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ABSTRACT 

CA TINA C. HUBBARD 

THE SELF-EFFICACY OF SPECIAL EDUCATION DIRECTORS IN THE 
STATE OF TEXAS 

MAY 2009 

The purpose of this study was to examine the self-efficacy of special education 

directors serving in public schools in the state of Texas. Within the review ofliterature 

the following key components were identified: special education administration, self-

efficacy- theoretical perspective and self-efficacy and outcomes-based research. A non-

experimental design using survey methods was used. The survey was sent to 235 special 

education directors identified in the Texas Council for Administrators of Special 

Education 2007-2008 directory. The response rate was 23% of the surveys were 

completed and returned. Descriptive analysis provided means and standard deviations of 

the personal, professional and district characteristics of the respondents under study. 

Inferential analysis was perfonned to detennine which variables significantly co-varied 

with each of the 8 items on the self-efficacy scale. The Analysis of Variance (ANOV A) 

included multiple regressions to determine the magnitude of difference and significance 

for self-efficacy prediction among the variables. Regression analysis was perforn1ed to 

detennine which combination of independent variables predicted self-efficacy. 

Even though this did not indicate significance in predicting self-efficacy among 

directors of special education it did allow for examination of demographic variables as 
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predictors of self-efficacy among special education directors in the state of Texas. This 

examination did allow for some topics of discussion . The age, gender, and personal 

health of the special education directors in the study appeared to predict a high level of 

self-efficacy on the dependent variable, "I believe I can succeed at most any endeavor to 

which I set my mind." In addition, the district characteristics of size and NCLB student 

sub-populations (African American, Hispanic, Economically Disadvantaged, Special 

Education) did predict a high level of self-efficacy on the dependent variable, "Compared 

to other people, I can do most tasks very well." In addition, when examining the general 

self-efficacy of the special education directors in the study it was found that those 

directors with five to nine years of experience in the field indicated a higher level of se lf

efficacy than those directors with zero to five years of experience and those with 10 or 

more years of experience on two of the eight self-efficacy dependent variables. The two 

dependent variables noted were, "When facing difficult tasks , I am certain that I will 

accomplish them" and "In general, I think I can obtain outcomes that are imp01tant to 

me." Thus those special education directors with five to nine years of experience perceive 

themselves as possessing a high level of self-efficacy on dependent variables two and 

three of the New General Self-Efficacy Scale (Chen, Gully, & Eden, 2001). Implications 

and recommendations for future research were identified. 

Vll 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Page 

COPYRIGHT ... ...... ........... .. .. ... ...... .. .... ............. .. ........ .... ....... .... .... .. ........ .... ..... ........ .. iii 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ..... ... ... .... .. ................... ..... ... ... .... ... ...... ..... ..... ... ... .. ....... ..... iv 

ABSTRACT ... .. .. ...... .. ..... .. .... .... ....... ...... .. ........ ........... ..... ..... ........ ...... ..... .. ..... .. ... .... ... vi 

LIST OF TABLES 0 00 • •••• • •••••••• 00000 ••• ••• 0 0 00 0 0 0 •• 0 0 0 ••• 0 •••••••••• •• ••• •• •• 0 0 • • 0 0 0 0 ••• 0 0 • • •••• • ••• ••• • 00 0 000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 X 

Chapter 

1. INTRODUCTION ................ .. ....... .. ... ................ ....... ........... ...... .. ... ... .... .. .... ... 1 

Statement of the Problem ....................... ... .. ....... .. ........... ... ....... .. ....... .. ...... 5 
Purpose of the Study ......... ..... .... ............ .. ..... .. ... .................. ... .......... ... ... ... 6 
Research Questions .... ...... .. ..... .. .. .. .. ... ............... ... ..... ........ ...... ............ ... .. .. 6 
Implications of the Study ............. .. ..... ............. .. ............ ........... .......... .. ..... 7 
Defmition ofTerms ....... .......... ... .. ... ............. ................. ................... .... .. .... 7 

II. SPECIAL EDUCATION ADMINISTRATION ......... oooooooooo . ...... ............ . ... .. . 9 

Self-Efficacy- Theoretical Perspective ........ .... ... ...... . oo ........... . ............... 19 
Self-Efficacy and Outcomes-Based Research .. .. oooo oooo .......... .... .......... oo ... 22 

III. METHODOLOGY .. oo .... oo ... oo •• oo . 00 0000 .......... .. ........... 00 • •• 0000 000 oo ....................... . . 33 

Research Questions ................... ......... ..... ..... .................. ....... ................... 33 
Participants ........ ........... ... ... ............................... .... .... ..... .. .... ...... ..... ... ...... 34 
Instrumentation .. ............. .... .................. ....... ....... .... .. .... .............. ............. 36 
Survey Instrument ........... ..... .... ..... .......................... .. ..... .... .... ... ... ....... .... . 3 6 
Data Analysis .. ... .......... ...... oo 00 ................................ 00 .00 ... . ..................... . . 

00 3 8 
Independent Variables ............ ............ ....... ....... .............. .. ............ ........... 38 
Dependent Variables .......... ........ ............ ....... ..... ... ................. .. .. .. ..... .... ... 40 
Limitations ..... ........... ...... .. ....... ................. .. ....... .. ...... ... ..... ............. .... ..... 40 
Delimitations ...................... ..... ... ............ ..... ....... .. ... ......... ............... .... .... . 42 

Vlll 



IV. RESULTS ...... ............. .. .. .. ..... .. ... ... .. .. .... ..... .... .. ...... ....... ...... ....... .......... ... ... ... 43 

Demographic Characteristics .. .... .. ....... .. ... .......... .... ....... ...... ... ...... ... ........ 45 
Inferential Analysis .......... ... ....... .. .. ........... ..... ..... ... ... .... ..... .. .. ...... .. ..... .. ... 52 

Research Question I .... ...... .. ... .. ...... ....... .... ...... .. .... .... ............... ....... .. 52 
Research Question 2 ........... ............. .. ................. .. ... .................. ... ..... 55 
Research Question 3 .. ... ... ........... .... ... ............ .. .... ..... ... ...... ............ .. .. 56 
Research Question 4 .. ... .. .. .. ..... .... .... .. .. .. .. ... ... ... .... ........... .... ....... ....... 57 

Summary ..... .... ..... ........ ....... .. ... ... .... ... .. .. ................ .. ...... .... .......... ....... .... . 58 

V. DISCUSSION/RECOMMENDATIONS .... .... .... ... ... ... ... ........... .... ........ ....... 60 

Discussion of Results ...... .... .. .. ........... ..... .. .... ...... .... ... ....... ....... ...... .. ...... .. 61 
Research Question 1 ....... ....... ...... .......... ..... .... .......... ........ ..... ............ 61 
Research Question 2 ............ ......... .... .... ... .... .... ............ ..... .... .. ..... ... ... 65 
Research Question 3 ..... .... ... ...... ... ..... .......... .. ..... ... ............................ 66 
Research Question 4 ... .. ... .. .. ..... .... .... .. ... .. ... ...... ... ......... .......... ......... .. 67 

Conclusion ......... ...... .... ....... ..... ... ... ..... ............ .... ............... .... .. ... ... ........ .. 68 
Limitations .... ................... ... ........ ... ... .... .. ....... .. .. ........... .... ..... ...... .. ..... ..... 69 
Future Research .. ..... .... ... ..... ..... ... ... ... .. ........ ... ........ .... ... .. .... ...... .... ... ... .... 70 

REFERENCES .. .. ..... .. .. .................... ... .... ....... .. ...... .................... ...... ... ........ .............. 72 

APPENDICES 

A. IRB Approval ........ ..... ........... .. ..... ... ........... ..... ..... ....... ................... ... .. .. .. ...... . 76 
B. Survey .. ... ........ .......... .. .. ... .... ... .. .... ........ ..... ... .. ....... ... ....... .............. .......... ...... 78 
C. Survey Questions and Results .. ... ... ... ... .. .. .... ..... ............. ...... ........ ...... .. ...... .. .. 81 
D. Survey Questions and Results .... ......... ..... .... ..... ..... ... ....... .... ........ ... .. ........ .... . 91 

IX 



LIST OF TABLES 

Table Paae 
b 

1. One-Way ANOV A Analysis for Non-Experimental Research Design .. ..... .. ...... 39 

2. Multiple Regression Analysis for Non-Experimental Research Design .. ... .. ... .... 41 

3. Personal Demographic Characteristics of Categorical Variables 
(Special Education Directors) ......................... .... ............... .. ....... ....... .. .. .............. 45 

4. Personal Demographic Characte1istics of Continuous Variables 
(Special Education Directors) ...... ........................ ...... ........ ...... ........... .. .. .......... .. . 46 

5. Professional Demographic Characteristics of Categorical Variables 
(Special Education Directors) .. .... ..... ......... ... ......... ..... ..... ....... ..... .. ... .... ......... ...... 4 7 

6. Personal Demographic Characteristics of Continuous Variables 
(Special Education Directors) ... .. .. ..... ............... ...... .. .... .. ..... ... ... .... .. ........... ....... .. 4 7 

7. District Demographic Characteristics of Categorical Variables (Special 
Education Directors) ....................................... .............. ................. .... ... ........... .... 49 

8. District Demographic Characteristics of Continuous Variables (Special 
Education Directors) .. ........ .. ... .. ............ .......... ...... ............. .. ... .. ............... ...... .... .. 49 

9. Means and Standard Deviations for Self-Efficacy Facets: Continuous 
Variables (General Self-Efficacy Scale) .. ... ....... .. ... ........... ........ ... ............. .. ... .. ... 51 

I 0. Mean and Standard Deviation Scores of Dependent Variables .. ....... .. .. ..... ... .. .. .. 53 

11. Multiple Regression ofResearch Question 2 Self-Efficacy: Age, 
Gender, and Personal Health on Each Self-Efficacy Cluster.. .............. .. .. ..... .. .... 56 

12. Multiple Regression of Research Question 3 Self-Efficacy: Grade 
Point Average, Special Education Director Tenure, General Education 
Classroom Teaching Experience, Special Education Classroom 
Teaching Experience, and Salary on Each Self-Efficacy Cluster .. ....... ...... .. .. ..... 57 

X 



13. Multiple Regression ofResearch Question 4 Self-Efficacy : District 
Size and Student Sub-Population as Identified in NCLB (African 
American, Hispanic, Economically Disadvantaged, Special Education, 
and Limited English Proficient [LEP]) on Each Self-Efficacy Cluster .... ... .. .. .... 58 

Xl 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

In investigating the role of the director of special education many unique 

challenges that are specific to the position are revealed. Whether in an urban district or a 

rural district the issues local special education directors currently face have seen 

significant change in recent years. The decades of the 1970s and early 1980s were noted 

for legislative changes that lead to the requirement to develop and secure educational 

programs while ensuring safeguards for students with disabilities . The passage of federal 

and state legislation along with regulations more staunchly defmed the free appropriate 

education for a student with a disability. Consequently the role of the special education 

director has shifted to demonstrating program quality and effectiveness (Burello & 

Zadnik, 1986). 

Upon examination, job descriptions for special education directors found within 

the public school arena take on the look of many complexions. Differences appear to be 

driven by district size, for example, in smaller, rural districts the director may assume 

responsibility for and be a critical stakeholder in the entire special education process 

assuming the role of diagnostician along with oversight of the special education program. 

In addition, rural school districts often share special education services through a 

cooperative format. The director of special education may be required to support several 
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smaller district's special education needs along with establishing a working relationship 

with the faculty and staff of each district. In small urban school districts the director of 

special education may assume responsibility for a variety of other federal programs such 

as Title Programs, English as a Second Language, Section 504 of the 1972 Rehabilitative 

Act, and No Child Left Behind mandates thus dividing attention among many needs. The 

director may also have direct responsibilities in the area of curriculum and assessment as 

they pertain to the entire pre-kindergarten through Grade 12 population of students. In 

larger urban districts the director of special education generally is responsible for 

oversight of special education service delivery only. The position of special education 

director requires an individual with a knowledge base that captures general education, 

special education and administration. Burello and Zadnik (1986) stated that the 

demonstration of program effectiveness adds to the ever-changing and fragmented world 

of the local special education director who operates in a task environment of brevity, 

variety and discontinuity. 

Burello and Zadnick ( 1986) reported that the director of special education is 

subject to a wide variety of pressures from various interest groups with differing goals 

and intentions. The director operates within both federal and state mandates in addition to 

supporting the local independent school district policy as programs for students with 

disabilities are overseen and implemented at the campus level. In addition, the director 

engages in relationships with the local school board, teachers and parents as issues arise 

surrounding students with disabilities. 
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Lashley and Boscardin (2003) stated that retaining certified and qualified special 

education personnel is the ultimate challenge for the special education administrator. The 

role of the administrator is to support and develop the special education workforce. This 

involves recruitment, retention and professional development of special education 

teachers. They state that the special education administrator must be able to develop 

district action plans that address special education teacher retention. 

Budget preparation is also the responsibility of the special education director. 

There is a local budget to allocate and also a federal budget that must be overseen. 

Directors must pursue the collection of data on the cost of materials, supplies, equipment 

and personnel to support decision making regarding financing of special education 

programs in the local district. Often it is budget issues that arise from the school board, 

campus faculty and staff or parents as they relate to specific student needs that must be 

addressed by the director. 

Aside from establishing working relationships with the school board, central 

office administrators, principals, campus faculty and staff as well as parents, the special 

education director is responsible for administrative oversight of those individuals who 

support the special education process such as secretarial and clerical staff, diagnosticians, 

speech-language therapists, itinerant instructional personnel such as teachers of the 

visually impaired and adaptive physical education teachers as well as related service 

personnel such as occupational therapists, physical therapist, music therapists and 

orientation and mobility specialists. Generally these individuals comprise the special 

education department and are housed in a separate facility. It is the responsibility of the 
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director to plan and support staff development opportunities for the special education 

support staff, to ensure compliance with federal and state special education law and to 

support local school district policies. Additional administrative duties surrounding the 

special education support staff may include responsibility for the completion of yearly 

performance evaluations, personnel records, travel requests and absences from work. 

The director of special education must be able to address the daily task 

environment which requires the wearing of "many hats" while also being required to 

conceptualize how special education programming fits into the larger context of the 

school system thus the writer hypothesizes that the director of special education must 

possess a high level of general self-efficacy. General self-efficacy is defined as one 's 

beliefs about their capabilities to produce designated levels of performance that lead to 

influence over events that affect their lives (Bandura, 1994). A strong sense of self

efficacy will enhance human accomplishment and personnel well-being. Individuals with 

high assurance in their capabilities will approach difficult tasks as challenges to be 

mastered rather than a threat to be avoided and they will set for themselves challenging 

goals and will maintain a strong commitment to completing them. An efficacious outlook 

will produce personal accomplishments. Upon examination of the requirements and 

responsibilities of the special education director it is apparent that knowledgeable, 

competent and efficacious individuals would surely support positive student-centered 

programming and outcomes. The examination of general self-efficacy among special 

education directors is therefore important. 
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Statement of the Problem 

The passage of legislation critically impacts the delivery of special education 

services within the public school setting and has resulted in high stakes responsibiliti es 

for the director of special education. The Individuals with Disabilities Education 

Improvement Act (IDEIA) of2004 along with the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 

2001 have impacted the accountability requirements for students with disabilities. The 

media along with advocacy rights groups have elevated the popularity of parents 

litigating for students' access within the public school system consequently the director 

of special education is required to achieve a balance between both of these issues that 

often influence the delivery of special education programs and services at the campus 

level. 

Lashley and Boscardin (2003) stated that the commonly asked question , " What 

can we do to create and sustain an adequate flow of special education administrators?" 

leads to a plethora of answers resulting from the wide variety in how states endorse and 

certify special education administrators. They found that some states had been quite 

rigorous in clearly defining competencies and expectations for special education 

administrators while other states offered no definitions or guidelines. 

The position of director of special education is not immune to the shortages 

predicted as a result of a large proportion of educational administrators expected to retire 

in the next 10 years. With the prediction of retirement impacting our educational system 

coupled with ever changing legal requirements and the often looming threat of litigation 

evidence the increased demands on the position. If local school administrators are able to 
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examine the level of self-efficacy among new applicants as well as those directors who 

continue in the position then the assumption is that local school administrators will be 

able to identify individual characteristics, program characteristics as well as district 

characteristics that lead to predicting a high level of administrative self-efficacy so that 

results of programs for students with disabilities will yield positive outcomes. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to examine the general self-efficacy of Special 

Education Directors. It examined the predictive value of self-efficacy facets , individual 

characteristics, professional characteristics, and district characteristics. 

Research Questions 

1. Do directors of special education possess a high or low level of self-efficacy? 

2. Do personal characteristics of directors of special education such as age, 

gender, personal health, and financial stress predict self-efficacy? 

3. Do professional characteristics of directors of special education, such as 

highest educational degree obtained, grade point average, administrative rank, 

administrative tenure, classroom teaching experience, and salary, predict se lf

efficacy? 

4. Do district characteristics, such as size, grade levels, type of district (Urban 

versus Rural), and student sub-populations as identified in NCLB (African 

American, Hispanic, White, Economically Disadvantaged, Special Education 

and Limited English Proficiency), predict self-efficacy? 
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Implications ofthe Study 

This study examined the general self-efficacy of directors of special education . 

Self-efficacy predictive facets were examined as well as personal characteristics, 

professional characteristics, and district characteristics. Individuals with a high level of 

self-efficacy possess the capability to perform tasks effectively in a variety of situations. 

An identified high level of self-efficacy among special education directors as well as an 

identified low level of self-efficacy should lead district administrators to examine self

efficacy facets as they relate to the required job perfonnance of the director of special 

education thus leading to hiring decisions that best match the district's needs. The 

recruitment and retention of individuals with a high level of self-efficacy in the position 

of director of special education is one factor in successful administration of special 

education programming. 

Definition ofTenns 

1. Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEIA) -

reauthorized by the federal government in 2004 (Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Improvement Act, 2004). 

2. The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB)- passed by the federal government in 

2001, the anchor of the legislation is increased accountability standards for all 

students (No Child Left Behind Act, 2001). 

3. Free Appropriate Education (F APE)- refers to a free, appropriate education; 

language found in the IDEIA that references the individualized education plan 
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required for students with disabilities (Individuals with Disabilities Education 

Improvement Act, 2004) 

4. Least Restrictive Environment (LRE)- refers to the least restrictive 

environment; language found in the IDEA that references the requirement that 

students with disabilities receive their individualized education in the general 

education setting to the maximum extent possible (Individuals with 

Disabilities Education Improvement Act, 2004). 

5. Self -efficacy- refers to an individual's beliefs regarding their ability to 

produce designated levels of performance that result in influencing events that 

affect or impact their lives (Bandura, 1997). 

6. Self-esteem -refers to feelings about one's self (Gardener & Pierce, 1998). 
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CHAPTER II 

SPECIAL EDUCATION ADMINISTRATION 

The Director of Special Education is a position that has evolved out of the need to 

administer programs for students with disabilities. Public Law 94-142 in 1975 

substantially altered the roles and responsibilities of all educators involved either directly 

or indirectly with the education of students with disabilities. Prillaman and Richardson 

(2002) suggested that no greater change has been felt than in the position of the 

administrator designated responsibility of special education programs in a local education 

agency. 

The passing of major legislation continues to impact the role of the special 

education administrator. The No Child Left Behind Act of2001(NCLB) held as it 's 

benchmark increased accountability standards for all students including those with 

di sabilities. In addition, the reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities Education 

Improvement Act of 2004 (IDEIA) continued to amend and support the rights of 

individuals with disabilities to a free, appropriate education. Administrators of specia l 

education programs must consistently align their responsibilities and day to day program 

management with the demands of legal compliance as defined in the laws. 

Leshley and Boscardin (2003) found that the simultaneous initiatives, NCLB and 

IDEIA required special education administrators to be well versed in the knowledge and 
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skills from the both general education and educational administrative disciplines. They 

stated that to be an effective special education leader in the 21 st century administrators 

must work collaboratively with teachers, parents, other school administrators and 

policymakers to ensure resources, personnel , programs, and expertise work together to 

solve problems of practice for all students. 

The courts make it clear that all students with disabilities, regardless of severity of 

disability, are entitled to a publicly supported educational program that is appropriate to 

meet their individual needs or a Free Appropriate Public Education (F APE). Thus, the 

concepts of accountability, legislative mandates, court decrees, mainstreaming, fi scal 

responsibility, education for all students with disabilities, due process, and both children 

and parent rights are now being applied in the education of children with di sabilities 

(Jones & Wilkerson, 1975). 

During the past I 0 years the job responsibilities of a special education 

administrator have become much more demanding and diverse. This is evident w hen 

considering the following identified major roles and functions: program planning for the 

varied disabilities, program implementation based on individual student needs and for the 

entire local education agency, program operation and maintenance, supporting and 

working with parents, selection of qualified personnel, interpretation of past and present 

legislation, consultation, compliance monitoring, and program advocacy (Prillaman & 

Richardson, 1985). The special education director also assumes responsibility for 

evaluation of both programs and staff. Evaluation of programs is generally tied to data 

collection and accountability for student achievement while evaluation of staff might 
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include a state approved teacher appraisal instrument as well as a local education agency 

developed performance evaluation tool for professional and non-professional staff. 

Finkenbinder (1981, as cited in Marshman, 1965), quoted L. R. Marshman 's work 

in gathering, synthesizing, and reorganizing information relative to the job of director of 

special education. His intent was to create a reasonably valid description of the job of 

director of special education that encompassed both supervisory and administrative areas. 

His description is as follows: 

The Director of Special Education is an educational leader with many and varied 

responsibilities. The basis for his professional behavior is a body of specialized 

knowledge which be used to create a general education program for specialized 

clientele. To do this, be interacts with the entire spectrum of the school system. 

This responsibility is not confined to academic areas, to curriculum, to instruction, 

or even to administration. He must coordinate a variety of services -

psychological, vocational, transportation, etc. Expenditure of funds to be properly 

coordinated requires his specialized knowledge. Organizing this job into a 

meaningful description is no small task. (p. 487) 

This job description clearly holds relevance for the special education 

administrators today as they must multi-task in the perfonnance of many job 

responsibilities. They represent both a resource for the educational constituency they 

supervise and for the general education administrators as they consistently review their 

strategy and implementation of the least restrictive environment for students with 

disabilities at the campus level (Finkenbinder, 1981). 
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The National Clearinghouse for Professions in Special Education (2001) 

described the role of special education administrators as indiv iduals who oversee school 

district special education programs. In addition, they assist with program administration, 

ensure the quality of special education services, and work with teachers and parents in the 

education process. The National Clearinghouse for Professions in Special Education 

(NCPSE) lists the following as the nature of work special education administrators must 

address: determine educational standards and goals for special education programs; 

ensure programs comply with federal, state, and local laws; set policies and procedures 

for special education teachers and staff who are implementing programs; motivate 

teachers and staff; provide parents with regular reports on their child's progress; review 

and evaluate programs; prepare budgets and write grants; respond to legislative questions 

and concerns; mediate disputes between parents and schools; and attend community 

meetings when critical special education issues are discussed. The personal qualities 

required by the position include: confident, articulate, innovative, inspiring, motivating, 

and excellent managerial skills. 

The NCPSE suggested that "Education administration is not usually an entry-level 

job . .. workers must first prove themselves in their current jobs" (p. 2). School districts 

generally require a master 's degree and appropriate state licensure as a minimum 

standard for positions such as the special education administrator. Some districts may 

also require that individuals possess a doctorate degree (National Clearinghouse for 

Professions in Special Education, 2001 ). 
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Typically, special education administrators hold a graduate degree in an education 

field and have classroom experience at either the elementary or secondary instructional 

level. Graduate degree 's held by special education administrators are generally in the 

field of special education, educational administration or a related field (National 

Clearinghouse for Professions in Special Education, 2001). 

The Council for Exceptional Children (2003) identified a knowledge and skill 

base for all beginning special education administrators. The knowledge and skill base 

consist of nine strands: 

1) foundations for the special education administrator, 2) development and 

characteristics of learners, 3) individual learning differences, 4) instructional 

strategies (non specified), 5) learning environments and social interactions (non 

specified), 6) language (non specified), 7) instructional planning for the special 

education administrator, 8) assessment for the special education administrator, 9) 

professional and ethical practice for the special education administrator and 1 0) 

collaboration for the special education administrator. The standards developed by 

CEC are intended to provide to states, provinces and nations the benchmarks for 

developing or revising national, state and local policies and procedures for 

accreditation of programs, entry-level licensure for positions, professional 

practices and continuing professional growth opportunities. (p. 116) 

Wigle and Wilcox (2002) investigated the competencies of special education 

directors on a set of 35 skills identified by the Council for Exceptional Children as 

important for those working in the field of special education as an administrator. The 
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competencies reported by the special education directors were compared to competency 

responses by special educators and general education administrators on the same set of 

skills. The self-reported competencies of the three groups as well as their differences 

were reported in terms oftheir (a) implications for K-12 special education programs and 

services and (b) implications for professional education personnel preparation. 

Data gathered in this study suggested that directors perceive themselves as having 

a relatively high level of competence in a broad range of skill areas identified as being 

important to professionals working in the field of special education (Wigle & Wilcox, 

2002). Areas in which special education administrators perceive themselves as being 

more skilled rather than adequate were (a) developing appropriate programs, (b) 

collaboration, (c) communication and advocacy, (d) technology, and (e) behavior 

management. Results also indicated that many special educators and general education 

administrators see themselves as lacking in some of these important skill areas . With the 

role of the special education director requiring collaborative supp011 and involvement of 

both the special educator and the general education administrator, Wigle and Wilcox 

suggested that a concern should exist for all professionals responsible for delivery of 

special education programs. Without the existence of skills competency in the above 

mentioned areas the effectiveness of programs will be impacted as well as student 

outcomes being lowered. 

The role of special education director requires an individual whose skill set is 

unique. Jones and Wilkerson (2001) suggested that today's special education 

administrator is one of few administrators in the public school arena who has a true K-12 
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responsibility. They stated the many hats worn by the director of special education 

pertain to accountability, legislative mandates, court decrees, mainstreaming, fiscal 

responsibility, education for all students with disabilities, due process, children 's rights, 

and parent's rights. All of these concepts are being applied to the education of 

exceptional children and require the attention of the special education administrator. 

Arick and Krug (1993) presented a description and analysis of the current 

administrative practices in special education based on the perceptions of special 

education administrators regarding (a) personnel needs, (b) preparation quality of special 

education administrative personnel, (c) training needs of special education administrative 

personnel, and (d) description and analysis of the administrative policies/practices 

regarding mainstreaming of students with disabilities. A national sample of randomly 

selected special education directors were chosen as the participants. Survey 

questionnaires focusing on demographics of the respondents such as educational level , 

certificates held and mean number of years of administrative and teaching experience, 

school district size, special education population as well as on personnel and policy issues 

were mailed to 2,900 participants with a total of 1,468 participant responses or a 51 % 

return rate. 

The results of the Arick and Krug (1993) study were organized into four areas (a) 

current and projected administrative personnel needs, (b) special education administrative 

personnel preparation quality, (c) training needs of special education administrati ve 

personnel, and (d) administrative policies/practices regarding mainstreaming of students 

with disabilities description and analysis . They found that in regards to cuJTent and 
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projected administrative personnel needs the data collected indicated that over the nex t 

four years, over half of the 1,468 responses received indicated that they will be faced 

with the need to replace current special education administrators or supervisors . A review 

of hiring practices and of university preparation programs for special education 

administrators/supervisors may be needed as the study indicated those special education 

directors who lacked college preparation and experience in special education had 

significantly higher in-service training needs as well as significantly lower levels of the 

mainstreaming instructional option occurring in their districts. In addition, the study 

identified the three highest-rated special education-related training needs as collaboration 

of special/general educators and others, evaluation ofprogram effectiveness/quality, and 

adaptation of curricula and instruction for students. With regards to mainstreaming the 

respondents indicated the need for training in their districts in the following areas (a) 

regular classroom staff training on collaborating with special educators to adapt 

instruction, (b) regular classroom stafftrained/oriented in the development of positive 

attitudes toward students with disabilities, and (c) training/orienting non-disabled 

students in the development of positive attitudes toward students with disabilities. 

According to the United States Department of Labor, educational administrators 

held about 442,000 jobs in 2004 ("Education administrators," 2007). Employment of 

educational administrators is projected to grow as fast as the average for all occupations 

through 2014. As education and training take on greater importance in everyone's lives, 

the need for people to administer education programs will grow. A large proportion of 
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education administrators are expected to retire over the next 10 years thus job 

opportunities for many of these positions should be excellent. 

Leshley and Boscardin (2003) indicated that the United States Department of 

Education's 17th Annual Report (USDE) (1995) suggested special education 

administrative shortages nationwide. The number of vacancies reported coupled with 

retirement projections along with transfers to other positions indicate that a significant 

number of special education administrative positions will open and individuals to fill 

those positions will not be available. Examination of data (USDE) currently reported by 

state and local districts regarding special education administrative vacancies and unfilled 

positions supports that districts are experiencing a shortage of special education 

administrators. 

Today, individuals who select special education administration need preparation 

in a variety of areas. Most certainly, knowledge of students with disabilities is one area. 

Experience as a classroom teacher of students with disabilities provides critical 

experience for the special education administrator as well as diagnostic experience as it 

relates to areas of eligibility as defined in federal law. Another area is knowledge of both 

federal and state law in regards to special education compliance and implications for the 

field . Special education administrators must have experience with the Individual 

Education Plan (IEP) development processes for students ages 0 - 21 , as well as the 

current trends in the field such as response to intervention, over-representation, early 

childhood outcomes and post-secondary transition. In addition, the special education 

administrator must know both the fields of elementary and secondary education, 
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vocational education and curricular implications of the least-restrictive environment. In 

addition, Finkenbinder (1981) advised that budgeting, finance, and negotiations are 

essential aspects of the special education administrator. 

PruTish and Wolman (2004) reported that budget and funding issues resound at 

many levels, each requiring the special education director's attention, from student 

placement decisions at the local level to political arguments at the state and federal level. 

Locally, budget and funding issues can lead to tensions between school administrators 

and parents advocating for their student's rights, between regular and general education 

teachers struggling to meet the demands of a diverse classroom of learners and between 

districts and states in their attempts to balance the resources to meet the needs of both 

general and special education students. 

Perhaps the most important asset of the special education administrator is a 

humanistic point of view. Finkenbinder (1981) suggested that administrators must be able 

to empathize with their staff, assess when they lose their objectivity, know when to 

intervene on behalf of children and parents, and be a warm yet forthright decision maker. 

In addition, administrators of special education must take risks in developing programs 

for children. They must be able to respond to staff needs and be prepared to deal with 

conflict. Interactive techniques as well as counseling skills are imperative for the 

administrator as the handling of stressful situations will be unavoidable. 

Special education administrators have played a critical role in the evolution of 

educational opportunities for students with disabilities. The challenge for the future is 

found in the promoting of collaboration between general and special education, teachers 
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and administrators, to assure the presence of high quality programs being accessible to all 

students regardless of their disability (Leshley & Boscardin, 2003). 

In consideration of the many qualifications required by an administrator of special 

education it would seem that individuals who choose this career path must possess an 

intense amount of self-esteem, high self-efficacy, and leadership skills. The position 

presents with vast demands and the individuals who choose this career path would do 

well to have an understanding of both the job requirements and their personal strengths 

and limitations as they relate to the role. 

Self-Efficacy - Theoretical Perspective 

Pajares (2002) acknowledged that Albert Bandura's publication of Social 

Foundations of Thought and Action: A Social Cognitive Theory (1986), a view of human 

functioning that emphasizes the central role of cognitive, vicarious, self-regulatory, and 

self-reflective processes in human adaptation and change was advanced. People are 

viewed as self-organizing, proactive, self-reflecting, and self-regulating rather than as 

reactive organisms shaped and shepherded by environmental forces or driven by 

concealed inner impulses. From this theoretical perspective of social cognitive theory 

human functioning is viewed as the product of robust interactions of personal , behavioral , 

and environmental influences. Bandura incorporated the term cognitive in his theory of 

social learning to emphasize the critical role of an individual's cognitive processes in 

their capability to create real situations, to self-regulate, to encode infonnation, and to 

perform behaviors. 
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Bandura's (1997) social cognitive theory is rooted in a school of thought that 

states individuals serve proactively in their own development and can make things 

happen by their actions. Key to the individual development is the fact that, among other 

personal factors, individuals possess self-beliefs that enable them to exercise a measure 

of control over their thoughts, feelings, and actions, which leads to "what people think, 

believe, and feel affecting how they behave" (p. 25). Bandura provided a view of human 

behavior in which the beliefs that people have about themselves are critical elements in 

the exercise of control and personal accomplishments (Pajares, 2002). 

Pajares (2002) affirmed that environmental and social systems influence our 

behavior through the psychological processes of the self system. Social cognitive theory 

suggests that factors such as economic conditions, socioeconomic status, and educational 

and familial structures do not directly affect human behavior but they do affect it to the 

degree that they influence people ' s aspirations, self-efficacy beliefs, personal standards, 

emotional states, and other self-regulatory influences. 

Individuals, according to Albert Bandura's (1997) social cognitive theory, possess 

a self system or self beliefs that allow them to exercise a measure of control over their 

thoughts, feelings, motivations, and actions. It is the self-system that provides a reference 

mechanism and an additional set of sub-functions that allow the individual to percei ve, 

regulate, and evaluate their behavior. As a result, the self-system serves a self-regulatory 

role by providing individuals with the ability to influence their own cognitive processes 

and actions and thus impact their environments (Maehr & Pintrich, I 997). 
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The self-beliefs that individuals employ to exercise a measure of control over 

their environments include self-efficacy beliefs. Bandura (1997) defined self-efficacy as 

"beliefs in one ' s capability to organize and execute the courses of action required to 

manage prospective situations" (p. 2) . Self-efficacy beliefs are concerned with one 's 

perception of their capabilities in the production of results and their attainment of a 

designated performance type. Maehr and Pintrich (1997) con:fmned that judgments of 

self-efficacy are both more situation and task specific thus allowing individuals to make 

these judgments in reference to some type of goal. 

Ketelle (2005) quotes Bandura (1986) as having identified four major categories 

of experiences that influence efficacy development. The first relates to personal 

performance accomplishment. Research supports that fmding success in challenging 

leadership activities impact a person's efficacy beliefs. Vicarious experiences or exposure 

to models supports a second category. The enhancement of our own skills occurs by 

observing skills in others. The third category involves the positive feedback and 

encouragement of a coach or mentor. The final or fourth category is physiological 

condition or state of mood. Efficacious feelings will increase the better an individual feels 

physically and emotionally. 

Maehr and Pintrich (1997) identified four sources from which an individuals se lf-

efficacy beliefs are developed, (a) mastery influence, the most influential source of self-

efficacy beliefs resulting from one 's interpretation of purposeful perfonnance; (b) 

vicarious experience, one's experience of effects produced by others; (c) verbal 

persuasions, a weaker source of efficacy resulting from exposure to verbal judgments 
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provided by others; and (d) psychological states, the effects of anxiety, stress, arousal, 

fatigue, and mood states in providing information about efficacy beliefs. 

Motivational and self-regulatory processes are influenced by self-efficacy beliefs 

in several ways. Choices people make and courses of action they pursue are influenced 

by an individual's self-efficacy beliefs. Most people will engage in those tasks in which 

they feel competent and confident and will choose to avoid those in which they do not. 

Beliefs of personal competence will also help predict how much effort people will 

expend on an activity, how long they will persevere when obstacles are confronted, and 

how resilient they will prove in the face of adversity. Finally the influence of stress and 

anxiety on an individual as they engage in a task or the level of accomplishment felt are 

influenced by self-efficacy beliefs (Maehr & Pintrich, 1997) 

Hoyt (2005) , in referencing Bandura, validated self-efficacy refers to the "beliefs 

in one 's capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action required in the 

production of given attainments" (Bandura, 1997, p. 3). The vast literature on self 

efficacy reveals the powerful role of this motivational construct in influencing activity 

choices, the level of goals set, effort and persistence at task, coping with difficult 

situations, and performance. Thus, according to Hoyt (2005), self-efficacy is critical in 

not only influencing what skills individuals perceive to have in a particular domain , but 

also contributing to what they perceive they can do with their skills. 

Self-Efficacy and Outcomes-Based Research 

Self-efficacy provides an estimate of one's ability to orchestrate performance 

through successfully executing the behaviors that are needed to lead to desired outcomes. 
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An individual's perception of self-efficacy influences the initiation, intensity, and 

persistence of behavior. People tend to get involved in those activities that they judge 

themselves capable of handling and once involved, it is their efficacy beliefs that will 

determine how much effort they devote to the task and how long they will persist when 

faced with obstacles (Paglis & Green, 2002). 

Paglis and Green (2002) created and tested a leadership model that focused on 

managers' motivation for attempting the leadership of change. Leadership self-efficacy 

(LSE) as a construct was defined, and a measure based on social cognitive theory, 

comprising three dimensions (direction-setting, gaining followers ' commitment and 

overcoming obstacles to change), was developed. The primary hypothesis of the study 

was that high LSE managers will be viewed by their direct reports as participating in 

more leadership attempts. The purpose of the study using the three dimensional construct, 

"was to reflect on managers' self-perceived capability for the successful execution of the 

behaviors required to effect change in the workplace" (p. 231 ). 

Participants identified by Paglis and Green (2002) consisted of managers and their 

direct reports within two organizations, a commercial real estate management finn and 

the corporate headquarters of an industrial chemicals firm. Surveys were dispensed 

within the two organization to managers (total n == 191) and their direct reports (total n = 

679). The combined sample of managers totaled 150 and consisted of those who held 

positions at least one level above "first-line" management. The direct reports sample 

totaled 415. The managers had a 79% response rate while the direct reports had a 61 % 

response rate. 
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Paglis and Green (2002) found that consistent with self-efficacy theory, manager 

with high leadership self-efficacy would pursue and engage in a greater number of 

leadership attempts as compared with managers who exhibit self-doubting behavior. 

Findings of the authors were mostly supportive in that the dimensions of direction-setting 

and gaining followers' commitment were significantly correlated to leadership attempts 

by managers as rated by their subordinates. Overcoming obstacles as a dimension 

resulted in an interaction effect suggesting that organizational commitment at a high level 

is required by managers in order for their efficacy to translate into leadership attempts. 

The authors also proposed and confi1med both individual and work place characteristics 

that significantly influenced the self-efficacy of managers. The most consistent results 

obtained across multiple analyses identified self-esteem, subordinates' perfonnance 

abilities, and job autonomy as having a positive relationship with the self-efficacy of 

managers. 

Hoyt (2005) examined the role of leadership self-efficacy as it relates to typical 

stereotypical responses such as think leader: think male. She predicted that women with 

high leadership efficacy would exhibit opposition to stereotype activation resulting in 

increased domain (leadership) identification. Eighty-five women from a large, west coast 

research university participated in the study, their ages ranged from 18 -27 with a mean 

age of 20.45. The participants reflected a diverse ethnic representation with 61% 

Caucasian/white, 12.6% Asian/American, 4.6% African American, 16.1 % 

Latina/Hispanic, and 4.6% of other ethnic origin. Hoyt (2005) utilized The Self-Efficacy 

for Leadership (SEL; Murphy, 1992) measure; the questionnaire was administered to the 
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participants in a research methods course. Data initially gathered from the participants 

included demographic background information as well as the SEL scale. Pa11icipants 

were then assigned randomly to conditions in which either exposure to the stereotypic 

activation or control occurred. Post the manipulation participants completed two 

researcher created assessments of leadership efficacy. The leadership domain 

identification scale with items: "It is important for me to be selected as group leader," 

"Leadership is important to me," "I am a leadership-oriented person" and "I desire to be a 

leader in the future." and the leadership efficacy evaluation with items, "I have the ability 

to get others to follow my directions," "I have the ability to be a qualified leader," "1 have 

the ability to perform as a leader," and "I am a good leader." 

Results of data gathered indicated support for the researcher 's prediction, that is, 

women with high levels of leadership self-efficacy show a heightened identification with 

the leadership domain after exposure to the stereotype (Hoyt, 2005). The data collected 

by Hoyt along with the existing research on the significant role of leadership efficacy in 

predicting female managerial performance, underscore the power and importance of 

leadership self-efficacy for female leaders . 

The position of administrator of special education provides opportunities for both 

management and leadership skills to be deployed. Leadership self-efficacy as defined by 

Paglis and Green (2002) would thus be an important construct for the director of specia l 

education to possess as it would prompt and motivate the individual to engage in more 

opportunities that would likely have a positive effect on their organization. 

25 



Generally speaking, people will not undertake those tasks that they feel are 

beyond their abilities. Instead, the more they perceive being able to effectively deal with 

a variety of situations, the more they will seize the opportunities, thus increasing the 

likelihood oftheir success. A belief in one ' s ability to master specific tasks will result in 

perceiving obstacles as challenges rather than unobtainable barriers. These beliefs 

prevent preconceived encumbrances from interrupting the implementation of plans and 

instead lead to identification of the situation and allow one to concentrate on their 

capabilities and resource availability. Without a belief in one's ability to produce desired 

outcomes, there will be very little incentive to pursue ambitious goals and to persevere in 

the face of difficulties (Caprara, Barbaranelli, Borgogni, Petitta, & Rubinacci, 2003). 

Caprara et al. (2003) administered questionnaires to assess self-efficacy beliefs, 

perceptions about the behavior of their colleagues, collective self-efficacy beliefs, 

affective commitment and job satisfaction of teachers and school staff, and parent 

satisfaction with the school. Total participation consisted of 726 teachers, 387 staff 

members, and 1994 parents from 18 junior high schools in Milan and Rome, Italy. The 

data collected suggested that self-efficacy beliefs exert a pervasive influence on the 

judgments of teachers, staff, and parents in relationship to the capacity of a school , as a 

whole system, to meet its institutional obligations. Self-efficacy as a construct thus has a 

significant correlation to work motivation, organizational attitudes, and school 

functioning. The existing current literature documents, widely the pervasive influence of 

self-efficacy beliefs, support social cognitive theory as it places these beliefs at the core 

of human influence. Self-efficacy beliefs represent a significant advantage for the 
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achievement of success in many contexts of human actions such as school, work, sports, 

and health functioning. 

More than any other human expression, self-efficacy beliefs attest to the 

characteristics of an individual to engage in personal reflection and to regulate their 

personal standards in order to orchestrate their relationships. It is self-reflection and self-

regulation that set the premise for carrying out a proactive role in the world, namely 

taking advantage of one's own potentials . Self-efficacy beliefs allow past experiences to 

transform potentials into abilities, that is, while accounting for what has been learned 

from past experiences will determine the extent to which a person will make things 

happen to reach one's own standards and goals (Caprara et al., 2003). 

Human motivation and actions are regulated extensively by forethought according 

to social cognitive theory. Perceived self-efficacy is the prime factor for influencing 

behavior, that is, an individual's belief in their capabilities to perfom1 a specific task to 

attain a desired outcome. Luszczynska, Scholz, and Schwarzer (2005) generated data that 

supported a relationship between general self-efficacy and social-cognitive variables , 

such as goal intention, implementation intention, outcome expectancies, and self-

regulation of attention. Thus, perceived self-efficacy can be characterized as being 

competence-based, prospective, and action-related. 

Gardner and Pierce (1998) interpreted self-esteem and self-efficacy as they 

operate within the organizational context. Their work provided empirical support for the 

theoretical arguments that (a) organizational-based self-esteem has positive effects on 

employee job attitudes and role behaviors; (b) self-esteem may, in part, be determined by 
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the individual's generalized self-efficacy feelings; and (c) generalized self-efficacy 's 

influence on attitudes and behaviors of employees operates through the effect that 

generalized self-efficacy has on the organizational-based self-esteem of the employee. 

Self-esteem is defmed as one's perception of self as being capable, important, successful , 

and worthy while self-efficacy pertains to the belief in one's abilities to effectively 

perform tasks in various achievement situations. 

The method employed in the Gardner and Pierce (1998) study involved data 

collection at two points in time. Time 1 consisted of self-report data collected from 186 

professional employees who worked for a large mid-western electrical company. The 

employees completed measures of generalized self-efficacy, organization-based self 

esteem, and satisfaction and commitment. Eight months later, at Time 2 data co llection, 

the immediate supervisor-manager of the 186 participants was asked to complete a 

performance rating instrument of each of the employees under their inm1ediate 

supervlSlon. 

Results of the Gardner and Pierce (1998) study revealed that organization-based 

self-esteem has a positive effect on both performance and satisfaction of employees. The 

evidence suggested that high organizational based self-esteem employees are not only 

motivated to perform well but that they are good perfom1ers and also display positive 

work-related attitudes and feelings. Several application-oriented suggestions were 

generated by this study: (a) Organizations should hire individuals who a possess a strong 

sense of generalized self-efficacy and/or global self-esteem; (b) Employees should be 

provided clear roles, organizational support, and skills training for effective perforn1ance 
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as this will contribute to and strengthen their specific task-based self-efficacy; (c) 

Managers should create opportunities for employees to experience success as task-based 

success serves to enhance organization-based self-esteem; (d) Employees should be 

provided by managers and leaders verbal support and encouraging messages as research 

supports timely positive feedback as having great impact on good job performance; and 

(e) Organizational structures should be created that send signals of intrinsic trust to 

employees as being competent, valuable, contributing individuals. 

Chen, Gully, and Eden (2004) proposed the main purpose of their research was to 

examine the theoretical differences between General Self-Efficacy (GSE) and self-esteem 

particularly as they relate to motivational and affective constructs. GSE captures a 

motivational belief or a judgment regarding capabilities as they relate to tasks whereas 

self-esteem captures more a feeling about one 's self. Chen, Gully, and Eden (2001) 

validated through statistical measures of content and factorial validation procedures that 

items measuring GSE could be differentiated from items measuring self-esteem. 

Methods employed in Chen et al. (2004) included integrating GSE and self-

esteem into a taxonomic framework that illustrated their individual differences in 

motivation and affect. Survey data utilizing Rosenberg's (1965) 10 item scale measuring 

self-esteem, Chen et al.'s (2001) 8 item New General Self-Efficacy Scale (NGSE), and 

Schwarzer et al. 's (1997) General Self-Efficacy Scale was collected from a sample of 

students in an academic setting and a sample of employees in an organizational setting. 

The sample size reflected participation of 323 undergraduate students and 148 customer 

service representatives and claim examiners in a large health maintenance organization. 
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Results generated suggested that general self-efficacy is more highly related to 

motivational variables than is self-esteem. Practical implications of the study suggested 

employees high in GSE will likely be more persistent and motivated thus being more 

effective at sustaining effort over time, especially in the face of occasional setbacks. 

These fmdings lead to confirmation that there is a theoretical difference between self-

efficacy and self-esteem that should be distinguished lest a price be paid in terms of 

precision, validity, and understanding of their relationship to performance detem1inants 

(Chen et al. , 2004). 

In their study addressing the crisis existing in retention of firemen and women, 

Pillai and Williams (2004) tested a model that proposed transformational leaders build 

committed and high perfonning work groups by enhancing employee self-efficacy and 

cohesiveness . Overall results of the study supp011ed the model that had been proposed, 

leadership can influence commitment and organizational performance by inspiring 

employee self-efficacy. 

Stajkovic and Luthans (1998) supported the definition of self-efficacy that A lbert 

Ban dura proposed in 1982, that is, self-efficacy is a personal judgment of "how well one 

can execute courses of action required to deal with prospective situations" (p . 240). 

Personal efficacy expectations will determine whether the coping behavior of an 

individual will be initiated, how much effort will be expanded toward the task, and how 

long effort will be sustained despite invalid evidence. Individuals who percei ve 

themselves as highly efficacious will activate adequate effort that will produce success ful 

outcomes if executed well. In their work, a meta-analysis, they examined the relationship 
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between self-efficacy and work-related perfonnance with results indicating a significant 

correlation in existence. 

In light of the relationship between self-efficacy and work-performance, Stajkovic 

and Luthans (1998) proposed several efficient and inexpensive suggestions to improve 

the performance of human resources in today's complex organizations: 

Managers should provide accurate descriptions of the tasks employees are asked 

to perfonn. 

Employees should also be instructed as to what (technological) means are 

necessary for successful performance and how to use those means. 

The work environment should be free from undesirable factors such as physical 

distractions that may cause either digression in information processing, behavioral 

acts or both. 

Managers may provide programs designed to enhance employee's self-efficacy. 

Managers may provide additional training in developing effective behavioral and 

cognitive strategies for coping with complex tasks . 

Managers should provide clear and objective standards against which employees 

can gauge the level of their performance accomplishment. (p. 255-56) 

Capara, Barbaranelli, Steca, and Malone (2006) studied teachers ' self-efficacy 

beliefs as detem1inants of their job satisfaction and students' academic achievement. In 

75 Italian junior high schools, 2000 teachers were administered self-report questionnaires 

to access their self-efficacy beliefs and satisfaction with their jobs. Results suggested that 

teachers with high levels of self-efficacy are more likely to be able to create the 

31 



conditions and to promote the interpersonal systems that support and sustain their job 

satisfaction and also contribute to a global indicator of both student and school functi on. 

In summary, up to this point the discussion has included an explicit review of the 

existing literature on the role of the administrator of special education programs. In 

addition, the unique skill set that such an individual must possess such as experience and 

training in both general education and special education procedures along with 

management and leadership capabilities has been reviewed. 

Self-efficacy as a general construct has been discussed; primarily infonnation has 

been presented that is a review of Albert Bandura 's definition of self-efficacy as it is 

imbedded in general social cognitive theory. A review of literature examining self

efficacy as it relates to teachers, schools, principals and general managerial positions was 

thoroughly discussed but none of the studies reviewed included special education 

directors or administrators. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

This research study employed survey methodology to gather information 

regarding the general self-efficacy of Special Education Directors in the state of Texas. 

The survey incorporated the New General Self-Efficacy Scale (NGSE) developed by 

Gilad Chen, Stanley M. Gully, and Dov Eden (2001) and questions designed to gather 

information regarding the personal and professional characteristics of the participants as 

well as the demographic characteristics of the districts where they were employed. 

The purpose of the study was to examine whether the personal or professional 

characteristics of special education directors in the state of Texas or the district 

characteristics of the special education director's employment determine the presence of 

either a high level of self-efficacy or a low-level of self-efficacy. Approval from the 

Texas Woman's University Institutional Review Board for Protection of Human Subjects 

was obtained prior to the beginning of the study (Appendix A). Methodology for the 

study included the following topics: (a) research questions, (b) participants, (c) research 

design, (d) survey instrument, (e) data analysis, (f) limitations, and (g) delimitations . 

Research Questions 

1. Do directors of special education possess a high or low level of self-efficacy? 

2. Do personal characteristics of directors of special education such as age, 

gender, personal health, and financial stress predict self-efficacy? 
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3. Do professional characteristics of directors of special education such as 

highest educational degree obtained, grade point average, administrative rank, 

administrative tenure, classroom teaching experience, and salary predict self-

efficacy? 

4. Do district characteristics such as size, grade levels, type of district (Urban 

versus Rural) , and student sub-populations as identified in NCLB (African 

American, Hispanic, White, Economically Disadvantaged, Special Education, 

and Limited English Proficiency) predict self-efficacy? 

Pat1icipants 

The target population studied consisted of special education directors in Texas 

who are working in a public school district. The sample was obtained from the Texas 

Council of Administrators of Special Education (TCASE) 2007-2008 directory . The 

directory contains the email addresses of all special education directors in the state. 

Charter school special education directors as well as Texas Youth Commission special 

education directors were not included in the survey sample. The researcher believed that 

the roles and responsibilities of directors in these settings would not align to those of a 

director employed in a public school setting. Special education directors who serve in an 

educational cooperative, that is, a shared service arrangement were mailed only one 

survey. The total number of special education directors identified in the TCASE 2007-

2008 directory that met the researcher ' s criteria was 235 . 

The survey was emailed via the online, internet based survey tool, Survey 

Monkey (http: //www.SurveyMonkey.com) to special education directors in the state of 
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Texas working in a public school setting as identified in the TCASE 2007-2008 directory. 

Included within the survey was a brief description of the research, that is, the problem, a 

description of the study, an assurance of confidentiality, and infmmed consent. Each of 

the members of the targeted sample identified in the TCASE directory received an email 

with a website link to Survey Monkey, the online website that hosted the survey. Each 

participant within the sample was given a 14 day window of time after receipt of the 

survey to complete and submit the survey. After 14 days the survey collection tool was 

closed as to not allow any additional responses to be submitted. Once the survey was 

submitted by the targeted sample members, Survey Monkey collected and tabulated the 

data. The website allowed the fommlation ofthe data into a spreadsheet which was 

utilized for the data analysis. 

The survey gathered personal and professional characteristics of the respondents 

as well district demographic characteristics of the targeted participant's employer via 

multiple choice or fill in the blank questions. Personal characteristics such as age, gender, 

etlmicity, personal financial stress , and personal health were gathered. Professional 

characteristics targeted in the survey included educational degree held, grade point 

average, salary, general education and special education classroom teaching experience, 

administrative tenure, and administrative title. District characteristics the survey 

addressed included type of district, size of student population, grade levels, and student 

sub-population percentages to include African American, Hispanic, Economically 

Disadvantaged, Special Education, and Limited English Proficient. 
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Instrumentation 

A non-experimental design using survey methods was used. This design pennits 

examination of a phenomenon through cause and effect relationships; experimental 

manipulation will not be possible. The design also allowed for the examination of 

relationship among a large number of variables in a single analysis. 

Survey Instrument 

The New General Self-Efficacy (NGSE) developed by Chen, Gully, and Eden 

(2001) was utilized to determine the self-efficacy of the participants. The NGSE scale 

consists of eight items that are rated on a 5-point scale with the anchors strongly disagree 

and strongly agree. Higher scores on the NGSE indicate higher levels of general self-

efficacy (Scherbaum, Cohen-Charash, & Kern, 2006). The NGSE scale assesses self-

efficacy with the following eight items: 

I. I will be able to achieve most of the goals that I have set for myse lf. 

2. When facing difficult tasks, I am certain that I will accomplish them. 

3. In general, I think that I can obtain outcomes that are important to me. 

4. I beheve I can succeed at most any endeavor to which I set my mind . 

5. I will be able to successfully overcome many challenges. 

6. I am confident that I can perform effectively on many different tasks . 

7. Compared to other people, I can do most tasks very well. 

8. Even when things are tough, I can perform quite well. 

Chen, Gully, and Eden (2001) reported that the NGSE scale consistently yielded 

appreciably higher content validity and somewhat higher predictive validity in a study 

36 



conducted that compared the major self-efficacy scales. Results of their study suggested 

that the NGSE scale is a valid measure of general self-efficacy. Content validity of the 

NGSE scale is reflected with 88% of the items being sorted as general self-efficacy. 

Reliability coefficients of .85 and .86 were obtained in two studies administered at two 

separate times. The NGSE scale yielded high intemal consistency with alpha =. 85 and 

alpha =.86 in yet another study. Test-re-test analysis of the eight item NGSE in the same 

study yielded a high stability coefficient, r = .86. Studies supported the finding that the 

NGSE (Chen, Gulley & Eden, 2001) scale is a uni-dimensional instrument. The NGSE 

scale provides a short but valid tool for collecting and applying the possible benefits of 

general self-efficacy to organizational function. When considering the evidence that 

supports self-efficacy to be an important predictor of performance, Chen, Gully, and 

Eden suggested that the NGSE scale may help to explain motivation and performance in 

a variety of work contexts. 

The survey measured general self-efficacy and collected personal and 

professional characteristics of the special education directors as well as the district 

characteristics where they are employed (Appendix B). The survey required 

approximately 15 minutes of the participants time to complete and submit. The 

measuring of general self efficacy required the participants to indicate a level of 

agreement, 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree, with eight statements linked to 

general self efficacy. Personal, professional and district data was collected from the 

sample via the participants answering multiple choice questions or fill in the blank 

questions . 
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Data Analysis 

Quantitative data was analyzed using descriptive statistics, analysis of variance 

(ANOV A;Table 1 ), and multiple regression regressions (Table 2). ANOV A was used to 

analyze mean differences between independent variables (demographic data) and survey 

items. Multiple regressions were used to examine interrelationship among demographic 

variables and survey items. The data were collected and analyzed utilizing a level of 

significance set at p < .05. 

Independent Variables 

The gathering of personal, professional and district characteristics are the 

independent variables in this research study. Personal characteristics of age, gender, 

personal health, and financial stress were used to determine if there was a relationship 

between these characteristics and high levels of general self-efficacy or low levels of 

general self-efficacy. Professional characteristics such as highest degree obtained, 

collegiate grade point average, administrative rank, administrative tenure, classroom 

teaching experience, and salary were used to detennine if there was a relationship 

between these variables and high levels of self-efficacy or low levels of self-efficacy. 

District characteristics such as district size, district type, grade levels and student 

subpopulation percentages as determined by the NCLB Adequate Yearly Progress 

requirements were examined to determine the presence of a relationship between district 

characteristics and high levels of self-efficacy or low levels of self-efficacy. 
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Table 1 

One-Way ANOVA Analysis for Non-Experimental Research Design 

Variables 

Dependent Variables 

Independent Variables 

39 

Survey Items 

Survey Item #1. 

Survey Item #2. 

Survey Item #3. 

Survey Item #4. 

Survey Item #5. 

Survey Item #6. 

Survey Item #7. 

Survey Item #8. 

Age 

Gender 

Personal Health 

Financial Stress 

Highest Degree Obtained 

Administrative Rank 

Administrative Tenure 

Classroom Teaching 

Experience 

Salary 

District Size 

District Type 

Grade Levels 

Student Subpopulations 



Dependent Variables 

Chen, Gully, and Eden (2001) stated that general self-efficacy refers to the 

"beliefs in one ' s capabilities to mobilize the motivation, cognitive resources and courses 

of action needed to meet given situational demands" (p. 62). General self-efficacy 

statements presented as the dependent variables. 

1. I will be able to achieve most of the goals that I have set for myself. 

2. When facing difficult tasks, I am certain that I will accomplish them. 

3. In general, I think that I can obtain outcomes that are important to me. 

4. I believe I can succeed at most any endeavor to which I set my mind. 

5. I will be able to successfully overcome many challenges. 

6. I am confident that I can perform effectively on many different tasks. 

7. Compared to other people, I can do most tasks very well. 

8. Even when things are tough, I can perforrn quite well. 

Limitations 

Major limitations ofthis study included limitations associated with non

experimental research designs. In particular, non-experimental designs yield results that 

are difficult to establish a true cause-effect relationship and extraneous variables are 

difficult to control. 
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Table 2 

Multiple Regression Analysis for Non-Experimental Research Design 

Variables 

Dependent Variables 

Independent Variables 
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Survey Items 

Survey Item #I. 

Survey Item #2. 

Survey Item #3. 

Survey Item #4 . 

Survey Item #5 

Survey Item # 6 

Survey Item #7 

Survey Item #8 

Age 

Gender 

Personal Health 

Financial Stress 

Highest Degree Obtained 

Administrative Rank 

Administrative Tenure 

Classroom Teaching 

Experience 

Salary 

District Type 

Grade Levels 

Student Subpopulations 



Delimitations 

The focus of this study was special education directors' perceived self-efficacy. 

This research was limited to special education directors within a Texas Independent 

School District and results were not generalize to other populations. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

The purpose of this study was to examine the general self-efficacy of special 

education directors serving in public school systems in the state of Texas. Chapter IV 

describes the general self-efficacy of the respondents as well as their personal and 

professional characteristics and the district characteristics where the respondents were 

employed. Individuals with a high level of self-efficacy possess the ability to perfonn 

tasks effectively in a variety of situations. Thus, the recruitment and retention of 

individuals with a noted high level of self-efficacy for the position of director of special 

education could lead to successful administration of special education programming. 

A survey was developed to address the relationship between the demographic 

characteristics of the respondents and the general self-efficacy of the respondents. The 

survey included a total of 16 demographic items that addressed personal (five items), 

professional (seven items), and district (four items) demographics ofthe respondents as 

well as the General Self-Efficacy Scale (Chen, Gully, & Eden, 2001), an eight item self

efficacy scale with the anchors strongly disagree and strongly agree on which 

respondents rated themselves. The survey was emailed via the online smvey tool , 

©Survey Monkey to 235 special education directors in the state of Texas who were 

employed by a public school district. The respondents were given a two-week window in 
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which to complete and return the survey. There was no additional follow-up provided to 

the respondents once the surveys were emailed. The survey return rate was 23% (55 

returned). The data generated via the survey was downloaded into a spreadsheet f01mat 

for analysis using the computer program Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 

(SPSS Inc., 2005). Descriptive as well as inferential analyses were perfom1ed on the data. 

Data analysis began with the examination of variables and responses generated. 

The first section of the survey asked for demographic characteristics such as the personal, 

professional and district characteristics of the respondents being studied. A total of 16 

independent variables; five personal characteristics, seven professional characteristics, 

and four district characteristics were identified for analysis. The second section of the 

survey asked the respondents to complete the eight item self-efficacy scale. General se lf

efficacy presented as the dependent variable. 

Descriptive analysis provided means and standard deviations of the personal, 

professional and district characteristics of the respondents under study. The inferential 

analysis was performed to detennine which variables significantly co-varied with each of 

the eight items on the self-efficacy scale. The Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) included 

multiple regression to determine the magnitude of difference and significance for self

efficacy prediction among the variables. Regression analysis was performed to determine 

which combination of independent variables predicted self-efficacy. Demographic 

information characterizing the special education directors are shown in Table 3 through 

Table 9. 

44 



Demographic Characteristics 

Personal characteristics of the special education directors who responded to the 

online survey were examined in the study. Tables 3 and Table 4 list the demographic 

categorical and continuous characteristics to include gender, ethnicity, age, and personal 

financial stress. Personal health did not meet the criteria for data analysis. 

Table 3 

Personal Demographic Characteristics of Categorical Variables (Special Education 

Directors) 

Variable 

Gender 

Male 

Female 

Ethnicity 

African American 

Caucasian 

Hispanic 

Personal Financial Stress 

Above Average 

Average 

Some 

None 

Frequency 

6 

49 

2 

48 

5 

3 

18 

24 

10 

45 

Percentage 

10.9 

89. 1 

3.6 

87.6 

9.1 

5.5 

32.7 

43.6 

18.2 



Table 4 

Personal Demographic Characteristics of Continuous Variables (Special Education 

Directors) 

Variable N Mean Standard Dev. 

Age 53 50.26 7.81 

The participants were 55 special education directors. For the responding group, 

89.09% were female (N = 49) and 10.9% (N = 6) were male . Ethnicity of the respondents 

was gathered with the representation of the sample being 87.3% (N = 48) being 

Caucasian, 3.6% (N = 2) being African American and 9.1% (N = 5) being Hispanic. 

Native Americans as well as Asian/Pacific Islanders were not represented among the 

respondents. Information regarding age of the respondents presented with an average age 

of 50 years (M = 50.26, SD = 7.81) with the youngest respondent being 28 years of age 

and the oldest respondent being 64 years of age. The survey asked the respondents to rate 

their personal financial stress. Infonnation gathered reflects that the respondents were 

experiencing this at an above average rate of 5.5% or (N = 3), an average rate of 32.7% 

or (N = 18), some financial stress at a rate of 43.6% (N = 24) and no personal financial 

stress at a rate of 18.2% or (N = 1 0) . 

Professional characteristics of the special education directors who responded to 

the online survey were examined in the study. Tables 5 and 6 list the demographic 

categorical and continuous professional characteristics to include highest education 

degree obtained, grade point average, administrative rank, general education teaching 
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experience, special education teaching experience and salary. Tenure of the respondents 

did not meet the criteria for data analysis. 

Table 5 

Professional Demographic Characteristics ofCategorical Variables (Special Education 

Directors) 

Variable 

Highest Degree Earned 

Doctorate 

Masters 

Administrative Rank 

Director 

Table 6 

Frequency 

8 

47 

55 

Percentage 

14.5 

85.5 

100.0 

Professional Demographic Characteristics ofContinuous Variables (Special Education 

Directors) 

Variable N Mean Standard Dev. 

Grade Point Average 51 3.84 .18 

General Education Teaching Experience 54 3.56 5.11 

Special Education Teaching Experience 54 7.68 6.72 

Salary 53 $77,158.00 $17,339.28 

Infonnation on highest educational degree obtained was obtained from the 

respondents and the data gathered indicated that 14.5% (N = 8) held a doctorate degree, 
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while 85.5% (N = 47) held a masters degree. Data gathered in regards to the grade point 

average of the respondents reflects an average GPA of 4. 0 (M = 3 .84, SD = .18) with the 

minimum being 3.4 and the maximum being 4.0. Information gathered on administrative 

rank reflects that the entire sample of 55 respondents (1 00%) hold the title of Director of 

Special Education. Classroom teaching experience was divided into general education 

experience and special education experience. The respondents indicated an average of 

four years of experience (M = 3.56, SD = 5.11) of general education teaching experience 

and an average of eight years (M = 7 . 68, SD = 6. 72) of special education teaching 

experience. Thus, special education classroom teaching experience among the sample 

outpaced general education classroom teaching experience by 50%. Current salary 

information gathered from the respondents indicated an average yearly salary of $75 ,000 

(M = $77,158.49, SD = $17,339.28) with a minimum salary of$72,000 and a maximum 

salary of $138,000. 

District characteristics of the special education directors were examined . Table 7 

and 8 presents the demographic categorical and continuous data that were gathered in 

regard to the respondent's district size, district grade levels, district type, and the 

percentages of the district subgroups to include African American, Hispanic, 

Economically Disadvantaged, Special Education, and Limited English Proficient. 
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Table 7 

District Demographic Characteristics ofCategorical Variables (Special Education 

Directors) 

Variable 

District Grade Levels 

Pre-K through 12 

Other (Not Pre-K through 8 or Pre-K through 12) 

District Type 

Rural* 

Suburban* 

Urban* 

Note. *Numerical data defining district size not gathered 

Table 8 

Frequency 

53 

2 

29 

18 

8 

Percentage 

96.4 

3.6 

52.7 

32.7 

14.5 

District Demographic Characteristics of Continuous Variables (Special Education 

Directors) 

Variable 

Student Sub-populations 

African American 

Hispanic 

Economically Disadvantage 

Special Education 

Limited English Proficient 

N 

42 

40 

42 

46 

37 

49 

Mean Standard Dev. 

13 .11 15 .55 

51.27 40.99 

78.74 99.92 

35.17 129.03 

23 .28 23.40 



The district size of the respondents for this research indicated an average size of 

15,000 students (Table 8) with the minimum size represented being 132 students and the 

maximum size represented being 160,000 students. The range of grade levels within the 

district's represented indicated that 96.4% (N =53) of the respondent 's served in pre

kindergarten through grade 12 district while 3.6% (N = 2) indicated other in regards to 

the grade levels within their districts. 

The type of district the respondent's serve in refers to rural , suburban and urban. 

lnfonnation obtained from the study indicated that 52.7% (N = 29) of the respondents 

stated they serve in a rural district, 32.7% (N = 18) stated they serve in a suburban district 

while 14.5% (N = 8) stated they serve in an urban district. Data defining the student size 

of an urban, suburban and rural school district were not gathered in this research. 

Information regarding student sub-populations as identified in the No Child Left 

Behind Act of 2001, indicated that the respondents serve in districts where the average 

African American student population was 13% (Table 8), the average Hispanic student 

population was 51% (Table 8), the economically disadvantaged student population 

averaged 79% (Table 8), the special education population, that is, students with 

disabilities averaged 35% (Table 8) and the average limited English proficient student 

population was 24% (Table 8) . 

Table 9 reflects the responses of the special education directors to each of the 

eight items on the self-efficacy scale. The responses were analyzed by reviewing the 

overall means of each of the self-efficacy facets. Each of the eight items on the scale is 
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rated independently of each other with the anchors being strongly disagree (1) and 

strongly agree (5). 

Table 9 

Means and Standard Deviations for Self-Efficacy Facets: Continuous Variables 

(General Self-Efficacy Scale) 

Variable N Mean SD 

D !-Achievement of personal goals 52 3.84 1.070 

D2-Accomplishment of difficult tasks 53 4.15 .8 17 

D3-0btain outcomes important to me 51 4.31 .860 

D4-Succeed at endeavors set by self 51 4.52 .504 

D5-Successfully overcome challenges 52 3.82 1.230 

D6-Confident of effective performance on many tasks 48 4.39 .706 

D7-Complete task well in comparison to others 52 4.26 .689 

D8-Perf01m well when things are tough 53 4.01 1.080 

The special education directors rated dependent variable 4 (Table 9), "I believe I 

can succeed at most any endeavor to which I set my mind" as the highest rated variable 

while dependent variable 5 (Table 9), "I will be able to successfully overcome many 

challenges" as the lowest rated variable. Upon examination of the overall responses to the 

self-efficacy facets there appears to be a trend among the special education directors to 

rate themselves on each of the eight items in the neutral to strongly agree range. The 

examination of the overall means also supports that the majority (75%) of the dependent 

variables were rated by the respondents in the agree to strongly agree range while the 
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respondents did not rate themselves on any of the eight self-efficacy facets in the trongly 

disagree to disagree range. 

Inferential Analysis 

Examination of the independent variables and the dependent variables in terms of 

levels of self-efficacy and predictive value are presented in this portion of the study. To 

determine the variables to include in the regression analysis it was necessary to examine 

each independent variable to see if the means differed significantly with the facets of self

efficacy. Multiple comparisons as well as ANOV A procedures were implemented as 

methods to identify significant variables . Variables that did not meet the criteria were not 

included in the examination of the data. 

Research Question 1 

Do directors of special education possess a high or low level of self-efficacy? 

A one-way between groups analysis ofvariance was used to investigate self

efficacy mean differences (Appendix D). Preliminary assumption testing was conducted 

with no violations discovered. Eight dependent variables were utilized to represent self

efficacy (Table 1 0). The independent variable was the director years of experience as a 

special education director. Results indicated that dependent variables one, four, five , six, 

seven and eight did not present with any statistically significant differences. 
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Table 10 

Mean and Standard Deviation Scores of Dependent Variables 

Self-Efficacy 

Dependent Variable N Mean SD 

1 -Achievement of personal goals 

Dir Exp 1-4 20 3.85 1.030 

Dir Exp 5-9 16 4.18 .98 1 

Director Exp 10 or more 16 3.5 1.150 

2 - Accomplishment of difficult tasks 

Dir Exp 1-4 21 4.28 .560 

Dir Exp 5-9 16 4.43 .629 

Director Exp 1 0 or more 16 3.68 1.070 

3 - Obtain outcomes important to me 

Dir Exp 1-4 20 4.50 .5 12 

Dir Exp 5-9 16 4.62 .6 19 

Director Exp 1 0 or more 15 3.73 ] . ] 60 

4- Succeed at endeavors set by self 

Dir Exp 1-4 20 4.55 .510 

Dir Exp 5-9 16 4.56 .512 

Director Exp 10 or more 15 4.46 .516 
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Table 10 (continued) 

Mean and Standard Deviation Scores of Dependent Variables 

Self-Efficac.i: 

Dependent Variable N Mean SD 

5 - Successfully overcome challenges 

Dir Exp 1-4 20 3.95 1.1 40 

Dir Exp 5-9 16 4.00 I .260 

Director Exp 10 or more 16 3.50 1.310 

6- Confident of effective perfonnance on many tasks 

Dir Exp 1-4 20 4.4 .502 

Dir Exp 5-9 15 4.33 1.040 

Director Exp I 0 or more 13 4.46 .518 

7 - Complete task well in comparison to others 

Dir Exp 1-4 20 4.35 .587 

Dir Exp 5-9 16 4.43 .512 

Director Exp 10 or more 16 4.0 .894 

8 - Perfonn well when things are tough 

Dir Exp 1-4 21 4.38 .497 

Dir Exp 5-9 16 3.93 1.230 

Director Exp 1 0 or more 16 3.62 1.360 

Analysis did reveal a statistical significant difference with dependent variable 

two: F (2, 52)= 4 .32, (p = .019) which was "When facing difficult tasks, I am certain 

that I will accomplish them" and dependent variable three: F (2, 51)= 5.90, (p = .005) 
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which was "In general, I think I can obtain outcomes that are important to me. " Po t-hoc 

comparison utilizing the Tukey HSD test for dependent variable two indicated that 

special education directors with five to nine years of experience (Table I 0) rated 

dependent variable number two significantly greater than those special education 

directors with one to four years of experience (Table 1 0) and those with 10 or more years 

of experience (Table 1 0). Post-hoc comparison utilizing the Tukey HSD test for 

dependent variable three indicated that special education directors with five to nine years 

experience (Table 1 0) rated dependent variable three significantly greater then directors 

with one to four years of experience (Table 1 0) and those with 10 or more years of 

experience (Table 1 0). 

Research questions two through four were analyzed by conducting multiple 

regressions in efforts to determine if demographic variables gathered from respondents 

would predict perceived constructs of self-efficacy. Preliminmy assumption testing was 

completed for each analysis to check for appropriate sample size, multicollinearity, 

outliers, normality, homoscedasticity and nom1ality. Post preliminary assumption testing 

revealed no violations. 

Research Question 2 

Do personal characteristics of directors of special education such as age, gender, and 

personal health predict self-efficacy? 

Multiple Regression Analyses revealed that age, gender and personal health 

variables did not significantly predict any of the eight self-efficacy dependent variab les 

(Appendix D). 
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Table 11 

Multiple Regression of Research Question 2 

Self-Efficacy: Age, Gender, and Personal Health on Each Self-Efficacy Cluster 

Dependent F R2 p N 
Variable 

.556 .035 .647 50 

2 1.769 .1 01 .166 51 

3 .757 .048 .524 49 

4 2.598 .148 .064 49 

5 .458 .029 .713 50 

6 .144 .010 .933 49 

7 .497 .031 .686 50 

8 .491 .030 .690 42 

Research Question 3 

Do professional characteristics of directors of special education such as grade point 

average, special education director tenure, general education classroom experience, 

special education classroom experience and salary predict self-efficacy? 

Multiple Regression Analyses revealed that grade point average, special education 

director tenure, general education classroom teaching experience, special education 

classroom teaching experience and salary and variables did not significantly predict any 

of the eight self-efficacy dependent variables (Appendix D). 
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Table 12 

Multiple Regression of Research Question 3 

Self-Efficacy: Grade Point Average, Special Education Director Tenure, General 

Education Classroom Teaching Experience, Special Education Classroom Teaching 

Experience, and Salary on Each Self-Efficacy Cluster 

Dependent F R2 p N 
Variable 

.374 .045 .863 46 

2 1.580 .162 .186 47 

3 1.380 .150 .253 45 

4 1.430 .154 .237 45 

5 1.170 .127 .343 46 

6 1.550 .165 .198 45 

7 .796 .090 .559 46 

8 .931 .081 .455 46 

Research Question 4 

Do district characteristics such as size and student sub-populations as identified in NCLB 

(African American, Hispanic, Economically Disadvantaged, Special Education, and 

Limited English Proficiency) predict self-efficacy? 

Multiple Regression Analyses revealed that district size and student sub-

populations as identified in NCLB (African American, Hispanic, Special Education, 
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Economically Disadvantaged and Limited English Proficient) were not significant 

predictors of any of the eight self-efficacy dependent variables (Appendix D) .Dependent 

variable 7, "Compared to other people, I can do most tasks very well." (p = .077) did 

indicate a strong correlation between the district characteristics of the special education 

director's employer and the self-efficacy of the special education director. 

Table 13 

Multiple Regression of Research Question 4 

Self-Efficacy: District Size and Student Sub-Populations as Identified in NCLB (African 

American, Hispanic, Economically Disadvantaged, Special Education, and Limited 

English Proficient [LEP]) on Each Self-Efficacy Cluster 

Dependent F R2 p N 
Variable 

.350 .100 .901 26 

2 .332 .095 .912 26 

3 .917 .225 .504 26 

4 .214 .063 .968 26 

5 1.700 .350 .175 26 

6 .471 .136 .821 25 

7 2.300 .421 .077 26 

8 .759 .193 .611 34 
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Summary 

The personal characteristics of the typical special education director that 

responded to the online survey was female, Caucasian, an average age of 50 years and 

experiencing an average amount of personal fmancial stress. The professional 

characteristics of the respondents to the online survey indicated the typical special 

education director held a master's degree with an average grade point of 3.84, that the 

position they served in is the Director of Special Education, they typically had more years 

teaching experience in the special education classroom rather than the general education 

classroom and their average salary was $77,000. District characteristics of the 

respondents were typically described as rural districts serving approximately 14,000 

students in grades kindergarten through 12 where the greatest percentage of students were 

identified as Hispanic as well as economically disadvantaged. 

The present study indicated that in using a one-way between group 's analysis of 

variance to investigate self-efficacy mean differences between the eight dependent self

efficacy variables and the independent variables of special education director years of 

experience yielded key results. Dependent variables one, four, five , six, seven and eight 

did not present with statistically significant differences while dependent variables two 

and three did present with statistically significant differences in their means. In addition, 

multiple regressions analyses did not reveal that any of the independent demographic 

variables gathered from the respondents significantly predicated any of the eight self

efficacy dependent variables. This findings presented in this chapter are further discussed 

in Chapter 5. 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION/RECOMMENDATIONS 

The purpose of this study was to examine whether the personal or professional 

characteristics of special education directors in the state of Texas serving in a public 

school system or the district characteristics of the special education director's 

employment predicted the presence of either a high level of self-efficacy or a low-level of 

self-efficacy as identified in the literature review. A non-experimental design using 

survey methods was used. A two part survey was created. Part one consisted of 

demographic information to include five personal characteristics, seven professional 

characteristics, and four district characteristics that were used as the independent 

variables for grouping and comparing responses to the survey items. Part two consisted of 

the New General Self-Efficacy Scale (Chen, Gully, & Eden, 2001), a series of eight self

efficacy facets to be rated on a five point scale that included the anchors of strongly 

disagree to strongly agree that were used as the dependent variables. The sample for this 

study consisted of 55 special education directors employed by Texas public schools. 

The purpose of this chapter is to discuss the results of this study and the 

implications for public school districts with respect to the administrative need to hire 

qualified individuals to fulfill the role of special education director. The discussion 

includes the self-efficacy of special education directors in the sample and whether 

personal, professional, or district characteristics of the sample predict either a high or low 
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level of self-efficacy. This chapter is divided into the following sections: (a) conclusion, 

(b) discussion of results and (c) future research. 

Discussion of Results 

Research Question 1 

Do directors of special education possess a high or low level of self-efficacy? 

This question focused on the difference between special education directors' years of 

experience and their perceived self-efficacy. 

The one-way between group's analysis of variance was used to investigate the 

mean differences between the eight self-efficacy dependent variables and the independent 

variable of years of experience as a special education director. The years of experience as 

a director were the independent variables of 0- 4 years experience, 4- 9 years 

experience, and I 0 or more years of experience. Upon analysis the following dependent 

variables did not present with any statistically significant differences: 

I . I will be able to achieve most of the goals that I have set for myself. 

4. I believe I can succeed at most any endeavor to which I set my mind. 

5. I will be able to successfully overcome many challenges. 

6. I am confident that I can perform effectively on many different tasks . 

7. Compared to other people, I can do most tasks very well. 

8. Even when things are tough, I can perfonn quite well. 

However, analysis did reveal a statistical significant difference with dependent variables 

2 and 3 among those respondents with 5 to 9 years of experience versus those with 0 to 5 

and 10 or more. 
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2. When facing difficult tasks, I am certain that I will accomplish them. 

(N =52) (p = .019) 

3. In general, I think that I can obtain outcomes that are important to me 

(N =51) (p = .005) 

Self-efficacy as it pertains to the achievement of one's goals is found in the work 

of Albert Bandura (1997) in which he stated that it is an individual's self-beliefs that 

allow them to exercise a measure of control over their thoughts, feelings, motivations, 

and actions. Although the current study only documents high self-efficacy among the 

respondents on dependent variables two, "When facing difficult tasks, I am certain that I 

will accomplish them," and three, "In general, I think I can obtain outcomes that are 

important to me," the literature referenced in chapter 2 supports that self-efficacy beliefs 

concern themselves with one's perception of their capabilities in the production of both 

results and attainment of a designated performance (Maehr & Pintrich, 1 997). 

The importance of self-efficacy is supported by the immense literature that 

reveals the powerful role of this motivational construct as it pertains to influencing 

activity choices, the level of goals set, effort and persistence to task, coping with difficult 

situations, and actual performance. Results of the current study appear to minimally 

support that self-efficacy is critical in not only influencing what skills an individual 

perceives himself or herself as having in a particular area but also in contributing to what 

they perceive they can do with their skills (Hoyt, 2005). Administrators of special 

education programs are called upon to consistently align their responsibilities of day to 

day program management with the demands of special education legal compliance as 

62 



defined in the law thus high self-efficacy on dependent variable two, "When facing 

difficult tasks, I am certain that I will accomplish them," has certain application to the 

current study. 

Maehr and Pintrich's (1997) research on the self-system, which included self-

efficacy, supports the capability of an individual to influence their own cognitive 

processes and actions thus impacting their environment. An application of their findings 

is supported in the current study in the identification of a high level of self-efficacy 

among those special education directors with five to nine years of experience on 

dependent variable two, "When facing difficult tasks, I am certain that I will accomplish 

them" and three, "In general, I think that I can obtain outcomes that are important to me." 

In addition, among special education directors with five to nine years of experience there 

is a perception of their capability to organize and execute the courses of action required 

to manage prospective situations (Bandura, 1997). 

Findings of the current study support the work of Caprara, Barbaranelli, 

Borgogni, Petitta and Rubinacci (2003) in that self-efficacy as a construct has a 

significant correlation to work motivation. In their study of self-efficacy assessment 

among 726 participants to include teachers, staff members, and parents they found that 

self-efficacy beliefs represent a significant advantage for the achievement of success in 

many contexts of human actions such as work, school, sports, and health functioning . The 

literature in chapter 2 supports that the role of the special education director over the 

years has become much more demanding and diverse (Prillaman & Richardson, 1985) as 

well as becoming a role that requires interaction with the entire spectrum of the school 
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system (Finkenbinder, 1981 ). Self-efficacy as a motivational construct has a powerful 

role in influencing activity choices, the level of goals set, effort and persistence at task, 

coping with difficult situations and perfonnance (Hoyt, 2005). 

The National Clearinghouse for Professions in Special Education (NCPSE) 

(200 I) states the personal qualities required for the position of special education 

administrator include confident, articulate, innovative, inspiring, motivating, and 

excellent managerial skills. High levels of self-efficacy identified among special 

education directors with five to nine years of experience on dependent variables two and 

three in the current study appear to support the personal qualities identified in the NCPSE 

study. The responses gathered on dependent variables two and three in the cun·ent study 

have application to the work of Wigle and Wilcox (2002) who suggested in their study 

that special education directors perceive themselves as having a relatively high level of 

competence in a broad range of skill areas 

The results of the current study support the findings of Paglis and Green ' s (2002) 

study in which it was determined that leadership self-efficacy would be an important 

construct for a special education director to possess as it would both prompt and motivate 

the individual to engage in more opportunities that would likely have a positive impact on 

their organization. In lieu ofthe findings of Lashley and Boscardin (2003) that identified 

a predicted shortage of special education administrators nationwide coupled with the 

findings of the current study regarding the impact of a highly efficacious individual on 

organizational achievement, an application should be drawn to the importance of school 

districts in seeking out efficacious individuals as they make personnel decisions . 
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In the current study, a high level of self-efficacy was not identified across each of 

the eight dependent self-efficacy constructs yet the literature clearly documents the role 

of self-efficacy in an individual's self beliefs as well as their perfonnance and persistence 

with tasks. Future studies of this manner should continue to look at the role and function 

of self-efficacy as it pertains to employment or hiring decisions for special education 

administrators. 

Research Question 2 

Do personal characteristics of directors of special education such as age, gender 

and personal health predict self-efficacy? This question focused on the personal 

characteristics of special education directors such as age, gender and personal health as 

predictor of self-efficacy. 

A multiple regression analysis revealed that personal characteristics of directors 

of special education such as age, gender and personal health do not significantly predict 

self-efficacy on any of the eight self-efficacy dependent variab les. Even though this study 

showed no statistically significant difference between the independent variab les of age, 

gender, and personal health and the eight dependent variables of self-efficacy, it should 

be noted that in the current study there appears to be an interesting relationship (N = 49, p 

= .064) between the independent variables and dependent variable four, "I believe 1 can 

succeed at most any endeavor to which I set my mind." An application of this data would 

be to suggest that personal characteristics, age, gender, and personal health may predict 

high self efficacy among special education directors on dependent variable four. 
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The current study supports the work ofKetelle (2005) as he quotes Band ura 

(1986) in stating the impact of an individual 's physiological condition, such as personal 

health, in the development of self-efficacy. He states that efficacious feelings will 

increase the better an individual feels both physically and mentally. Pajares (2002) also 

affirmed the importance of the psychological processes of the self-system in affecting and 

influencing people's aspirations. The results of the current study are also confirmed the 

fmdings ofMaehr & Pintrich (1997) in which they maintain the role of psychological 

states, such as the effects of anxiety, stress, arousal, fatigue, and mood, in the 

development of an individual 's self-efficacy beliefs. 

Research Question 3 

Do professional characteristics of directors of special education such as grade 

point average, special education director tenure, general education classroom experience, 

special education classroom experience and sala1y predict self-efficacy? This question 

focused on the professional characteristics of special education directors as predictors of 

self-efficacy. 

A multiple regression analysis revealed that the independent variables grade point 

average, special education director tenure, both general education and special education 

classroom experience, and salary did not predict any of the eight self-efficacy dependent 

variables. The results of the current study did not find any statistically significant 

difference between the independent variables grade point average, special education 

director tenure, general and special education classroom experience, salary, and the eight 

self-efficacy dependent variables. The data indicated there was no variance between the 
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groups for each component. The literature indicated that environmental and social 

systems influence our behavior through the psychological processes of the self system, 

that is, economic conditions, socioeconomic status, educational structures, and familial 

structures influence people's self-efficacy beliefs (Pajaras, 2002). 

Research Question 4 

Do district characteristics such as size and student sub-populations as identified in 

NCLB (African American, Hispanic, Economically Disadvantaged, Special Education 

and Limited English Proficient) predict self-efficacy? This question focused on the 

district characteristics of special education directors as predictors of self-efficacy. 

A multiple regression analysis revealed that the independent variables of district 

size, student sub-populations as identified in NCLB (African American, Hispanic, 

Economically Disadvantaged, Special Education, Limited English Proficient) did not 

predict self-efficacy. Even though this study revealed no statistically significant 

difference between the independent variables of district size and student sub-populations 

as identified in NCLB and the eight dependent variables of self-efficacy, there appears to 

be an interesting relationship (N = 26, p = .077) between the independent variables and 

dependent variable seven, "Compared to other people, I can do most tasks very well. " 

An application of these results would be to suggest that directors in this study indicated a 

slight correlation between district size and NCLB student sub-populations. Paglis and 

Green (2002) confirmed in their work that both individual and work place characteristics 

significantly influenced managerial self-efficacy. 

67 



The current study supports the fmdings of Hoyt (2005) that underscored the 

critical role of self-efficacy in not only influencing an individual's perception of their 

skills but also their perception of what they can accomplish with those skills . The 

definition of self-efficacy as provided by Bandura (1997) supp01ts the current findings of 

this study in that he identifies self-beliefs as those that allow an individual to exercise a 

measure of control over their thoughts, feelings, motivations, and actions. Paglis and 

Green (2002) stated in their study that generally people will not undertake those tasks that 

they feel are beyond their abilities, thus an application of the current study can be found 

in the work of Paglis and Green (2002) when it is stated that a belief in one's ability to 

produce desired outcomes will lead to success in accomplishing the task at hand. 

Conclusion 

The present study examined the general self-efficacy of special education 

directors serving in Texas public school systems. Also examined in the study were the 

personal, professional, and district characteristics of the special education director 's 

current employer. 

An individual's self-efficacy beliefs provide an estimate of their ability to 

orchestrate performance through successfully executing the behaviors that are required to 

lead to desired outcomes (Paglis & Green, 2002). When examining the general self-

efficacy of the special education directors in the study it was found that those directors 

with five to nine years of experience in the field indicated a higher level of self-efficacy 

than those directors with zero to five years of experience and those with I 0 or more years 

of experience on two of the eight self-efficacy dependent variables. The two dependent 
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variables noted were, "When facing difficult tasks, I am certain that I will accomplish 

them" and "In general, I think I can obtain outcomes that are important to me." Thus 

those special education directors with five to nine years of experience perceive 

themselves as possessing a high level of self-efficacy on dependent variables two and 

three of the New General Self-Efficacy Scale (Chen et al., 2001) which should lead to 

positive outcomes in their job performance. 

Even though no statistically significant findings can be presented in regards to the 

independent demographic variables of personal, professional, and district characteristics 

as predictors of self-efficacy some topics of discussion did occur. The age, gender, and 

personal health of the special education directors in the study appeared to predict a high 

level of self-efficacy on the dependent variable, "I believe I can succeed at most any 

endeavor to which I set my mind." In addition, the district characteristics of size and 

NCLB student sub-populations (African American, Hispanic, Economically 

Disadvantaged, Special Education) did predict a high level of self-efficacy on the 

dependent variable, "Compared to other people, I can do most tasks very well. " 

While this study did not indicate significance in predicting self-efficacy among 

directors of special education it did allow for examination of demographic variables as 

predictors of self-efficacy among special education directors in the state of Texas. 

Limitations 

Major limitations of the current study include those limitations generally 

associated with the use of non-experimental designs. Most importantly, non-experimental 

designs yield outcomes that are difficult to establish as true cause and effect relationships 
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as well as extraneous variables which are difficult to control. Survey research 

traditionally has a low rate of response among the targeted sample which could affect the 

integrity of the target population sample. In addition, survey research is dependent upon 

the report of the respondents at one point in time rather than on direct observation. The 

sample did not support randomness in that all directors of special education serving in the 

State of Texas received a survey. While survey respondents were assured of 

confidentiality the possibility of being identified could impact the accuracy of responses 

received. The current study focused only on special education directors serving Texas 

public school systems. These limitations may affect the validity and generalization of the 

study results . 

Future Research 

1. Replicate this study with a national sample group that includes special 

education directors serving in public school systems outside of Texas. 

2. A more thorough examination ofthe association of both internal and external 

traits of special education directors that research clearly indicates supp01ts a 

higher level of general self-efficacy among individuals. 

3. A research study focused on examining the personal traits that allow a person 

to excel in their job performance. 

4. An examination of the perceptions of district system-wide stakeholders 

regarding the self-efficacy of the special education director? 
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5. Examine the factors that influence perceived lower levels of self-efficacy 

among special education directors with fewer than five years of experience 

and greater than 10 years of experience. 

6. A more thorough examination of the self-efficacy of those special education 

directors serving only in an urban school district. 
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You are being asked to participate in a research study for Tana C. Hubbard's dissertation at Texas 
Woman's University. The purpose of this research is to examine the self-efficacy of special education 
directors. This study will examine the predictive value of self-efficacy facets, individual characteristics, 
professional characteristics and district characteristics. The survey questions target demographic data and 
individual self-efficacy via the New General Self-Efficacy Scale. I am seeking respondents from the state 
of Texas public school districts. Participation is completely voluntary and anonymous. There is a potential 
risk of loss of confidentiality in all email, downloading, and internet transactions. I appreciate your 
participation. 

The return of your completed survey constitutes your informed consent to act as a participant in this 
research 

Please address each area below: 

a. Gender: Male Female 

b. Ethnicity: _African American _Hispanic __ White _Native American 
Asian/Pacific Is 

c. Age: __ 

d. Personal Health: Excellent Good Fair Poor 

e. Personal Financial Stress: _None _Some _Average _Above Average 

f. Highest Education Degree: Bachelors Masters _Masters plus 30 hours 
Doctorate 

g. Grade Point Average: 

h. Administrative Rank: _Director _Supervisor _Coordinator 

1. Special Education Director Tenure: __ 
j. General Education Classroom Teaching Experience: __ 

k. Special Education Classroom Teaching Experience: __ 

I. Salary: __ 

m. District Size: 

Under 5,000 
-26,000-35,999 
=56,000-65,999 

5,000-15,999 
-36,000-45,999 
=66,000-75,999 
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16,000-25,999 
-46,000-55,999 
=Over 76,000 



Grade Levels: PreK-8 PreK-12 

n. District Type: Rural _Suburban 

o. Student Sub-population Percentages: 

African American: 
Hispanic: __ 
Economically Disadvantaged: __ 
Special Education: __ 
Limited English Proficient: __ 

General Self-Efficacy Scale (Chen, Gully, & Eden, 2001, ORM) 

_Other 

Urban 

Please use the scale below to rate your agreement (or disagreement) with each of the following 
statements about yourself. 

I. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree 
<-l-----------------l----------------l-----------------l---------------1-> 

(1) (2) (3) ( 4) (5) 

I will be able to achieve most ofthe goals that I have set formysel£ 

When facing difficult tasks, I am certain that I will accomplish them. 

In general, I think that I can obtain outcomes that are important to me. 

I believe I can succeed at most any endeavor to which I set my mind. 

I will be able to successfully overcome many challenges. 

I am confident that I can perform effectively on many different tasks. 

Compared to other people, I can do most tasks very well. 

Even when things are tough, I can perform quite well. 
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The Self-Efficacy of Special Education Directors in the State of Texas 

1. Ge-nder 

2. Ethnkity 

African American l::: 

Hispanic I··· ·-· • 

White 

Native American 

Asl.aniPaci~c ls!ander 

J.Age 

82 

Response Response 

Perc~nt Count 

10~% 

89.Wo 

answerM question 55 

skippe-d que-stion 

Responstt Response 

Percent Count 

3.6% 

11.1% 

87.3% 

00% 

answered qun#on 

skippi'd question 

&klpped quesrion 

2 

49 

0 

0 

0 

Response 

Count 

54 

•' 



4. Personal H.,alth 

Response Response 
Percent Count 

40.0% 21 

5J.5% 3J 

Fair l.::..:..:: 5.5% 3 

Poor 0.0% 0 

answered question 55 

skipped question 0 

5. Personal Financial Stress 

Response Response 

Percent Count 

18.2% 10 

43.6% 

32.7% 19 

5.5% 

answered question 55 

skipped question 0 

6. Highest Education Degree 

Response Response 
Percent Count 

Sach-.lors 0.0% 0 

20.0% 11 

65.5% 3~ 

Doctorate I· ····'"·'" --- 14.5% 9 

answered question 55 

.skipped question 0 
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7 Grade Point Average 

8. Administrative Rank. 
·f' 

Supervisor 

Coordina~or 

9. Special Education Oin>ctor Tenure 

10. General Education Classroom Teaching Experience 

84 

answered question 

skipped question 

R.,;ponse 
Count 

52 

52 

3 

Response Response 
Percent Count 

100.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

answered queJStion 

skipped question 

answered queJStion 

okipped question 

answered question 

okipped question 

55 

0 

0 

55 

0 

Response 
Count 

55 

55 

0 

Response 
Count 

54 

""'"' 



11- SpEoelal EducatiOn Cl.aseroD-'11 TeaChing EKparlsnce 

12- SBI31)' 

14.. Gra!le L&vela 

Reap om. 
Percent 

PreK-a Q_Q~ 

PreK-12 I 5G.•~~ 

OWE<" r:: 3.6~ .. 

ansl\wvd qu.s:uon 

Slapp9d qwst.IM 

85 

Reo!ipcnse 
Col%11 

Reo!ipcnss 
COIZII 

R&sponse 
COIZII 

R&spons& 
COIZII 

0 

~J 

2 

55 

0 



15. Olatrlct Type 

Rural 

Sut>-Jrnan 1··---"·~-··· · - I 

Urlla1 1-·· .. -1 

H:spanlc I·· 

86 

ReepoOM 
P&rcEont 

52.7~ 

32.7% 

14.5<;'. 

aDS\lwed qrJ&SIIOn 

S~IJlped QU9StlD!l 

ReaponH 
P&rcent 

9J.O% 

9J.O% 

82.0% 

Response 
COIZll 

:g 

!5 

e 

55 

0 

R&spcnsa 
Co!Zll 

45 

45 

41 

. ·~· 



17.1 W!ll ba able to aelii&V& most or !he goolsltlot 1 IUY& B'll roc myulr. 

Rsepo~w.~ RE-3pcn8& 
Perceont CDIZII 

$~rongy DI>J9"'"e D s.a% 3 

CleagrH J·· 3.8~· z 

Ne-JII31 ll.Q~ .• 0 

A@'~ I 57.7% :!0 

!::'ll1;1yA;~ 1-- 32.7% 17 

answered' qull&L'On 52 

St.Jpj»rt QWStlO.'I 3 

18. \VMn faclllg dlmcult baka, 1 am certain ltlat 1 will accompll$b them. 

ReapOIIM R&3pon8t 
PercG<llt COIZII 

s~rongy Dlr.Jg-ea E 38% 2 

Olea;re.e IJO% 0 

NE'Jb<ll E 38% 2 

Agree I·· 51.7% 20 

!::'ll1:JiyA;~ I· 346% 18 

iiDSWMIII qu9SVOn 52 

slapptrt qUBStlOII 3 
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15. In genaraJ.IIhlnlllhllt I can ontain outcorms th~1 arel~ortant 1o IIlli. 

ReeponM R&sp<:nse 
P&rc&nt ~~I 

~.:rang')' Dlsag,;e E 3.9% 2 

ursa;rr:e C•O% 0 

Ne<Jlral E :!.0% 

Allf9& I· -".0% ~5 

!>:•tn;l)' A;"* I······ I ~S.1% :!3 

<ln51t'W1111 QtiiiSLI:In 51 

S 1lJpp9tl QL'85t1011 4 

20. ll!liDa'/91 can eoocee<l at moet any &ndeavor ID 1\tllctl leet my mimi.. 

Reeponee R&spon9t 
P&rcent COWl I 

t:rong~· Dlr.J~ E 3.9% 2 

Olea;re-e o.o•.• 0 

NE'Jiral 00% 0 

Agree I···· 47.1%. :4 

Strong!)' :.graa. I -".0% :!5 

ans~t'W1111 qoii'SUCJn 51 

&:l«p}»>l QL'85tiM 4 
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21. I 'NIIII>9 &biB to 8UCO!IB8rtllty OV&reom& mmy Cl'talf-9f'IJ68. 

Reepor.e.9 R&spcou 
P&rc&nt Count 

s:rongi)' Dl>age c:: 3.·9! ... 2 

Olsa;ree 0.0~-~ 0 

Neulr.ll c:: 3.8 ... 2 

A!Jf'" 55.8~·. :9 

S:rcn;ty A;ree I ~ 35.5% 19 

.3DSWMlel qtJK!Klll 52 

Sklpt»d QU&SOO!I 3 

i2.1 am contlelant !flat 1 can perform elTactiY&Iy on many dtll'erent Iaske. 

Reapor.u R&spon8& 
P&rcent CoiZ!t 

~,~ro.~gr,· Dt>ag-ee E 2.0% 

Clea;ree 0.0% 0 

NI!'Jir.ll 00% 0 

AIJfH 1-""-'""'" 5&.9% :9 

S:<o,;Jty A;Jre!! I ~1.2'10 21 

ans~'91Vctque-~n 51 

Skipped qU&SUO!I 4 
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23. Compared to otn.r JlE'Olll&, I can <lo moat ta~~a very \\'&fl. 

Reepor.M R&spco88 
Perceont Cotzll 

s:rong)' Dls.ag-e-: [ 1.9% 

Clsa~ree 0.0~ 0 

Ne-Jiral [ 1.9';\, 

AIJr~ &1.51'. ~2 

::.::m;JyA;re: 34J5~· 18 

.illl$1\'a'lld qtJHVOII 52 

sJapp9d qussuo.~ 3 

2-l. evan Wllen t!Ungs aretoogn. 1 can pertonn qUilt watt 

Rsaponu Reapco8t 
Percent COWl! 

s.-.rongy Dls.ag-ee [ 1.9% 

Olsa~ree 0.0% 0 
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APPENDIXD 
Survey Questions and Results 
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ANOV A: Research Question 1 

Do directors of special education possess a high or low level of self-efficacy? 

AN OVA 

Sum of 
S_g_uares df Mean ~quare F Sl_g_. 

d1 Between Groups 3.782 2 1.891 1.685 .196 
Within Groups 54.988 49 1.122 
Total 58.769 51 

d2 Between Groups 5.132 2 2.566 4.325 .019 
Within Groups 29.661 50 .593 
Total 34.792 52 

d3 Between Groups 7.297 2 3.649 5.900 .005 
Within Groups 29.683 48 .618 
Total 36.980 50 

d4 Between Groups .085 2 .043 .162 .851 
Within Groups 12.621 48 .263 
Total 12.706 50 

d5 Between Groups 2.492 2 1.246 .815 .449 
Within Groups 74.950 49 1.530 
Total 77.442 51 

d6 Between Groups .115 2 .058 .111 .895 

Within Groups 23.364 45 .519 

Total 23.479 47 

d7 Between Groups 1.743 2 .872 1.899 .161 

Within Groups 22.488 49 .459 

Total 24.231 51 

d8 Between Groups 5.341 2 2.671 2.400 .101 

Within Groups 55.640 50 1.113 

Total 60.981 52 
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ANOV A: Research Question 2 

Do personal characteristics of directors of special education such as age, gender, personal 
health, and financial stress predict self-efficacy? 

ANOV/JP 

Sum of 
Model Squares df Mean S_g_uare F Sjg, 
1 Regression 1.768 3 .589 .556 .647a 

Residual 48.732 46 1.059 
Total 50.500 49 

a. Predictors: (Constant), personal.health (Banded), gender, age (Banded) 

b. Dependent Variable: d1 

ANOVfJP 

Sum of 
Model Squares df Mean S_g_uare F Sig_. 
1 Regression 2.498 3 .833 1.769 .166a 

Residual 22.129 47 .471 

Total 24.627 50 

a. Predictors: (Constant), personal.health (Banded), gender, age (Banded) 

b. Dependent Variable: d2 

ANOVfJP 

Sum of 
Model Squares df Mean S_g_uare F S_!_g_. 
1 Regression 1.232 3 .411 .757 .524a 

Residual 24.400 45 .542 

Total 25.633 48 

a. Predictors: (Constant), personal.health (Banded), gender, age (Banded) 

b. Dependent Variable: d3 
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Sum of 
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 Regression 1.802 3 .601 2.598 .0648 

Residual 10.402 45 .231 
Total 12.204 48 

a. Predrctors: (Constant), personal.health (Banded), gender, age (Banded) 

b. Dependent Variable: d4 

Sum of 
Model Squares df Mean Square F SiQ. 
1 Regression 2.007 3 .669 .458 .7138 

Residual 67.273 46 1.462 
Total 69.280 49 

a. Predictors: (Constant), personal.health (Banded), gender, age (Banded) 

b. Dependent Variable: d5 

Sum of 
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 Regression .220 3 .073 .144 .9338 

Residual 22.882 45 .508 

Total 23.102 48 

a. Predictors: (Constant), personal.health (Banded), gender, age (Banded) 

b. Dependent Variable: d6 

Sum of 
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression .756 3 .252 .497 .6868 

Residual 23.324 46 .507 

Total 24.080 49 

a. Predictors: (Constant), personal. health (Banded), gender, age (Banded) 

b. Dependent Variable: d7 
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Sum of 
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 Regression 1.277 3 .426 .491 .6908 

Residual 40.762 47 .867 
Total 42.039 50 

a. Predictors: (Constant), personal.health, gender, age 

b. Dependent Variable: d8 

ANOV A: Research Question 3 

Do professional characteristics of directors of special education, such as highest 
educational degree obtained, grade point average, administrative rank, 
administrative tenure, classroom teaching experience and salary predict self
efficacy? 

Sum of 
Model Squares df Mean Square F s~ 
1 Regression 2.200 5 .440 .374 .8638 

Residual 47.017 40 1.175 
Total 49.217 45 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Salary (Banded), GED.Teach.Exp (Banded), GPA (Banded), 
Sped.Dir.Tenure (Banded), SPED.Teach.Exp (Banded) 

b. Dependent Variable: d1 

Sum of 
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 Regression 3.541 5 .708 1.584 .1868 

Residual 18.331 41 .447 

Total 21.872 46 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Salary (Banded), GED.Teach.Exp (Banded), GPA (Banded), 
Sped.Dir.Tenure (Banded), SPED.Teach.Exp (Banded) 

b. Dependent Variable: d2 
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ANOV/f 

Sum of 
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 Regression 3.694 5 .739 1.380 .2538 

Residual 20.884 39 .535 
Total 24.578 44 

a. Pred1ctors: (Constant), Salary (Banded), GED.Teach.Exp (Banded), GPA (Banded), 
Sped.Dir.Tenure (Banded), SPED.Teach.Exp (Banded) 

b. Dependent Variable: d3 

ANOVtf 

Sum of 
Model Sg_uares df Mean Square F S!g_. 
1 Regression 1.737 5 .347 1.425 .2378 

Residual 9.507 39 .244 
Total 11.244 44 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Salary (Banded), GED.Teach.Exp (Banded), GPA (Banded), 
Sped.Dir.Tenure (Banded), SPED.Teach.Exp (Banded) 

b. Dependent Variable: d4 

ANOVtf 

Sum of 
Model ~guares df Mean ~uare F Sig. 
1 Regression 8.295 5 1.659 1.165 .3438 

Residual 56.944 40 1.424 
Total 65.239 45 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Salary (Banded), GED.Teach.Exp (Banded), GPA (Banded), 
Sped.Dir.Tenure (Banded), SPED.Teach.Exp (Banded) 

b. Dependent Variable: d5 

ANOV/f 

Sum of 
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 Regression 3.580 5 .716 1.546 .1988 

Residual 18.065 39 .463 

Total 21.644 44 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Salary (Banded), GED.Teach.Exp (Banded), GPA (Banded), 
Sped.Dir.Tenure (Banded), SPED.Teach.Exp (Banded) 

b. Dependent Variable: d6 
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Sum of 
Model Sg_uares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 Regression 2.111 5 .422 .796 .5598 

Residual 21.215 40 .530 
Total 23.326 45 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Salary (Banded), GED.Teach.Exp (Banded), GPA (Banded), 
Sped.Dir.Tenure (Banded), SPED.Teach.Exp (Banded) 

b. Dependent Variable: d7 

ANOVJJP 

Sum of 
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 Regression 2.440 4 .610 .931 .4558 

Residual 27.517 42 .655 

Total 29.957 46 

a. Predictors: (Constant), SPED.Teach.Exp, Salary, GPA, GED.Teach.Exp 

b. Dependent Variable: d8 
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ANOV A: Research Question 4 

Do district characteristics, such as size, grade levels, type of district (Urban versus 
Rural), and student sub-populations as defined in NCLB, (AA, Hispanic, White, ECD, 
Special Education, and LEP), predict self-efficacy? 

ANOVAb 

Sum of 
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 Regression 4.339 6 .723 .350 .901 8 

Residual 39.200 19 2.063 
Total 43.538 25 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Stud.Pop.LEP (Banded), Stud.Pop.M (Banded), District. Size 
(Banded), Stud.Pop.Sped (Banded), Stud.Pop.HA (Banded), Stud.Pop.Econ 
(Banded) 

b. Dependent Variable: d1 

Sum of 
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 Regression 1.625 6 .271 .332 .9128 

Residual 15.490 19 .815 
Total 17.115 25 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Stud.Pop.LEP (Banded), Stud.Pop.M (Banded), District.Size 
(Banded), Stud.Pop.Sped (Banded), Stud.Pop.HA (Banded), Stud.Pop.Econ 
(Banded) 

b. Dependent Variable: d2 

ANOVftP 

Sum of 
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 Regression 4.570 6 .762 .917 .5048 

Residual 15.776 19 .830 

Total 20.346 25 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Stud.Pop.LEP (Banded), Stud.Pop.M (Banded), D1stnct.S1ze 
(Banded), Stud.Pop.Sped (Banded), Stud.Pop.HA (Banded), Stud.Pop.Econ 
(Banded) 

b. Dependent Variable: d3 
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Sum of 
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 Regression .373 6 .062 .214 .968a 

Residual 5.512 19 .290 
Total 5.885 25 

a. Pred1ctors: (Constant), Stud.Pop.LEP (Banded), Stud.Pop.AA (Banded), District.Size 
(Banded), Stud.Pop.Sped (Banded), Stud.Pop.HA (Banded), Stud.Pop.Econ 
(Banded) 

b. Dependent Variable: d4 

ANOVfJP 

Sum of 
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 Regression 18.893 6 3.149 1.702 .175a 

Residual 35.145 19 1.850 
Total 54.038 25 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Stud.Pop.LEP (Banded), Stud.Pop.AA (Banded), District.Size 
(Banded), Stud.Pop.Sped (Banded), Stud.Pop.HA (Banded), Stud.Pop.Econ 
(Banded) 

b. Dependent Variable: d5 

Sum of 
Model S_quares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 Regression 2.463 6 .410 .471 .821 8 

Residual 15.697 18 .872 

Total 18.160 24 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Stud.Pop.LEP (Banded), Stud.Pop.AA (Banded), D1stnct.S1ze 
(Banded), Stud.Pop.Sped (Banded), Stud.Pop.HA (Banded), Stud.Pop.Econ 
(Banded) 

b. Dependent Variable: d6 
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Sum of 
Model Squares df Mean Square F SiQ. 
1 Regression 7.768 6 1.295 2.301 .ona 

Residual 10.693 19 .563 
Total 18.462 25 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Stud.Pop.LEP (Banded), Stud.Pop.M (Banded), District.Size 
(Banded), Stud.Pop.Sped (Banded), Stud.Pop.HA (Banded), Stud.Pop.Econ 
(Banded) 

b. Dependent Variable: d7 

ANOVJi? 

Sum of 
Model Squares df Mean Sguare F SiQ. 
1 Regression 6.544 6 1.091 .759 .611a 

Residual 27.302 19 1.437 

Total 33.846 25 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Stud.Pop.LEP, Stud.Pop.AA, District.Size, Stud.Pop.Sped, 
Stud.Pop.HA, Stud.Pop.Econ 

b. Dependent Variable: dB 
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