,;ovrri:: ! N -~.~;~\/ t Ct:: mt\IN 
rDHi<: !\!JV H:ut!Y I 'f\f iL.N'I cot. 
r::VALUA n~ ~:;TU,::::N f ::·i;oG,;:::s 
llPJJl\lL snm: N'f C:f1"i.:b8f:lL 
OTHC:R ·r t\:i.f'.3 

0.5182. 

~;:: .. s-:.,:;:33 
3.0000 
'\,64{1 
~ .12t10 
o.1:375 
!.>. :3?LO 
ti.'5::&2: 
6.;";:6C1 
6.164( 
9.0000 

11.0•)00 

***** HME ~l~t:J~T *lllili· .ii*~ Ill lM''>JHl ANGE* 

TASK ::LP'1 
l l(H) 
c 7o '-.-, 15b .;:, 

4 1 'i 
5 8~1 
6 
7 
f' 
9 

10 
11 

l '2 2: 
106 
l.4';;" 
!02 
).~::. 

l 2't1 

3. 5{1·;. 
z :;:.t.:6:i6 
3 ~~11.Sl'i 

4 4.n,:;z 
~I 4 • "'::.){! 
6 5 ... '!091 
1 5.i::o'iio 
8 7. (l<;f..>l< 
9 7 .. G'?·:5:~ 

10 7 ."1000 

i\J .WE SU'I N AVE 
4."(61~' v:;r 21 2.8095 
3.'SfH 6!) 21 2.8571 
r. O~bt• :;:o 21 ti. 714::: 
0 .. 40'11 'il·i 21 4.4762 
3 .. 8636 :.oo 21 4.7619 
b .. St./'7·j 111 21 5.2t:57 
4.8H:.2· l i 9 21 !J.0667 
r .G9'52 1 rn 21 8.3:::::;3 
4. t:".>r 1 1 ;:(! 21 6.1905 
·1 • 41JOO 1.44 1T 8.4706 

10.·1167 .t :j~..) 13 10.3846 

RA.NK (Jf:lkf~ I::Y 1-:J(i l/J\.f;lAl:U. NO. 6 

i. IDrnfFY L::::;·~'.. :::·cu=Edn> 
L f'i..ACL LLPS E ·: UU::.:·:'!S 

·3;.:1_sci o:~·>A~~l/d !ONP.L t10 
7 lD~NTli Y S1Alf 
9 CC~Nf ff y CIJ1~:u n .. :_1~1'1 
.q l:<f..f,lN lN.:. I f.:llC:TlCIN 
t PS.UVIC!~ IN-~~~:~vrc::. fi7\AIN 
3 f Clfii': P.UV l SOiiY f 'AHC.NT {;01': 
:~ ~:".V:\LUI\ ft: ·:;yu~EN :" e;;fJti,;~s 

10 Uf"DA.H. E:ILJV'. NT O:A'!:..<:.~tfil[ 

2.:.;:09:;; 
:?.8~71 
4.H62 
4.'1619 
:5.1657 
tt. 6661" 
!:). (113 
6. l'i(l!.J 
:~. :;333 
8.·H06 

2 ICENT ffY LE?'3 SrLIDErJTS 
1 l'i .. llCL LLPS ~; l UD£:NTS 
(.) S!ol.£CT o:~faANIZAI IONAL MO 
3 lIJ<.NT H Y STAFF 
6 ICt:Nf U:Y CURF:ICU'...·JM 
4 I::C:.C-ilN lNSlr.llCTION 
r p1;,ovrn£ IllH:::;:;~VI CE TRAIN 
9 fOfii~ l\!JVl~:Ol1Y f'J\f.;dH COM 
<3 C:V!ILUAT£ STLJC£Nf PROGRES 

10 llf'l.IAlE SfUD'.:.N'I CA"flGORIE 
11 OTHER TASKS 

~ 

Silll.lrnT f·CJf• (GENl 

1.CENI !t'Y LEPS S fUDENTS 
Z f'LllCL UPS E.1UDENTS 
4 s::Lt::e r o;;:CiANIZA f {ONAL MO 
!:! w::.NY If Y STAFF 
6 ICENfifY CURRICULUM 
-, t!i..t. l N lNS lRLJCl ION 
3 Pt\OVIDt: lN-~}t}WlCE TRAIN 
9 FOf\1'. AllV l ~;OHY f'Akt:NT COM 
8 EV.~LUAf~ ~>'fUCEtfi PROGRES 

10 llf'll/\k S;lLJU::.NT CAIE.:GORIE 



11 10. H6f 103346 11 01:-fER TASKS 

iHHHHHHHHHf HllO f'Of( THIS FMN lS 0.6091 

AN,'\L YS 1 :; ::01;: tHO V M< I .'\k.L:.£ NO. ., .. ;:;rucrnr POP tBIU 
USE ING V/\LUi. f!Jl.NS~: CJ,~ 1 ro 9999 

STU::lflll f3 ;.::o~:· onu "' ALL . 
lHf"'** llf':[ !:;PE.NT *~·~·· lClllC·•l( 11'1~'.JHTANCE-t 

TASK f.l~M N AV::: ~LM N AVE 
1 170 ·:{I 4.t.946 109 3( 2: .. 9459 
2. Df 36 3.80;56 102 3'5 2..9143 
3 251 38 6.60!.i3 19.3 36 b.3611 
4 232. 3~~ 6.10:53 ll2 36 4. Ti78 
5 17[. 3'1 4 .48(2 169 37 4.5676 
6 229 36 6.3611 192 36 5.~::333 
7 179 3~ 4 • ti8S'7 206 37 b.5676 
8 231 3\3 6.0(:39 262 37 7.6216 
9 174 38 '!.fJ789 ;:;21 3b 6.3143 

10 ?.f'.3 :36 ·r. fU.2. 'l.67 30 8.9000 
11 189 18 10.!.iOOO 200 19 10.5263 

RANK OfiJJrn BY BlO VA~:lAKl: NO •. , • snm:NT f•Of• {SIU 

1 
2 .. , 
.;, 
4 

3.800.:';6 
4.'lfft2 
4 .')(:~y 
4. tiB9-t 

5 4.,j9·16 
6 6.0ftl9 

6.10:53 
::.: 1.: ... 3611 
9 6.6<X)3 

10 7. -12'2:2 
ll i.o.,:iooo 

... ~ .... rl.11:[ SPt:.N'f *lH·lH-

TASK ~-=u1 N ,wi:: 
1 103 21 .q .'i'048 
... 19 :?.O 3 .. 'i1:.:iOO 
3 131 ;(1 6.!.i:38 
4 131 21 6 .. :s~~3~3 
5 108 u 4. 90>'1 
6 1:?.0 :?.O 6.0000 
7 lOU 22 4 •. , i't."f 
8 p·; 2.1. :::.~16b 
9 106 Zl 4 .t!l8.2. 

11) 160 20 l. 7,:.00 

11 9f; 9 10.s:.;::9 

-----·~--- - -·- --·· - . -- ~·----

0.3909 ....__ 

2.·;;u3 
Z.9459 
·L 06'6 
4.-Ui8 
0~:.:;:,:.·_::3 

!J.~61 l 
'.5.c56f6 
6 .. 81·~3 
'f.6216 
a. ·:;-ooo 

10 • .:.;_63 

l(*l*l ll'l''LltilANCE* 

SL:M N AVE 
t..6 ;:·1 2- ... ::.t.67 
54 20 2.7000 
91 zo ". 9500 
93 20 4 ,i;'.!5l)(I 

101 Zl 4.8095 
101 :-:o 6.3500 
1 ?.9 Zl 6.1429 
143 21 7.0476 
119 zo t.i.'?500 
143 17 a .. 7t)59 

'Iii 9 11.0000 
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l :;:: . 9;500 
2 4 .. -r·1z~1 
..;, 4.G.t~i. 
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o. ~'500 
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l 1.0000 
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10 llf'l.illH. STUDEN"f GAlU:iDRIE 
11 Cff.-lER TASKS 

TASK :C:Ui N .~Vt SL:!". N AVE 
1 
. .,. 
3 
4 
5 
!£. 
7 
::: 
9 

10 
d 

1 (! 
11 

1.:.T 16 
:5:3 16 

114 17 
'?!5 .lf 

i:..-i n 
i o·;j 16 
74 n 

j (i'i lt:. 
68 16 

1 :,:~3 16 
9:t 9 

4.rnn; r_;~; 16 3.3125 
3.67.00 48 15 3.2000 
6. "(()lj')i 9.1!? 16 t..8750 
0.0:;6:2: 79 16 4.9375 
3.9"!12 (:.::_: 16 4.2500 
6.Bl:Z.o E6 :.6 5.3125 
4 .3b?.$1 n 16 4.8125 
6.<HZo 1;,::4 l.6 8.3750 
4 .2.t.00 ::.o·::: 1 !j 6.BOOO 
·r .6:3To 119 J3 9.1538 

10.1111 ] 01 10 10.1000 

RANK UlilJ::J: BY bl u v M: l 1\l:U. NO. -, = ~; i uu::.Nr f'Of• CB.Ill 
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Wilcoxon Signed-Ranks Tests File: prncp l Date: 06-25-1989 

FILTER: None 

Dependent S.D. T Signed Ranks Z 
variables N Mean Di ff. (P-Val) + Tie (P-Val) 
-------------------------------------------+-----------------------------------
TEXP2 I 

6. 182 I N 4 5 2 
11 3.842 0.16 I Mean 0.11 

6.000 (.8783) I Rank 5.750 4.400 (.9153) 
TEXPl I 
-------------------------------------------+-----------------------------------
IEXP2 I 

6. 000 I N 3 3 5 
11 2.898 0.00 I Mean 0.00 

6.000 (1.000) I Rank 3.500 3.500 (1.000) 
IEXPl I 
-------------------------------------------+-----------------------------------
TBILX2 I 

5.545 I N 3 5 3 
11 2.687 0.90 I Mean 1.49 

6.273 (.3902) I Rank 3.667 5.000 (.1367) 
TBILXP1 I 
-------------------------------------------+-----------------------------------
IBILX2 I 

5. 909 I N 3 3 5 
11 1.401 0.43 I Mean 0.43 

6.091 (.6759) I Rank 2.833 4.167 (.6707) 
IBILXP1 I 
-------------------------------------------+-----------------------------------



::Jepencient S. D. T Signed Rc.:-tks Z 
variables N Mean Di ff. (P-Val) + Tie (P-Val) 
·------------------------------------------+-----------------------------------

TFEM I 

.. 11 

TMALE 

6. 000 I N 
2. 948 

5. 909 
0.10 

(. 9205) 
I Mean 
I Rank 
I 

4 3 

3.750 4.333 

4 
0. 21 . 

(. 8316) 

-------------------------------------------+-----------------------------------
IFEM I 

l l 

I MALE 

6.000 I N 2 3 6 
1. 673 

6 '000 
0. 00 I Mean 

(1.000) I Rank 3.500 
I 

.667 
0 .11 

(. 9153)' 

-------------------------------------------+-----------------------------------
T8ILN I 

11 

TB I LY 

6.000 I N 5 4 2 
3.847 

6' 000 
0.00 I Mean 

(1.000) I Rank 4.300 
I 

E.875 
0.21 

(. 8316) 

-------------------------------------------+-----------------------------------
IBILN 

6.000 
11 

6.000 
IBILY 

2.145 

I 
I N 3 

0.00 I Mean 
(1.000) I Rank 3.333 

I 

3 5 
0.11 

:; . 667 (. 9153) 

-------------------------------------------~-----------------------------------
TPOP2 I 

6. 000 I N 4 4 3 
11 3.464 0.00 I Mean 0.32 

6.000 (1.000) I Rank 4.875 ~.125 (.7498) 
TPOPl I 
-------------------------------------------+-----------------------~-----------
IPOP2 

11 

IPOPl 

6' 000 

6.000 
1.789 

N 3 
0.00 I Mean 

(1.000) I Rank 3.667 
I 

5 
0.11 

.333 (. 9153) 

-------------------------------------------+-----------------------------------
T8ILP2 I 

6.000 I N 4 4 3 
11 4.313 0.00 I Mean 0.00 

6.000 {1.000l I Rank 4.500 4.500 (1.000) 
TBILPl I 
-------------------------------------------+-----~----------~--------~---------
I8ILP2 

6.000 
11 2.191 

6.000 
IBILPl 

j 

I N 5 
0. 00 I Mean 

(l.000) I Rank 3.700 
I 

2 4 
0. 96 

750 (. 3387) 

-------------------------------------------+-----------------------------------
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