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This study examined the perceptions of school superintendents of districts and 

building principals of schools within selected shared service arrangements in the state of 

Texas who receive services from the cooperative, and selected directors of rural shared 

service arrangements pertaining to the responsibilities and roles of shared service 

arrangements when site-based decision-making (SBDM) was used as the guiding 

philosophy. , 

A survey was constructed to address the perceptions of administrators and elicit 

responses based on the respondents' perceptions toward similarities and differences in the 

responsibilities and roles assigned to shared service arrangements and whether or not the 

shared service arrangement is compatible with the state guidelines regarding the 

implementation of SBDM. 

The results indicate that administrators are in agreement that when the philosophy 

of SBDM is utilized, administrators indicate support for the shared service arrangement. 

Beyond this, they agreed that the responsibilities and roles assigned to or assumed by the 

shared service arrangement are more facilitative than if a district or school tried to do the 

job along. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Historically, schools in the United States have been pressured to align their curriculum 

with the prevailing values of society. From Massachusetts to California, from the 

beginning of time to the present, schools have been and continue to be a reflection of 

society's demands (Joyce, Hersh, & McKibbin, 1983; Orlich, 1989). 

With the publication of A Nation at Risk in 1983, the schools have been increasingly 

pressured to graduate students who can compete successfully with their counterparts 

world wide (Cuban, 1990). The states have reacted to this challenge for higher student 

achievement by mandating change in almost every facet of education (e.g., teacher 

training, curriculum, required courses, length of school day and year). Though some 

positive results have been noted, the myriad of reforms instituted across the United States 

have failed to produce the outcome demanded by politicians, business leaders, and the 

public. 

In recent years, school reformers have proposed the idea that "restructuring" is the 

only realistic way to improve student learning outcomes significantly and to hold 

educators accountable. A key goal in restructuring is to decentralize authority and 

decision-making through site-based management and participatory leadership. According 

to the National Governors' Association (1991a), the principle purposes for restructuring 

are to (a) achieve dramatic changes in curriculum and instruction, (b) promote student 

acquisition of higher order thinking skills, (c) create new staff roles, (d) develop different 
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outcome measures for students, and (e) eventually develop a comprehensive service 

system based on the site-based decision-making (SBDM) philosophy. 

A majority of states have adopted or are in the process of adopting state-level 

initiatives to promote school or district restructuring through deregulation and course 

requirement waivers for schools (Council of Chief State School Officers, 1989). The 

geographic location of schools have, in general, influenced the schools'/districts' 

responses to components of restructuring. Typically, rural districts have less complicated 

bureaucratic structures that makes it easier to institute change. Where there is the 

capacity to do so, rural schools and districts are attempting flexibility in school design and 

decision-making (Grove, 1992; Paulu, 1988; Vaughan, 1990). 

In rural areas, consolidation has been the single policy option used throughout the 

20th century to try to achieve cost savings and improve education (Stephens, 1988). 

Opponents of consolidation argue that it is difficult to place a simple monetary value on 

such strengths of rural schools as the involvement and support of parents and the 

community, individualized instruction, and wide-spread student participation in school 

activities made possible by small school and class sizes. These benefits are often lost when 

schools are eliminated and districts enlarged. A growing body of research is challenging 

the assumptions of consolidation (e.g., Fox, 1981; Sher, 1986), and some observers 

recommend that each case be judged on its individual merits (e.g., Butler & Monk, 1985; 

Stephens, 1991). 

Reforms usually involve additional expenditures, and many rural school districts 

confronting fiscal difficulties are hard pressed to fund new initiatives. Objections to the 
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disparities in school district wealth preceded the reform era (Koppich & Kerchner, 1990). 

Since the 1960s, challenges to state-approved methods of school financing, often initiated 

by rural school districts, forced many states to re-examine the issue of resources necessary 

to operate schools in an effective manner (Taylor & Levine, 1991). The matter goes well 

beyond an ability to implement state-mandated reforms to the broader issue of 

constitutional assurances of education equity. 

Nothing less than a complete overhaul of the states' approaches to education is 

underway. According to Coe & Kannapel, 1991, rural communities stand to gain 

substantially as new systems of family service centers, early childhood education, and 

school-based management are implemented over the next several years. Undoubtedly 

education reform will have significance for rural communities everywhere and for 

education throughout the country. However, reorganization will not be a simple formula 

that can be adopted universally. Wherever change occurs, "Rural school improvement 

initiatives must be diverse and reflect the different values and socioeconomic 

characteristics of the rural communities they serve" (Stephens, 1988). 

Little is known about the effects of site-based management in rural areas (English, 

1989; Peterson-Del Mar, 1994). Clearly, considerably more needs to be known about the 

varied capacities of rural schools to cope with reform demands, specifically site-based 

management, and the extent to which the proposed or mandated reforms actually reach 

rural students (Davies & Ellison, 1991; Koppich & Kerchner, 1990; Sergiovanni, 1989). 

SBDM is a process for relocating decision-making to the local campus in an effort to 

improve the students' educational outcomes. These decentralized decisions may include 



assessing student outcomes, determining goals and strategies, and ensuring that 

implementation — including needed adjustments - occur (Jenni & Mauriel, 1990). For 

example, the State of Texas has mandated SBDM, yet flexibility has been given to the 

individual school districts for its implementation. By September 1, 1992, each school 

district was required to submit to the Commissioner of Education its plan for 

implementation of SBDM. 

Interdistrict cooperatives, "shared service arrangements", are defined as "formal 

educational organizations, between the state-education-agency level and the local-

education-agency level, enabled or mandated by the State for the purpose of sharing costs 

and services between or among autonomous districts and designed to provide participating 

districts with joint responsibility for administering and implementing programs (Baugh, 

1987; Gletcher, Cole, & Strumor, 1988,1990; McKibbin, 1981). Member districts, 

through formal collection, increase their power to act and to achieve their individual and 

collective goals (Cates, 1983). 

The shared service arrangement exists to provide innovative services for students with 

disabilities in rural areas despite the relative lack or resources and personnel (Morphet, 

Johns, & Reller, 1987). The director of the arrangement is perceived as intrinsically 

different by administrators of local school districts (Campbell & Gregg, 1994). 

As SBDM has been implemented across the State of Texas, traditional roles and 

responsibilities within districts and shared service arrangements as well as individual 

schools have been in a state of flux. With roles and responsibilities dealing with special 

education traditionally being left to the shared service arrangement and its board, using 



SBDM as the guiding philosophy may create many questions. Who would make what 

curriculum decisions? Who would provide input and advice before the decisions were 

made? Who would approve the decisions? Who would be accountable for ensuring 

results? Who would be responsible for the budget? Is the shared service arrangement 

necessary when SBDM is used as the guiding philosophy? 

Purpose of Study 

The purpose of this study is to examine the perceptions of directors of rural shared 

service arrangements, school superintendents of districts within the rural shared service 

arrangements, and building principals of schools within the shared service arrangements 

who receive services from the cooperative pertaining to the responsibilities and roles of 

shared service arrangements when SBDM is used as the guiding philosophy. The study 

will be guided by the following research questions. 

Research Questions 

1. What similarities and differences exist in the responsibilities assigned to shared service 
arrangements in rural school districts (a) where site-based decision-making is the 
guiding philosophy and (b) where site-based decision-making has not been accepted as 
the guiding philosophy as perceived by rural shared service arrangements directors, 
school superintendents in participating districts, and building principals in participating 
districts? 

2. What similarities and differences exist in the roles assigned to shared service 
arrangements in rural school districts (a) where site-based decision-making is the 
guiding philosophy and (b) where site-based decision-making has not been accepted as 
the guiding philosophy as perceived by rural special education cooperative directors, 
school superintendents in participating districts, and building principals in participating 
districts? 

3. Are the roles assumed by and the responsibilities assigned to the shared service 
arrangement compatible with the state guidelines for the implementation of site-based 
decision-making as perceived by the rural shared service arrangement directors, school 



superintendents in participating districts, and building principals in participating 
districts? 

Significance of the Study 

This study has been designed to compare responses relative to perceptions of 

directors of rural shared service arrangements, school superintendents of districts within 

the rural shared service arrangements, and building principals of schools within the shared 

service arrangements where SBDM is the guiding philosophy and where SBDM has not 

been accepted as the guiding philosophy. This study will also search to determine if the 

implementation of SBDM would affect the shared service arrangements future existence. 

Findings of this study may enable director of rural shared service arrangements, 

school superintendents of districts within the rural cooperatives, and building principals of 

schools within the cooperatives who receive services to better determine the 

responsibilities and roles of special education cooperatives within the framework of 

SBDM. 

Limitations 

This study has several limitations, all of which are directly related to the nature of 

survey research (Kerlinger, 1986). A survey was utilized in the study. A survey allows 

for a "quick, unobtrusive" means of gathering information concerning demographic 

variables and examining perceptions from directors of rural shared service arrangements, 

school superintendents in participating districts, and building principals of schools 

receiving services from the shared service arrangements (Jaeger, 1984,1988; Warwick & 

Lininger, 1975). This survey was limited by its reliance on self-reports of past experiences 
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which are subject to human error and will not allow for verification (Babbie, 1989). 

Individual perceptions and bias associated with subject knowledge of the purpose of the 

survey may further limit responses to the survey (Dawes, 1988). Accurate responses may 

be affected due to codification. Some responders may feel that, through coding tracking, 

their anonymity may not be absolute. 

Limitation is also be related to the lack of a standardized administration of the 

survey instrument. Variations in the settings in which the survey was completed, the time 

allowed for each participant to complete the survey, a lack of opportunity to answer items 

from each participant, and a lack of uniform definitions, which can vary from one 

geographic area to another can all prevent a survey administration from being standardized 

(Jaeger, 1988; Kerlinger, 1986). Variables with a low rate of response (i.e., high 

frequency of missing values) resulted in reduced effectiveness of the statistical analysis. 

Further, this study was limited by the sampling procedure which was utilized. 

Subjects consisting of directors of rural shared service arrangements, school 

superintendents of districts within the rural special education cooperatives, and building 

principals of schools within the special education cooperatives had varied educational and 

experience backgrounds. As a result, the perceptions of the subjects used in the sample 

may not necessarily reflect the perceptions of all administrators (Warwick & Lininger, 

1975). 

Definitions 

Administrators: 
school superintendent: An individual performing administrative and managerial 

duties with the power (responsibility and authority) in a school system (Kohl & Marro, 



1971; DePaepe & Walega, 1990), and who serve on the board of management for the 
special education cooperative to which the district belongs (Burello & Sage, 1979; 
DePaepe & Walega, 1990). 

school principal: An individual performing administrative and managerial duties 
who is accountable and responsible for anything that goes on within a building servicing 
students. This person receives consultation and service expertise from the special 
education cooperative staff (Foley, 1980; Knezevich, 1975; DePaepe & Walega, 1990). 

director of special education cooperatives: An individual who performs 
administrative and managerial duties as needed to fully implement a comprehensive special 
education program. The director shall assume responsibility for coordinating all facets of 
the special education program, including referrals of students who receive special 
education services to and from other agencies, in order to allow a smooth transition from 
one service (Knezevich, 1975; DePaepe & Walega, 1990). 

Perceptions: The degree of positive or negative affect one has toward someone or 
something (Brophy & Evertson, 1981; Jones & Guskin, 1984). 

Responsibilities: The accountability set by the federal and state guidelines; compliance 
with federal mandates, finances, personnel, programming, and provision of related 
services (e.g., compliance, programming, finances). 

Roles: The functions offered by the shared service arrangement; aids in reform, enables 
and extends resources and knowledge bases, offers a common sense of purpose and a 
comprehensive educational program, shares information, planning and staff 
development, and specializes programs for students with low incidence disability (e.g., 
collaboration, expertise, resources, services, support). 

Rural school districts: On the whole, rural America is sparsely populated, averaging fewer 
than 40 residents per square mile (DePaege & Walega, 1990). Populations vary from 
one to 19,999 adjacent to or not adjacent to a metropolitan area (Timar & Kirp, 
1989). The Department of Education, 1995, defines a rural school district as a rural 
area designated according to state law as local school administrative unit and as a body 
corporate in politics in open county area with such help as may be received from state 
or county provides and maintains own school or schools under immediate control of 
own board of trustees or directors. (The Department of Education does not look at 
population or mileage from urban areas as their criteria of definition). 

Shared Service Arrangements: (Special education cooperatives); When two or more local 
education agencies (LEA) enter into a written contract to jointly operate and sponsor 
an education service agency (ESA) to provide on or more common services, 



exclusively for the member schools (Berkeley, 1995; Texas Senate Bill 1, New Texas 
Education Code, Sec. 29.007). 

Site-based decision-making: A process for decentralizing decisions to the local campus in 
an effort to improve the students' educational outcomes. Decentralized decisions may 
include assessing student outcomes, determining goals and strategies, and ensuring 
that implementation and needed adjustments occur (Meno, 1992). 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The review of the literature can serve a variety of preparatory functions. Through the 

activity the research can (a) create through review a history for the proposed study using 

new subjects and obtaining new data, (b) obtain through personal contact an 

understanding of what work is currently underway or contemplated in the area of the 

proposed study, and (c) establish a rationale for methods and techniques to be used in the 

study (Fox, 1969). 

The search of literature involved computer retrieval, letter and telephone requests, 

hand searches, and person-to-person contacts. Journal articles, journal abstracts, 

conference proceedings, project reports presentations, pamphlets, dissertations, 

dissertation abstracts, bibliographies, ERIC documents, and research reports were 

reviewed. Relevant information was taken from all sources to compile this review of 

literature. The literature reviewed spanned from 1956-1995. Noticeably, a high 

percentage of the research in this paper fell between 1975-1995. Very little literature 

could be found addressing special education, rural America, during the 1990s. 

In order to examine the perceptions of administrators of special education in rural 

America, this review of literature utilized several areas. Starting from a broad perspective, 

the reader will be presented with a historical background of the rural America educational 

10 
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system. Rural special education will be discussed from the Civil Rights movement of the 

'50s, '60s, and '70s through the introduction of P. L. 94-142. 

While writing in a time of dynamic change is difficult, the second portion of this 

review will examine the reform directions of Goals 2000 and the National Agency for 

Achieving Better Results for Children and Youth with Disabilities. This may be viewed as 

an attempt to develop a companion position between the two reforms. Goals 2000 calls 

for reforming the fundamental tenets of schooling and the National Agenda addresses the 

need to improve educational results for students with disabilities. 

The final three sections of the review will address educational reform/restructuring and 

offer information that may better support the decisions as to whether reform allows for a 

collaborative effort between shared service arrangements and site-based management. 

Historical Background 

From the beginning of the education system ion this country, the federal government 

has invested in the development of rural America. As early as 1862, the Morrill Act, 

which developed the land grant colleges in the United States, was viewed by many as the 

beginning of federal involvement in public education. The Smith-Hughes Act of 1917 

initiated federal assistance in vocational education and recognized agriculture as an 

important industry in this country. For over 70 years, the Bureau of Indian Affairs has 

developed programs for Native Americans in rural areas. According to Edington (1980), 

these programs have functioned without any cooperative coordination and have failed to 

consider the social and economic aspects of rural education. 
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Rural schools in America have long been considered the "poor country cousins" of the 

public education system. Poorly financed and poorly staffed, rural schools have been able 

to offer only limited opportunities to students who frequently must compete for services, 

funding, and educational opportunities wit their urban educated peers (Nachtigal, 1980). 

Nachtigal (1980) contends that four themes of rural school reform have emerged in an 

effort to correct these educational deficits. Initially, all education in America was rural. 

The rural school problem emerged as early as 1860 with the rapid increase in the number 

of cities in America. As the United States became more urbanized, the city schools began 

to set the standards of excellence, specialization, and curricula. In the 1890s the problems 

of rural education began to be seriously addressed, and the National Education 

Association Committee of Twelve on Rural Schools attempted to standardize and 

modernize rural schools by encouraging, redirecting, and reorganizing the leadership into 

the hands of professionals. The Committee of Twelve pressed for administrative 

consolidation, and their final report served to establish the foundation of the present 

system of centralized, standardized public schools (Rosenfeld & Sher, 1977). A leading 

reformer of rural schools at the turn of the century, Ellwood Cubberley of Stanford 

University, described country schools as poor, overburdened, and lacking in ideas. 

According the Cubberley and his fellow reformers, the solution to these problems rested 

with school consolidation and reorganization, "reasoning that size was the key to adequate 

funding, and that standardization was the key to an adequate curriculum" (Dunne, 1981, 

p. 331). The factory model so prevalent in this period of American industrialization with 

its worship of efficient production and migration the cities was applied to education. 
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Rural people rarely had an alternative educational plan sufficient to resist consolidators 

like Cubberley (Dunne, 1981). 

Many of the arguments for consolidated, centralized rural schools had already been 

realized in urban schools. Professional reformers wanted to bring rural schools in line with 

a more business-oriented industrial value system. Further, such consolidation would keep 

control of the schools out of the hands of recent immigrants who were accused of being 

the cause of the perceived decay in America's cities (Rosenfeld & Sher, 1977; Sher, 

1977). 

Emerging in the late 1950s, the second theme of rural school reform was the 

recognition that small schools would, of necessity, continue to exist due to sparse 

populations in certain areas of the country. Although few rural communities willingly 

relinquished local control, the concept of educational consolidation by professionals had 

reduced the 200,000 school districts of the 1910s, many of which were one-room schools, 

to only 16,000 school districts in the 1980s (Nachtigal, 1980). Although more than 

60,000 one-teacher schools operated across America in 1950, fewer than 2,000 remained 

by the 1970s. Despite the continued baby boom of the 1950s through the 1970s, the 

number of elementary schools in the United States dropped from 128,000 to 66,000. The 

individual schools offered more general, special education, and related services to more 

students than in past history (Dunne, 1981; Rosenfeld & Sher, 1977). 

Emerging by the mid-1960s, the problems of rural and urban schools meshed into the 

programs of the Great Society. "The world of education was broken down into the 

'disadvantaged' and the 'nondisadvantaged', and because there were poor minorities in 
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rural areas as well as urban the same solutions were imposed" (Nachtigal, 1982, p. 21). 

By 1965, the problems of rural versus urban schools had been overshadowed by the 

initiation of special programs for students who were disadvantaged and with disabilities. 

The problems facing public education were now viewed as generic regardless of the 

school location. The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, under Title I 

programs, provided special education programs for children of low income families. Rural 

education topics ceased to be a focus area in such organizations as the National 

Association and the American Association of School Administrators, and the National 

Federation for Improvement of Rural Education was disbanded. Nachtigal (1982) 

suggests that policy makers and rural education professionals themselves had become 

urbanized or perhaps did not see themselves remaining in the rural setting. 

Rural Special Education 

From the Civil Rights movement of the '50s, '60s, and '70s came as series of federal 

laws focusing on the needs and rights of children with disabilities. Between 1966 and 

1974, litigation, followed by laws, extended the rights of these students to be education by 

and in the public schools across America. Inherent in P. L. 94-142, "The Education of All 

Handicapped Children Act," was the right of handicapped children to have access to 

public school programs that were (a) specifically designed to allow them to benefit from 

an education, (b) provided in the least restrictive environment, and (c) outlined under 

specific guidelines in an Individualized Education Program (Gartner & Lipsky, 1987). 

This law recognized that some students require special services in order to benefit from 

public education, and the concept of related services was introduced. Related services 
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included speech, occupational, and physical therapies, counseling, and medical services 

and were designed to enable students to benefit from special education. Federal funds for 

these services flowed through the State Education Agency (SEA) to the local level. 

However, the SEA retained responsibility for ensuring that these services were provided. 

Even before its passage, P. L. 94-142 presented interesting challenges to implementors 

as federal efforts attempted to change local and state educational policies. This challenge 

had three main components. First, federal requirements were extensive, yet local 

education agency funds and new federal monies were limited. Secondly, while diverse 

interest groups outside the field of education were asked to work together to implement 

the new law, it was unclear how the desires of each group were to be balanced and who 

would maintain control? Thirdly, because the legislation was based primarily on civil 

rights issues, little attention was given to curriculum and program evaluation (Singer & 

Butler, 1987). In reviewing the research literature on P. L. 94-142, Singer and Butler 

(1987) questioned how the rights of handicapped students would be preserved in the 

small, limited school setting when those rights had been so difficult to protect in the larger 

society. 

Silver (1987) divided barriers to the provision of adequate special education services 

into the categories of "access and equity". The services provided by rural school 

districts were frequently inappropriate and inferior to those in urban districts. Problems of 

funding, transportation, equipment, and attracting and retaining qualified personnel 

presented a critical challenge to American educators as they attempted to overcome the 
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difficulties of sparse population, large geographic barriers, and the demands of 

implementing P.L. 94-142 (Helge, 1981; Kirmer, Lockwood, Mickler, & Sweeney, 1984). 

Public school districts with a large geographic area and sparse population could rarely 

provide special education services to low incidence studnets nor administer such 

comprehensive programs. As a result, alternative administrative programs began to arise 

as early as the mid-1960s (Jordan, 1966). With the passage of the P.L. 94-142, 

cooperative agreements in rural areas showed unprecedented growth (Silver, 1987). Two 

factors generated the rapid development of collaborative arrangements for the provision of 

special education services: (a) after the passage of P.L. 94-142 special needs students 

could no longer be denied appropriate services, and (b) the law required that each 

applicant be able to generate $7,500 in allocations to qualify for P.L. 94-142 monies 

(Silver, 1987). Cooperatives began to be viewed as an effective and efficient means of 

meeting the needs of rural areas. 

Goals 2000/National Agenda 

The call for standards-driven reform is exemplified in the Goals 2000: Education 

American Act of 1994 (Stedman, 1993). Goals 2000 calls for reforming the fundamental 

tenets of schooling. Rooted in the eight national educational goals which give it purpose 

and direction, the act is portrayed as the framework for all federal legislation (including 

the massive ESEA legislation and the School to Work legislation). It calls for: 

High standards of performance for all students; 
Challenging curriculum which stresses complex cognitive outcomes; 
Authentic assessments which are linked to the curriculum and to the 
real lives of students; 
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• Preparation for and transition of students to the world of work; 
• Involvement and participation by parents and the community; 

• A comprehensive system of professional development. 

Not only to these components of Goals 2000 have to work in concert to achieve 

national goals, reform has to be coordinated across different layers of the educational 

system (McLaughlin, 1993). That is, schools need to implement reform efforts which are 

aligned with district plans, which are in turn aligned with state-wide plans (Burrello, 

1992). Title in of the Goals 2000 legislation calls for the broad-based development and 

implementation of local Improvement Plans as well as a coordinated State Improvement 

Plan; the two planning efforts must address the core elements of systemic reform in 

complementary ways (NASDSE, 1991). 

Standards-driven reform at the federal and state level will support change at the local 

level by encouraging the parallel tracks of educational reform to work in tandem to 

achieve lasting, effective and sweeping educational change (Fructer, Galletta, & White, 

1992). Goals 2000 is the centerpiece of and the framework for the restructuring of the 

American education system based on the eight National Education Goals (Goal Eight, 

Resource Group, 1995; National Education Goals Panel, 1995). The restructuring effort 

focuses on high standards and expectations for all students, including students with 

disabilities, with primary emphasis on measurable achievement (National Education Goals 

Panel, 1995). The U.S. Congress has enacted federal education legislation such as Goals 

2000 that promotes unprecedented levels of comprehensive planning and service 

integration at state and local levels (Mullins, Campbell, & Garstrup, 1993). Goals 2000 
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recognizes that there are existing inequities among schools in their capacity to provide 

equal opportunities for learning. 

It must be remembered that Goals 2000 is currently in a state of flux. The law is new. 

It is a different stages among states, and it is likely to undergo some modifications 

(Ravitch, 1996). Critics such as Sheree P. Koppel, the director of federal, state, and 

special programs for the Franklin County, KY, schools, Lisa Hicks, Delaware's Goals 

2000 coordinator, and Jeanne Allen, the president of the Washington-based Center for 

Education Reform, all say that the legislation could give the federal government the 

opportunity to dictate policy to states and districts (NASDSE, 1991). Moreover, some 

opponents say, Goals 2000 has had minimal impact to date and is nothing more than a 

political trophy for the Administration. All sides agree that Goals 2000 is politically 

charged and will likely continue to serve as a lightning rod for attention as Congress and 

the states set fiscal and policy priorities. 

The National Agenda for Achieving Better Results for Children and Youth with 

Disabilities, although not billed as a "reform" document, may be viewed as a companion to 

Goals 2000. The National Agenda was developed to address the need to improve 

educational results for students with disabilities (Pazey, 1993; Stainback & Stainback, 

1992). The document urges the establishment of a unified system of education, based on 

access to high quality curricula and challenging standards — the same curricula and 

standards available to their non-disabled peers. 

In developing a unified system of education, the principles of a "Free Appropriate 

Public Education" (FACE), as outlined in the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 
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(IDEA), must be maintained (Infield & Woodward, 1994). The IDEA provides a 

mechanism, the individualized education plan, and procedural protections to ensure that 

students receive the supports they need to succeed in the school environment (Giblet, 

1994; Rockne & Weiss-Castro; 1994). The National Agenda assumes that any reform 

efforts will include the continued provision of FACE (Infield & Woodward, 1994; 

Ysseldyke, 1994). The missions of Goals 2000 and The National Agenda are the same: 

educating all of America's children and youth to reach their full potential and to take their 

places as productive members of society (Jones, 1994; Riley, 1994). Both documents are 

intended to be used by individuals concerned about the education of students with 

disabilities to facilitate educational reform and restructuring in a special education context. 

Educational Reform/Restructuring 

Writing in a time of dynamic change is difficult. According to Peters (1987), the way 

that people view the world, specifically education, includes changes in perceptions of how 

people are viewed and valued in organizations, how those organizations are structured 

(and, in particular, how they are changing from centralized to decentralized semi-

autonomous workplaces), and how leadership inspires self-management and continuous 

improvement fostered by a shared vision for the future. Barker (1986) states that people 

can and do change their way of thinking. In light of new evidence, which generally comes 

from the fringes of an organization, or from outside of it, people are influenced to adopt 

new models for viewing the world and their place in it. In the fields of education and 

public administration, Kearns and Doyle (1988), Osborne and Gabler (1992) and Perelman 

(1987) argue that the information-based society of the near future will force administrators 
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to entirely restructure schools. Branson (1987) and Riley (1994) have argued that no 

single factor can ensure high quality and greater productivity in schools. Advocates for 

restructuring are meeting resistance as they introduce their plans into the cultures and 

program regularities of the schools (Winfield & Woodard, 1994). Central-office and 

school fiscal managers are resisting school-centered decision-making within local school 

councils that include community participation because if threatens the prerogatives of their 

power (Johnson, 1990; Sarason, 1989; Stedman, 1993). 

Since the 1980's, the field of special education has been characterized by a significant 

reform effort referred to as the regular education initiative (REI) (Little, 1982; Little & 

McLaughlin, 1993). The prevailing theme of this initiative is a call to encourage greater 

social and academic integration of students with disabilities by placing them in general 

education classrooms (Gartner & Lipsky, 1987; Gillet, 1994; Kauffman, Gerber, & 

Semmel, 1998; Keogh, 1998; Pugach & Lilly, 1984; Stainback & Stainback, 1984,1987). 

Some believe that special education is not a rationally conceived and carefully planned and 

coordinated system of services and that is evolved through the combined efforts of 

advocates, parents, and professionals with mutual interests in serving students with 

disabilities (Bryan, Bay, & Donahue, 1988; Little & McLaughlin, 1993; Wang, Reynolds, 

& Walberg, 1986,1987). The general system of education left special educators and 

parents with little alternative but to create a parallel system with its own rules and 

regulations. 

Since the emergence of research on effective schools in the 1970's, the school as an 

individual community entity has become the focal point of attempts are organizational 
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change in education (Fuhrman, Elmore, & Massell, 1993). The present focus of 

restructuring efforts is almost always school-based (Rebarber, 1992). Most writers and 

commentators argue that school restructuring cannot be achieved by a simple initiative, 

but instead must a series of acts designed to embrace a diversity of learners at the level of 

the individual school. All agree that restructuring must include changes in the manner in 

which decisions are made (e.g., Lusi, 1994; Melaville, Blank, & Asayesh, 1993). 

In a restructured school, the principal seeks control over resources for all students, 

including students with disabilities, assigned to the school (Fullan, 1994). Besides 

exercising control over funds received for special education, principals seek the means to 

integrate staff and to support the application of their expertise to identified student needs 

(McLaughlin & Warren, 1992). They are also finding that state or district outcome 

requirements can be met if they and the staff have more to say about the curriculum to be 

used and the instructional designs to be implemented. Principals foresee a shared 

responsibility between themselves and the central office on matters of outcomes, 

accountability systems, strategic plans, and funding (Evans & Lunt, 1993; Minorini, 1994). 

They appreciate the support of the special education administrator in dealing with 

advocacy groups, ensuring due process for students and their families, interpreting state 

and federal laws and rules, and reporting to state and federal offices (Brown, 1994; 

Vincent, 1994). Principals look for expertise in student assessment and technical 

assistance with setting expectations and helping staff. When students with disabilities are 

assigned to local schools, principals and their staff can negotiate for supportive services in 
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a more informed manner if they can rely on the help of the special education administrator 

(Abernathy & Stile, 1983; Hill, 1993). 

Contemporary school reform is taking a standards-driven approach that shows 

promise of unifying change efforts by affecting change at the classroom, school and 

community level. Standards have the potential to provide a common purpose for 

educational reform, a touchstone to measure success, and an impetus to talk across 

domains to achieve a board-based, coordinated plan for successful school change (Brown, 

1994; Hill, 1993; Vincent, 1994). 

Standards-driven reform sets in motion a process that supports reform for all schools. 

Even so, school reform efforts at the local level are of special concern to rural context 

when planning reformation of schools that are outside urban or suburban areas (Abernathy 

& Stile, 1983; Evans & Lunt, 1993). a review of literature also points to a need to 

continue to track and define the characteristics of rural schools and communities that set 

them apart from their urban counterparts. 

How school change and implement improvements has been the subject of research for 

over three decades. Much of that research has been done in urban and suburban schools. 

The effective schools literature (e.g., Cuban, 1990; McKibbin, 1981; Pugach & Lilly, 

1984) consists of research on characteristics associated with effective schools, most of 

which are elementary schools in urban systems. The educational change agent research, 

although derived from the agricultural change agent model, is for the most part of a body 

of knowledge derived from studies of urban schools (Borg & Gall, 1979; Fletcher, Cole, 

& Strumor, 1988; Rosenfeld & Sher, 1977). The social, political, and economic context 
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of the community is so important in school improvement that what works in urban schools 

may not necessarily work in rural schools. On the other hand, there are valuable lessons 

to be learned from that body of knowledge from urban areas ~ lessons which are 

applicable in some measure to the rural community (Fletcher & Cole, 1991). What is 

needed in rural education is a knowledge base of school improvement strategies that take 

into account the strengths and shortcomings of the rural context for change (Fletcher & 

Cole, 1991; Sher, 1981). 

The common and defining attributes of rural schools have to do with distance and 

population sparsity. Other social and economic conditions are the consequences of 

distance and population sparsity. Singly or in combination, these attributes diminish rural 

capacity to provide a high quality education for all children and constrain the ability of 

rural schools to respond to reform mandates (Sherwood, 1989; Stephens, 1975; Stephens, 

1977). Because rural communities are sparsely populated, it is difficult to generate 

adequate tax revenue for schools and other social services. Despite equalizing funding 

formulae, low average daily attendance in rural schools generally means lower state 

support for schools. The low incidence of students who need special services present 

additional problems for rural schools who have the obligation under federal and state laws, 

but not the means and expertise to comply with mandates to provide appropriate services 

(Fletcher & Cole, 1991). 

Rural isolation can slow the rate of change to a near halt. Because of distance and 

small numbers, rural teachers, and administrators often feel isolated from resources and 

ideas and from communities of professionals. More than their urban counterparts, rural 
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teachers need to gain better access to external resources and they need to be better 

connected with one another for assistance (Hanuske, 1983; McQuivey & Thorson, 1994; 

Riley, 1994). This can be accomplished through membership with a shared service 

arrangement. 

To effect systemic reform in rural schools, it is imperative both to acknowledge the 

hardships and build on the strengths of local context. Enhancing local capacity for change 

rather than importing it from the outside is more likely to have lasting effects. Enabling 

rural schools and communities to band together to pool their resources and reach out to 

external sources of support is a practice consistent wit the rural tradition of overcoming 

the limits of scarcity (Fletcher & Cole, 1991). 

Shared Service Arrangements 

Shared service arrangements can take many other forms. At the opposite extreme 

from the Boards of Cooperative Educational Services (BOCES) are those informal 

arrangements for sharing that involve two or more school districts but do not form a single 

identified entity. Between those two extremes are voluntary cooperative organizations 

formed and managed under a written agreement and governed by permissive legislation 

such as the Texas Education Association (TEA) (Bohrson, 1982). Each one is established 

by a group of school districts with an organizational design that includes a director of 

collaborative, a policy making board of directors usually made up of the superintendents 

of the member school districts, and an operating committee composed of special education 

supervisors who provide input and oversight into the delivery of services to students with 
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disabilities. The collaborative may also have other operational committees depending on 

the types of activities the collaborative undertakes. 

Shared service arrangements vary among states on a number of dimensions, such as 

scope of program involvement, governance, fiscal base, and organizational structure. The 

official names for these service agencies differ from state to state (Sage & Burrello, 1986). 

They include: 

Area Education Agency ~ Iowa; 

Boards of Cooperative Educational Services — New York; 
Boards of Cooperative Services - Colorado; 
Cooperative Educational Service Agency ~ Wisconsin, Indiana, and Georgia; 
Educational Service Unit - Nebraska; 
Intermediate Education District — Oregon. 
Intermediate School District ~ Washington and Michigan; 
Intermediate Unit ~ Pennsylvania; 
Regional Educational Service Agency - West Virginia; 

Shared Service Arrangements - Texas. 

Shared service arrangements encompass the area of networking with other rural school 

systems as well as with other service providers in the community. Rural schools are 

generally more receptive to forming collaborative relationships, perhaps motivated by a 

general paucity of resources, ironically the same factors which make rural collaborations 

difficult to maintain. Threats to successful collaborations are many (Bernard, 1989; 

Fullan, 1991). In the rural areas, local pride and autonomy often intervene and mitigate 

the success of rural collaborations, particularly if benefits are perceived to be distributed 

unevenly or are not readily forthcoming. Shared service arrangements extends the 

resource and knowledge base of individual rural entities, enables more efficient use of 

resources, and provides perhaps the only avenue for small rural schools to even begin to 
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tackle the massive problems associated with a sweeping effort such as standards-driven 

reform (Lieberman, 1986; Stern, 1994). Professional practice, positive organizational 

conditions for change, and rural consortia building are necessary elements of a potentially 

viable rural change approach (Kagan, Rivera, & Parker, 1991; Stern, 1994). 

A recent national survey revealed that 36 of the 50 states have some form of 

interdistrict collaboratives as a part of their education delivery system (Fletcher, Cole, & 

Strumor, 1990). Such organizations range from informal, unwritten agreements to state-

established intermediate school units that are equivalent to districts in their legal identity. 

The history and development of such joint efforts by school districts through the time of 

the passage of IDEA is contained in a monograph by Davis (1976); other writers (e.g., 

Berkeley & Ludlow, 1990; Bohrson, 1982; Davis, 1976; Helge, 1984) listed in the 

reference section address the subsequent development of interdistrict collaboration. 

Although there were some cooperative activities among school districts before the 

1920s, it was the growth of special services such as vocational education and school bus 

transportation that created a role for intermediate units. In 1948, New York established 

the first statewide system of educational service centers. The 46 units (BOCES) were 

designed to provide vocational and special education instruction and other services as 

requested by the member districts working together under a cooperative board (Barker & 

Gump, 1964). These cooperatives are similar to intermediate units that have been created 

in many other states for similar resource sharing activities. 

Trends in education even prior to the passage of the federal special education law have 

served to encourage the formation of share service arrangements. The so-called 
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"efficiency movement" in education in the 1950s, supported by the Conant study in 1959 

that held that small schools could not offer a comprehensive educational program, led to 

the consolidation of smaller districts in the United States (Sher, 1977). According to 

Stern (1994), consolidation has continued to occur and there were only 15,029 school 

districts in the country in 1990. Despite this trend, many rural and small schools resisted 

consolidation and looked for other vehicles to bring resources to their children rather than 

sending their children elsewhere for the services they need. These efforts resulted in a 

corresponding movement toward the establishment of shared service arrangements that 

were motivated by a variety of needs including compliance with federal mandates, access 

to specialized programs for students with low incidence disability conditions, retention of 

qualified staff, and the sharing of information, planning and staff development resources 

(Berkeley & Ludlow, 1990; Helge, 1984). 

The key elements for successful cooperative ventures were synthesized from the 

literature by Sommer (1990): 

• a common sense of purpose, clear goals: The purpose of the 
cooperative may change with time, but the evolving role must remain 
cooperatively held; 

• membership set by reasonable geographic and enrollment compatibility: 
when the total span of the collaborative involves more than a half-day's 
travel for any one member to attend a meeting, the likelihood of 
success decreases; 

• initial time commitment with an evaluation point: a minimum period of 
three years is a reasonable benchmark for evaluation and re-
commitment; 

• established organizational structure: formal organizational structures of 
a cooperative should be kept to a minimum; 

• representation by strong district leaders and rotate responsibilities: the 
board representative for each district in a cooperative must be someone 
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with sufficient authority to speak confidently for the district, preferably 
the superintendent; 

• clear and regular communication: enhances feelings of ownership, 
reduces suspicion and helps ensure timely completion of work; 

• clarity on finance: financial questions involving several districts can be 
explosive and obtaining the unbiased view of an outside agent may be 
prudent; 

• reasonable size and number of participants: cooperatives seem to 
operate optimally with no more than eight members. 

The advantages school districts can realize from participation in consortia have been 

documented by a number of researchers. The following list was compiled from the work 

of Helge (1984), Sommer (1990), and Fletcher and Cole (1990,1991): 

• maintenance of a sense of local autonomy 
• survival as an autonomous district 
• flexible response to local conditions 
• reduced fiscal burden 
• improved cost efficiency 
• reduction of redundant efforts 
• improved programs and services 
• facilitation of compliance with federal requirements 
• shared expertise and decision making 
• professional growth through the exchange of ideas and staff 

development activities 
• new relationships and contacts 
• swift dissemination of new knowledge 
• broadened sense of community to overcome the sense of isolation 
• educational equity 
• enhanced efficiency and reduced resource overlap 

• infusion of enthusiasm and "can-do" spirit 

Writers on the topic of collaboration among rural and small school districts 

consistently complain that small districts are ignored in the more extensive research studies 

despite the fact that 25 percent of the operating public school districts in the United States 

enroll fewer than 300 students (Helge, 1984; Stern, 1994). However, the anecdotal 

experiences and research studies that have been reported do confirm the overwhelming 
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benefits that can accrue from collaboration among school distichs in the provision of 

special services to students as well as other cooperative activities. 

Site-Based management 

Educational organizations are reflections of a society that is increasingly more 

complex. Schools are becoming more and more open by recognizing their 

interdependence with their environments. Site-based management, part of the 

decentralization of education, is an effort to meet changing educational and environmental 

needs and demands at a level that is seen more responsive. Through empowering school 

professionals, parents, and community to exert their knowledge and expertise, school 

policy is influenced and educational experiences are enhanced. Duttweiler (1990) 

recognizes the significance of share decision-making with results tied to the effectiveness 

of school especially in meeting the needs of unique student populations (e.g., at risk, 

special education). 

Administrative leadership styles are crucial considerations when determining the 

feasibility of site-based management (Taylor, 1990; Leithwood, 1992). Shared decision-

making means that principals and central officials relinquish power and authority that is 

generally reserved for them. A transformational leadership style, according to effective-

schooling research, is based on collaboration and the development of a shared vision 

among various participants. This leadership approach underlies the major tenets of the 

site-based management philosophy, which include restructuring roles, building teams, 

developing trust, establishing parameters, and sharing decision-making (Mitchell, 1991). 
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Further, the success of school-site management may well depend on the degree to which 

administrators allow teachers to take calculated risks (Conley & Bacharach, 1990). 

Descriptive studies of site-based programs in Chicago, Memphis, and Temple, Texas, 

highlight active school/community involvement. Each program reported more collegiality 

and more positive school climates during the first year with site-based management than in 

the past. These studies also acknowledged that improvements demanded increased 

planning time than anticipated, especially for the school principal (Bacchus & 

Marchiafava, 1991; Psencik, 1991; Smith & O'Day, 1991). Barriers and conflicts 

generally occur with any change or restructuring. Studies have found that site-based 

management participants face a number of formidable hurdles that impede implementation. 

Schegelmilch & Diamantopoulos's survey (1990) of difficulties facing educational 

practitioners when initiating shared decision-making found that the fear of taking risks, 

fear of losing power, and resistance to changing roles and responsibilities were among the 

key barriers to implementation. Lack of trust, lack of definition, clarity, or expectations; 

inadequate or inappropriate resources; and lack of skills and of hierarchical support were 

also listed. 

A status report on a three-year Dade County, Florida, pilot program found that an 

improved organizational climate existed in schools implementing site-based management, 

although additional time demands existed on all parties involved. The study also found 

that favorable attitudes toward specific aspects of the program decreased over the three-

year period of the study (Morphet, Johns, & Reller, 1991). Other studies have identified 

barriers to site-based management that focus on the role of the district central office, the 
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teacher union, and the issue of accountability (Brandt, 1991 & Wishnick & Wishnick, 

1991). In many schools, the terms "site-based management" and "restructuring" have 

been replaced by more subtle terms such as "shared decision-making, shared leadership, 

and school-based renewal". As a result, changes are occurring developmentally and are 

described as smaller pieces within a larger context. 

The most common areas affected by site-based management are (a) discipline 

procedures, (b) school objectives, (c) staff development emphases, and (d) school budget 

priorities (Conley & Bacharach, 1990). It is found across the nation, that a small percent 

of site-based management programs involved parents and staff in the development of the 

mission statement or philosophy of the school. Wishnick and Wishnick (1991) indicated 

that about half of the management teams were involved in decisions regarding the 

acceptance of special programs within their schools. 

Faculty in administrator training programs need to know that key among skills of 

today's administrators is the ability to facilitate the group process while helping to expand 

the community of decision-makers. The role of the site administrator is clearly changing 

as are the expectations of staff, parents, and community relative to their involvement in 

substantive decisions. Courses in public relations, group process, conflict resolution, and 

communications are becoming more and more critical to the success of education 

administration graduates. 

The idea of placing authority to make day-to-day decisions at the school site is not 

new. The earliest multi classroom schools were managed by teachers and a principal 

teacher. Usually unmarried women, these teachers were able to meet with one another 
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before and after school to administer the school and discuss the educational program. 

After World War II, when the increase of school administrators and the expansion of 

teacher unions placed teachers and administrators in conflict with one another, school-site 

decision-making decreased. The principal handed down district policies and procedures to 

the teachers, who were then expected to carry them out. Authority in the schools had 

become more and more centralized and bureaucratized (Taylor & Levine, 1991). This 

centralized decision making continued, with certain exceptions, until 1989 ~ the beginning 

of the current wave of reform. 

The wave of reform has moved from the centralization of decision-making about 

educational policies to its decentralization (Anderson & Klein, 1990). Basically, schools 

are being asked to assume more autonomy and control their own destiny (Davies & 

Ellison, 1991). The new movement is toward site-based management where 

administrators and teachers have greater power over decision-making (Anderson & Klein, 

1990). From their review of school effectiveness studies conducted in 35 states, Bancroft 

and Lezotte (1989) concluded that establishing a building-based improvement team 

composed of teachers and administrators accelerates school improvement efforts. This 

coincides with James Conant's advice that U.S. high schools should be improved school 

by school (Conant, 1959). 

SBDM, or school-site-based management, implies a redistribution of power from a 

centralized locus to decentralized subunits within the organization. In a school district this 

usually means from the central office to the school building. The administrators 

(principals) of these site-managed schools typically delegate this authority to, or share it 
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with, a local site council. The local site councils, or responsible parties (Joyce, Hersh, & 

McKibbin, 1983), have been comprised of representatives from various groups from 

within the school's community. 

These groups commonly include (a) the teaching staff, (b) the administrative staff, (c) 

the parents, (d) sometimes students, and occasionally (e) non-parent community members. 

The decision-making authority and role of the school-site council has been generally set 

forth in a written agreement or policy statement from the school board. This agreement 

usually states the purpose of the group, and the philosophical foundation for implementing 

a decentralized plan, and it may or may not have established the delegated decision-

making powers of the group. Even if the agreement speaks to these powers, it usually 

does so in very vague and general terms allowing for some ambiguity in the definition. 

This vagueness and ambiguity have led to differing perceptions about the role and function 

of site-based management in schools and about the role and function of the site council 

(Jenni & Mauriel, 1990). 

For school-site management to succeed, it would have to be developed with the 

specific goal of creating a professional work environment for teachers. School-site 

management alone does not guarantee administrative decentralization. Many schools 

today fit the criteria commonly attributed to school-site management yet are managed by 

the principal. The issue is not simply how to achieve school-based management, but 

rather how to achieve collegial and collective management at the school level (Conley & 

Bacharach, 1990). 
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The majority of schools in the United States are rural, and these schools have the 

highest percentages of students at-risk and of unserved and undeserved students with 

disabilities (Berkeley & Ludlow, 1990; Bohrson, 1982). In addition, rural cultural factors 

and economic conditions contribute to serving students within these conditions. Services 

are frequently unavailable or inadequate. 

Special education is not necessarily the most viable option for providing services to 

students who are in need (Cutler, 1993). Regular and special education services should be 

redesigned to meet the needs of increasing numbers of students in special education. 

Collaboration between the two fields is essential to successfully preventing and treating 

students with needs. 

Because of the changes occurring in education, the purpose of this study is to examine 

the responsibilities and roles assigned to and assumed by shared service arrangements and 

the perceptions from special education administrators being served by these arrangements 

as to whether or not the roles and responsibilities assumed fit when SBDM is used as the 

guiding philosophy. 

In order to answer the items defined for this study, a survey will be used. Details 

regarding the survey and procedures will be delineated in chapter 3. 



CHAPTER m 

METHODOLOGY 

This study addressed the following research questions: 

1. What similarities and differences exist in the responsibilities assigned to shared service 
arrangements in rural school districts (a) where site-based decision-making is the 
guiding philosophy and (b) where site-based decision-making has not been accepted as 
the guiding philosophy as perceived by rural shared service arrangements directors, 
school superintendents in participating districts, and building principals in participating 
districts? 

2 What similarities and differences exist in the roles assigned to shared service 
arrangements in rural school districts (a) where site-based decision-making is the 
guiding philosophy and (b) where site-based decision-making has not been accepted as 
the guiding philosophy as perceived by rural special education cooperative directors, 
school superintendents in participating districts, and building principals in participating 
districts? 

3. Are the roles assumed by and the responsibilities assigned to the shared service 
arrangements compatible with the state guidelines for the implementation of site-based 
decision-making as perceived by rural shared service arrangement directors, school 
superintendents in participating districts, and building principals in participating 
districts? 

Specifically, in order to answer the questions defined for this study, a survey was 

utilized. Survey research is descriptive in nature with only one observation (Behling, 

1984). This study was developed to systematically describe a given population, establish a 

characteristic database, identify current problems and practices, and suggest solutions for 

future planning. 

35 
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Instrumentation 

A thorough search of the literature failed to produce an existing instrument 

appropriate for obtaining the specific data sought in this study. However, a study 

conducted in New Mexico by Wirth (1982) employed an instrument that contained 

relevant questions that were subsequently modified for inclusion in this research. Another 

study conducted by the National Rural Development Institute contained questions 

concerning related-services delivery models before and after the implementation of P. L. 

94-142 (Helge, 1980). Questions from this study were also modified for inclusion in the 

current research. Finally, a new instrument was constructed that addresses the specific 

perceptions of administrators in rural areas in the state of Texas (Appendix A). 

The new survey instrument was based on a review of the literature and modifications 

of items from two previously developed instruments (Helge, 1980); Wirth, 1982). The 

instrument was designed to elicit responses relative tp the perceptions of directors of rural 

shared service arrangements, school superintendents of districts within the rural 

cooperatives, and building principals of schools within the cooperatives when SBDM is 

used as the guiding philosophy, and whether the implementation of SBDM would affect 

the future existence of the shared service arrangements. The same instrument was used 

for all groups surveyed with the exception of the demographic form. The form was 

modified somewhat for the directors, but remained the same for the school 

superintendents and principals. 

The instrument was designed as a structured mail survey composed primarily of 

closed-ended questions. Closed-ended questions not only give the question but also 
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present response alternatives. The respondents were asked to rate each of the items using 

a five-point scale, with 1 being "strongly disagree" and 5 being "strongly agree" (Taylor & 

Levine, 1991). The survey contained three parts: (a) descriptive information, (b) items to 

elicit responses based on the respondents' perceptions toward similarities and differences 

in the responsibilities and roles assigned to shared service arrangements, and (c) items to 

elicit responses based on the respondents' perceptions of whether or not the shared service 

arrangement is compatible with the state guidelines regarding the implementation of 

SBDM. 

Validity 

Behling (1984) describes validity as "the confidence one can place in the accuracy of 

the instruments used" (p.61). In survey research, the data are considered valid to the 

degree that they meet the requirements of the survey client (Bateson, 1984; Fox, 1969), 

the degree to which the instrument is carefully designed, and the judgment of experts in 

the field (Berger & Patchner, 1988; Best, 1981; Fink & Kosecoff, 1985). The data 

represent an accurate picture of what Bateson (1984) referred to as "the social world" (p. 

32). In this study, informant-based data were compared. 

By their nature, surveys in social science have the applied use of affecting public 

policy. Timeliness and quality of survey research is dependent on the data-construction 

and the data-interpretation. Sample design must identify the correct subjects or events 

that are to be measured. The response rate and the quality of the survey report are 

dependent on the pilot survey work, editing, and interpretation. 



38 

For research procedures using surveys, content validity is stronger than face validity. 

Content validity is dependent on data-free, "either/or" judgements, and argues that the test 

instruments measure what they purport to measure because "there was a rational and, 

ideally, an empirical basis to the selection of the actual content" (Fox, 1969, p. 370). To 

establish content validity, the survey instrument was validated using a "panel of judges". 

Validation Procedures 

In planning this research effort, a validation procedure was conducted to (a) ensure the 

clarity and accuracy of the content and (b) assist the researcher in obtaining experience 

with the data to be accrued. The "panel of judges", all of whom were employees of the 

National Association of State Directors Special Education (NASDSE), was selected to 

evaluate the survey instrument. The panel consisted of six members who had varied 

backgrounds, ranging from researchers to past state directors of special education. Space 

was provided on the trial survey for respondents to make suggestions and changes. As a 

result of the pilot testing, revisions were made on the instrument. The revised instrument 

appears in Appendix A. Appendix B contains the letter sent to the panel of judges asking 

for their participation and providing instructions for performing their evaluation of the 

instrument. 

Sample Selection 

The subjects in this study consisted of directors of rural shared service arrangements, 

school superintendents of districts within the rural shared service arrangements, and 

building principals of schools within the shared service arrangements. Participants were 

identified through the Texas Council of Administrators of Special Education (TCASE) 
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Directory. 1995-1996, and making lists were generated from state data by the Education 

Region XI, Ft. Worth, Texas. Analysis of information from the TCASE directory showed 

a total of 20 Education Service Centers which support 139 shared service arrangements 

within the state of Texas. These arrangements service a total of 784 school districts. The 

Education Service Centers IX, X, XI, XII, and XIV were selected for use in this study 

because their geographic areas were largely rural and represented approximately one-

fourth of the total cooperatives (N=38) and one-third of the districts (N=272) within the 

state of Texas and all bordered the area served by Region XI Service Center which 

collaborates with the University of North Texas on many special education related issues. 

Surveys were mailed to all directors of shared service arrangements (N=38) and all 

superintendents being served by shared service arrangements (N=272). From each 

district, principals from two elementary schools, one middle school, one secondary school 

were randomly selected to receive survey forms (N=573). Random selection was derived 

by placing a slip of paper with an identification number of each shared service arrangement 

and the name of each district and individual school they represent in a container, mixing 

the slips thoroughly, and then drawing the required number of names or numbers. This 

selection procedure is advocated by Fowler (1995). Some districts were represented by 

only one school or a superintendent who also served as a principal. 

Data Collection 

Once the official survey was approved, survey packets (N=883) were prepared and 

mailed on March 18, 1996. The packet contained a letter of introduction which also 
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delineated the time lines for return of the instrument and instructions for completing the 

survey, a survey instrument, and a self-addressed stamped envelope (Appendix D). 

Instructions to the respondents were to answer all of the items. Respondents were 

asked to rate each of the items using a five-point scale, with 1 being "strongly disagree" 

and 5 being "strongly agree". Comments on any item or qualification of an answer could 

be done using the space in the margins. It was asked that the surveys be returned by April 

25,1996. Follow-up reminders were sent to all subjects selected for the initial mailing on 

April 14,1996. Survey forms that were returned by May 1,1996, were included in the 

analysis of data. LeCompte, Millroy, and Preissle (1992) indicate that researchers must 

often be satisfied with a 30 to 50% return rate. This study had a return rate of 40%. 

Data Analysis 

An initial plan for analysis of research data was developed in order to establish the 

number of subjects needed, the measures and scoring procedures to be used, and the 

methods of recording the data (Jaeger, 1988). This study evaluated findings utilizing 

factor analysis and an analysis of variance. Factor analysis was used to determine if the 

long series of items could be grouped into shorter sets (Bogt, 1993). If so, the factors 

become more manageable for analysis and interpretation. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) 

was used to assess the statistical significance of the relationship between groups and to 

determine whether the groups combine to produce an interaction effect. The internal 

consistency of the survey was evaluated through an analysis of the individual survey items 

using Tukey's Honestly Significant Difference Test (Vogt, 1993). The Statistical Package 

for the Social Sciences 6.1 (SPSS) (1995) was used for the statistical analyses. 
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The data were reported according to the following criteria: 

1. All responses were from persons responsible for special education in rural school 
districts and the directors of the shared service arrangements (a) where SBDM was 
the guiding philosophy and (b) where SBDM had not been accepted as the guiding 
philosophy. 

2. Each school district belonged to only one shared service arrangement. 

3. In reporting frequency counts and percentages, the data were based on a random 
number of schools, districts, and shared service arrangements. 

4. Inferential statistical procedures and parametric statistics were chosen (a) because 
much of the data represents ordinal or nominal scales, and (b) because small 
sample size dictates use of distribution-free statistics. Parametric statistical tests 
were used with ordinal scaling; these do not define the conditions about the 
parameters of the population from which the sample is selected (Siegel, 1956). 

Further determination was done by comparing the subscale scores with each of the 

following identified variables (Babbie, 1989; Dawson-Saunders & Trapp, 1990; Hinkle, 

Wiersma, & Jurs, 1988; Warwick & Lininger, 1975): (a) when SBDM was the guiding 

philosophy, (b) when SBDM had not been accepted as the guiding philosophy, and (c) 

whether or not the responsibilities assigned to and the roles assumed by the shared service 

arrangements were compatible with the state guidelines for the implementation of site-

based decision-making. 



CHAPTER IV: 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

The purpose of this study was to examine the perceptions of people associated with 

rural shared service arrangements who serve in three different roles: (a) directors, (b) 

school superintendents, and (c) building principals. A survey instrument (see Appendix A) 

was developed to elicit their perceptions pertaining to the responsibilities and roles of 

shared service arrangements when site-based decision-making (SBDM) was used as the 

guiding philosophy. In addition, the survey instrument elicited perceptions as to whether 

the implementation of SBDM would affect the future existence of the shared service 

arrangements. 

In this chapter, the results of the study in terms of the general research questions will 

be presented. The discussion of the study findings are focused on the three general areas 

of the survey: (a) descriptive analysis of the respondents, (b) perceptions toward 

similarities and differences in the responsibilities assigned to and roles assumed by the 

shared service arrangements, and (c) perceptions as to whether or not the shared service 

arrangement is compatible with the state guidelines regarding the implementation of 

SBDM. 
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Descriptive Analysis of the Respondents 

Using a survey instrument, this study investigated selected shared service 

arrangements serving school districts under the authority of Education Service Centers 

(ESC) IX, X, XI, XII, and XIV in the state of Texas. These ESCs were selected because 

their geographic areas represented one-fourth of the total cooperatives (N = 38) and one-

third of the districts (N = 272) within the state of Texas (Appendix C); they were all 

located in North Central Texas and all border the area served by Region XI ESC which 

collaborates with the University of North Texas on many special education related issues. 

The subjects in this study included (a) the directors of the 38 shared service 

arrangements, (b) the superintendents of the 272 districts, and (c) the principals of the 573 

schools randomly selected to participate in the survey. Of the 883 subjects surveyed, 382 

completed surveys were returned. This was a response rate of 43%. Twenty-five subjects 

identified their Geographic location as suburban instead of rural and were, therefore, 

eliminated from the sample. This yielded a total sample size of 357 with a response rate of 

40%. 

Table 1 delineates the complete descriptive data for the three groups and the overall 

totals and percentages. One hundred twenty-three superintendents (34.4%), 219 

principals (61.3%), and 15 directors of shared service arrangements (43%) made up the 

respondent pool. It should be noted that this does not reflect what the researcher 

originally anticipated as the outcome for the administrative breakdown of the respondents. 

It was expected that the greatest number of responses would come from the directors and 
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Table 1 

Descriptive Data Pertaining to Superintendents. Principals, and Directors Who 
Participated in this Study. 

Descriptive Categories Superint. Principals Directors TOTAL 
N % N % N % N % 

1. Number of Respondents 123 34.4 219 61.3 15 4.3 357 100 

2. Gender 
Male 105 85.4 169 77.2 5 28.6 279 78 
Female 18 14.6 50 22.8 10 71.4 78 22 

3. Geographic Location 
Rural 123 100 219 100 15 100 357 100 

4. Primary Responsibility 
one responsibility 8 6.5 161 73.5 0 0 169 47.3 
two responsibilities 6 4.9 17 7.8 0 0 23 6.0 
three responsibilities 31 25.2 13 5.9 0 0 44 12.3 
four responsibilities 78 63.4 28 12.8 15 100 121 34.4 

5.Years in Present Position 
0-3 52 42.3 100 45.7 7 50.0 159 44.5 
4-6 35 28.5 55 25.1 3 21.4 93 26.0 
7-9 11 8.9 25 11.4 0 0 36 10.1 
10-12 11 8.9 15 6.8 0 0 26 7.3 
13-16 6 4.9 12 5.5 0 0 18 5.1 
17+ 8 6.5 12 5.5 5 28.6 25 7.0 

6. Education Service 
Center 

9 28 22.8 32 14.6 2 14.3 62 17.4 
10 3 2.4 53 24.2 2 14.3 58 16.2 
11 31 25.2 46 21.0 4 28.6 81 22.7 
12 33 26.8 51 23.3 5 35.7 89 25.0 
14 28 22.8 37 16.9 2 7.1 67 18.7 

7. Member of a shared 
service arrangement 

yes 123 100 216 98.6 15 100 354 99.2 
no 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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Descriptive Categories Superint. 
N % 

Principals 
N % 

Directors 
N % 

TOTAL 
N % 

8. Site-based Decision-
making being used. 

yes 123 100 185 84.5 15 100 323 90.4 
no 0 0 34 15.5 0 0 34 9.6 

9. Personally believe in 
site-based decision-
making 

yes 111 90.2 188 85.8 9 64.3 308 86.3 
no 12 9.8 31 14.2 6 35.7 49 13.7 

10. Number of special 
education students 
served. 

0-200 95 77.2 198 90.4 0 0 293 82.1 
201-400 16 13.0 16 7.3 0 0 32 9.0 
401-600 8 6.5 0 0 5 35.7 13 3.6 
601-800 2 1.6 5 2.3 1 7.1 8 2.2 
801-1000 0 0 0 0 4 21.4 4 1.1 
1001+ 2 1.6 0 0 5 35.7 7 2.0 

11. Per pupil expenditure 
in dollars ($) 

0-3,500 7 5.6 19 8.4 7 42.9 33 9.2 
3,501-7,000 25 20.5 33 15.4 0 0 58 16.2 
7,001-10,000 7 5.6 9 4.1 0 0 16 4.5 
10,001-21,000 1 .8 0 0 0 0 1 .4 
21,000+ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
No Response 83 67.5 158 72.1 8 57.1 249 69.7 

12. Students transported 
by: 

District 88 71.5 129 58.9 8 57.1 225 63.1 
Shared Service 

Arrangement 11 8.9 26 11.9 2 14.3 39 10.9 
Both 20 16.3 58 26.5 5 28.6 83 23.2 
Other 4 3.3 6 2.7 0 0 10 2.8 

that fewer superintendents would respond. The 357 respondents, 279 male (78%) and 78 

female (22%), all served in an administrative capacity at schools within a rural geographic 
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location. When asked what level of school (i.e., elementary, intermediate, junior high, and 

senior high) for which they had primary administrative responsibility, 169 respondents 

(47.3%) reported that their primary responsibility involved one level (e.g., elementary) but 

the next highest group (N = 121,34.4%) reported responsibility for all levels. 

It must be noted that, in retrospect, the items concerning the respondents' primary 

level of school(s) responsibility was poorly constructed. The choices listed did not take 

into account that each could represent different grade levels to the individual respondent 

(e.g., elementary could be K-6 or K-3, intermediate could be grades 4-6 or grades 5-7) 

and thus, did not allow for accurate interpretation of the collected data. 

When asked the number of years that the respondents had served in their present 

position, overall, the responses ranged from 0-17+ years. The largest percentage of 

response (44.5%) fell within the 0 - 3 year range; the second largest percentage of 

response (26.0%) fell within the 4 - 6 year range. In reporting the ESC area in which their 

primary responsibilities existed, 62 respondents (17.4%) served in ESC IX, 58 (16.2%) 

served in ESC X, 81 (22.7%) served in ESC XI, 89 (25%) served in ESC XH, and 67 

(18.7%) served in ESC XIV. 

SBDM was reportedly being used by 323 (90.4%) respondents to the survey. Of 

the total respondents, 308, (86.3%) indicated that they believed in SBDM as a guiding 

philosophy. Based on the data, however, more of the respondents used SBDM than who 

personally believed in the concept. 

As expected, because of the rural focus of the study, the majority of respondents 

(N = 293, 82.1 %) confirmed that they serve a limited number of students in special 
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education (0 - 200). Write-in responses for "per pupil expenditure" ranged from $1,500 

to $21,000. Thirty-three respondents (9.2%) reported expenditures ranging from $0 -

3,500,58 (16.2%) reported expenditures ranging from $3,501 - 7,000,16 (4.5%) of 

expenditures, and one (.04%) reported expenditures ranging from $10,000 - 21,000. The 

purpose of this item was to determine which districts could support the $7,500 per pupil 

expenditure guideline established by the state of Texas. With a low response rate (N = 

108,30.7%), it must be noted that the researcher feels that the item was unclear about 

which expenditure was being referenced (i.e., district expenditure, school expenditure, or 

shared service arrangement support) and, thus, clouded the specific purpose for the item. 

Included in the expenditures for students in special education is the cost of transportation 

to provide appropriate services. When queried as to who transported students in special 

education, 225 (63.1%) reported that this responsibility was assumed by the district. 

Data Analysis Procedures 

Three research questions were developed to guide this study. Each of the three 

questions is addressed individually in the sections that follow, along with the statistical 

procedures used to determine the outcome of each research question and a discussion of 

the results. 

Respondents were asked to rate each of the survey items using a five-point scale, 

with 1 being strongly disagree and 5 being strongly agree, on (a) perceptions toward the 

responsibilities and roles of shared service arrangements and (b) perceptions of the shared 

service arrangements as supportive or not supportive of following the state guidelines 

regarding the implementation of SBDM. 



48 

Initially, a factor analysis and ANOVA (Vogt, 1993) were completed to assist in 

the manageability of the data. The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 6.1 (SPSS, 

1995) was used for the statistical analyses. Through SPSS, the factor plot in rotated 

factor space and matrix supports the structure of the survey items (see Figure 1). In 

initiating a hierarchical cluster analysis, the interpretation of data results in the displayed 
10, 

00 

i , 

i . 

pattern on the plot support two major divisions. These divisions are charted on the 

plotted rotated factor matrix as Factor 1 which represents the responsibility-related items 

and Factor 2 which represents the role-related items. 

It was the decision of the researcher to further refine these two subgroups by 

analyzing the content of each item and assigning the items to one of eight major themes. 

These themes were generated from the Texas guidelines for developing and maintaining a 

quality shared service arrangement. In these guidelines, three specific responsibilities are 

delineated: compliance, finance, and programming. In order to carry out these 

responsibilities, several roles have been assumed: collaboration, expertise, resources, 

services, and support. 
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Overall, after analyzing the perceptions of the three administrative groups toward 

shared service arrangements, their responses are in the direction of agreement since the 

overall mean of 3.63 (SD = .97) exceeds the midpoint between "no opinion" and "agree". 

Further, an ANOVA was performed to determine the statistical significance of the 

relationship between the perceptions of superintendents, principals, and directors toward 

the responsibilities and roles of the rural shared service arrangement. Table 2 reports the 

statistical data relative to each survey item. 

Table 2 

Statistical Analysis of the Individual Survey Items: Between Groups. Within Groups, and 
Totals. 

SOURCE SS df MS F Prob. 

Section II: 
Item 1 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

6.6 
300.6 
307.3 

2 
377 
379 

3.32 
.80 

4.16 .02 

Item 2 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

13.4 
335.3 
348.7 

2 
377 
379 

6.72 
.89 

7.55 .01 

Item 3 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

6.6 
291.3 
297.9 

2 
377 
379 

3.32 
.77 

4.30 .01 

Item 4 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

11.2 
338.6 
349.8 

2 
377 
379 

5.60 
.90 

6.24 .01 



50 

SOURCE SS df MS F Prob. 

Item 5 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

19.2 
330.7 
350.0 

2 
377 
379 

9.62 
.88 

10.97 .01 

Item 6 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

11.1 
294.0 
305.1 

2 
377 
379 

5.53 
.78 

7.09 .01 

Item 7 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

4.1 
281.5 
285.6 

2 
377 
379 

2.07 
.75 

2.78 .06 

Item 8 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

15.5 
341.2 
356.7 

2 
377 
379 

7.75 
.90 

8.57 .01 

Item 9 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

11.9 
339.3 
351.2 

2 
377 
379 

5.94 
.90 

6.60 .01 

Item 10 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

11.1 
369.1 
380.2 

2 
377 
379 

5.55 
.98 

5.67 .01 

Item 11 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

15.7 
345.7 
361.3 

2 
377 
379 

7.83 
.92 

8.54 .01 

Item 12 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

25.5 
335.7 
361.2 

2 
377 
379 

12.75 
.89 

14.32 .01 

Item 13 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

26.8 
314.5 
341.3 

2 
377 
379 

13.40 
.83 

16.06 .01 
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SOURCE SS df MS F Prob. 

Item 14 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

11.2 
267.4 
278.6 

2 
377 
379 

5.58 
.71 

7.87 .01 

Item 15 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

23.5 
351.6 
375.1 

2 
377 
379 

11.74 
.93 

12.59 .01 

Item 16 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

30.4 
356.3 
386.7 

2 
377 
379 

15.21 
.94 

16.09 .01 

Item 17 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

20.9 
283.9 
304.9 

2 
377 
379 

10.47 
.75 

13.90 .01 

Item 18 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

28.0 
340.2 
368.2 

2 
377 
379 

13.98 
.90 

15.50 .01 

Section III: 
Item 1.1 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

8.8 
322.4 
331.2 

2 
377 
379 

4.40 
.85 

5.15 .01 

Item 1.2 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

7.7 
348.9 
356.6 

2 
377 
379 

3.86 
.93 

4.17 .02 

Item 1.3 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

23.0 
312.1 
335.2 

2 
377 
379 

11.52 
.83 

13.91 .01 
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SOURCE SS df MS F Prob. 

Item 1,4 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

16.4 
349.7 
366.1 

2 
377 
379 

8.21 
.93 

8.85 .01 

Item 1.5 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

20.1 
252.5 
272.6 

2 
377 
379 

10.06 
.67 

15.02 .01 

Item 1.6 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

15.3 
286.8 
302.1 

2 
377 
379 

7.67 
.76 

10.08 .01 

Item 2 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

4.7 
90.3 
95.0 

2 
377 
379 

2.37 
.24 

9.89 .01 

Item 3 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

.1 
5.8 
5.9 

2 
377 
379 

.03 

.02 
1.69 .19 

Item 4 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

6.2 
290.8 
297.0 

2 
377 
379 

3.10 
.77 

4.02 .02 

Item 5 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

17.0 
290.0 
306.9 

2 
377 
379 

8.48 
.77 

11.02 .01 

Item 6 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

17.6 
279.3 
296.9 

2 
377 
379 

8.79 
.74 

11.87 .01 

Item 7 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

15.7 
313.9 
329.6 

2 
377 
379 

7.87 
.83 

9.46 .01 
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SOURCE SS df MS F Prob. 

Item 8 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

4.9 
482.1 
487.0 

2 
377 
379 

2.43 
1.28 

1.90 .15 

Item 9 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

1.5 
370.4 
371.8 

2 
377 
379 

.73 

.98 
.74 .48 

Item 10 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

10.1 
439.1 
449.2 

2 
377 
379 

5.05 
1.16 

4.33 .01 

Item 11 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

14.8 
578.8 
593.6 

2 
377 
379 

7.38 
1.53 

4.81 .01 

Item 12 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

12.3 
419.9 
432.2 

2 
377 
379 

6.14 
1.11 

5.51 .01 

Item 13 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

7.4 
460.7 
468.1 

2 
377 
379 

3.72 
1.22 

3.03 .05 

p<.05; SS = Sum of Squares; df = degrees of freedom; MS = mean squares; F = F ratio; 
Prob. = significance for F. 

Research Question 1: What similarities and differences exist in the responsibilities assigned 
to shared service arrangements in rural school districts (a) where site-based 
decision-making is the guiding philosophy and (b) where site-based decision-making 
has not been accepted as the guiding philosophy as perceived by rural shared service 
arrangements directors, school superintendents in participating districts, and 
building principals in participating districts? 

A one way ANOVA was used in this study. An Omnibus Test (Vogt, 1993) was 

completed during the analysis of variance to determine the F ratio. If significant 
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differences existed, the Tukey's Honestly Significant Difference Test was used to 

determine the location of the differences. Table 3 reports the overall means and standard 

deviations based on the three groups' responses for each survey item that dealt with 

responsibilities. Data presented in Table 3, shows the mean range of responsibilities as 

2.54 to 4.30 with an overall mean response of 3.67. It should be pointed out that although 

Table 3 

Overall Means and Standard Deviation of Individual Survey Items Concerning the 
Responsibilities of the Shared Service Arrangement and the Perceptions of 
Superintendents. Principals, and Directors Toward Those Responsibilities. 

SURVEY ITEMS PERTAINING TO 
RESPONSIBILITIES 

X SD 

2.7 provides support for reform issues 3.64 .88 

2.10 reduces the fiscal burden of special education 
programming for the districts and individual 
schools it serves. 

4.06 1.02 

2.11 improves cost efficiency for the district and 
individual school. 

4.05 .99 

2.12 reduces redundant efforts in special education 
programming. 

3.82 .99 

2.13 improves programs and services to be offered by 
the district and its individual schools. 

3.88 .97 

2.14 facilitates compliance with federal requirements 
for all it serves. 

4.30 .87 

3.1.1 with or without site-based decision-making, the 
district should be fully responsible for the special 
education program and all that goes along with 
that program. 

3.83 .96 

3.1.6 temporary assistance with new models or 
procedures for service delivery. 

3.38 .90 
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SURVEY ITEMS PERTAINING TO 
RESPONSIBILITIES 

X SD 

3.7 the services requested by the district and the local 
school can be offered by the shared service 
arrangement. 

3.92 .94 

3.8 the financing for special education services 
requested by the district and the local school has 
been a problem for your shared service 
arrangement. 

2.54 1.14 

3.11 cost efficiency / cost savings 3.00 1.27 

Overall 3.67 .99 

the overall mean lies between "no opinion" and "agree"; there are seven items (i.e., 2.10, 

2.11,2.12,2.13,2.14,3.1.1, and 3.7) which approximate or surpass the "agree" response. 

Table 4 illustrates the significant differences among the three groups according to whether 

or not SBDM was being used as a guiding philosophy. Examination of the perceptions of 

the three groups shows an overall significant difference (x = 3.67, SD = .99) between the 

perceptions of superintendents and principals on items dealing with responsibilities. The 

administrators within the districts and schools, overall, agreed that responsibilities 

assigned to the shared service arrangements were important for the function of the special 

education services irregardless of whether SBDM was used or not. 
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Table 4 

Responses of Superintendents. Principals, and Directors Concerning Responsibilities of 
the Shared Service Arrangements. 

RESPONSIBILITIES 

SURVEY ITEMS 
(grouped by theme) 

Using 
Site-Based 

Decision-Making 

Not Using 
Site-Based 

Decision-Making 

SUP 
X 

PRI 
X 

DIR 
X 

SUP 
X 

PRI 
X 

DIR 
X 

Compliance: 
2.7 provides support for reform 

issues 
3.83 3.60 3.64 3.62 3.26 4.33 

2.14 facilitates compliance with 
federal requirements for all it 

•4.52 4.16 4.36 4.53 4.15 5.00 facilitates compliance with 
federal requirements for all it —.....~g. 

serves. 

3.11 with or without site-based 
decision-making, the district 
should be fully responsible 
for the special education 
program and all that goes 
along with that program. 

3.17 2.81 3.18 3.37 2.94 4.67 with or without site-based 
decision-making, the district 
should be fully responsible 
for the special education 
program and all that goes 
along with that program. 

— —*Je 

Finances: 
2.10 reduces the fiscal burden of 

special education 
programming for the districts 
and individual schools it 
serves. 

4.22 3.88 4.27 4.34 4.12 5.00 reduces the fiscal burden of 
special education 
programming for the districts 
and individual schools it 
serves. 

jj; 

2.11 improves cost efficiency for 
the district and individual 
school. 

4.34 3.87 4.18 4.22 3.97 5.00 improves cost efficiency for 
the district and individual 
school. 

3.1.1 cost efficiency / cost savings . 3.96 3.77 4.27 387 3.61 5.00 
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RESPONSIBILITIES 

SURVEY ITEMS 
(grouped by theme) 

Using 
Site-Based 

Decision-Making 

SUP PRI DIR 

X 

Not Using 
Site-Based 

Decision-Making 

SUP 
X 

PRI DIR 
X 

3.8 the financing for special 
education services requested 
by the district and the local 
school has been a problem 
for your shared service 
arrangement. 

Programming: 
2.12 reduces redundant efforts in 

special education 
programming. 

2.13 improves programs and 
services to be offered by the 
district and its individual 
schools. 

3.1.6 temporary assistance with 
new models or procedures 
for service delivery. 

3.7 the services requested by the 
district and the local school 
can be offered by the shared 
service arrangement. 

2.45 2.54 2.27 2.34 3.30 2.00 
* * 

4.10 3.71 4.09 4.16 3.20 5.00 

4.26 3.73 4.09 4.12 3.35 4.67 * # * * 

3.60 3.30 4.00 3.50 2.88 4.00 
4, * * * 

* * 

4.26 3.88 4.45 3.72 3.23 4.67 
* * * * 

Overall 3.72 3.44 3.73 3.65 3.30 4.25 

. = significant difference according to Tukey's Honestly * = significance of .05; 

Significant Test. 

In analyzing the data, individual survey items were grouped into three themes defined 

by the state guidelines for establishing the responsibilities of the shared service 

arrangement: compliance, finances, and programming (see Table 4). In reviewing the 

responses, there appears to be little difference, overall, between the perceptions of 
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administrators using SBDM and those who were not. An overall mean response of 3.78 

shows that the responses of all three groups are in the directions of agreement as to the 

responsibilities being offered since the overall mean exceeds the mid-point between "no 

opinion" and "agree". Significant differences were evident on some items within each 

theme. Interpretation of Table 4 shows that superintendents rated responses higher (in the 

direction of "agree") on more questions than principals and almost paralleled to the 

response rating of the directors. It should also be noted that sample size affected the 

statistical interpretation of significant difference for these groups. As stated before, there 

were 123 superintendents, 219 principals, and only 15 directors. It would take a greater F 

for significant differences to become evident when dealing with directors because of their 

sample size compared with the other tow respondent groupings (see Table 2). 

Compliance 

The rating of all three groups on the compliance theme yielded an overall mean of 

4.18. When using SBDM, there were no significant differences between the perceptions 

of the three groups pertaining to the shared services' ability to provide support for reform 

issues. In rating the "facilitation of compliance" item, significant differences existed 

between the superintendents (x = 4.52) and principals (x = 4.16). When asked whether or 

not the district should be fully responsible for the special education program, means 

showed no significant differences between the three groups. When not using SBDM, no 

significant differences were found pertaining to reform issues. Principals' mean response 

(4.15) for facilitation of compliance showed significant differences between 

superintendents (x = 4.53) and directors (x = 5.00). The mean response for principals 
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(2.94) indicated a significant difference with directors (4.67) when rating whether or not 

the district should be fully responsible for the special education program. 

Finance 

The overall responses for the three administrative groups yielded a mean of 3.14 

which indicates that they were neutral regarding the financial responsibilities of the shared 

service arrangement. When using SBDM, there were no significant differences in three of 

the five survey items. Significant differences were shown between superintendents and 

principals when responding to whether or not the shared service arrangement offers a 

reduction to the fiscal burden of special education programming (Superintendents, x = 

4.22; Principals, x = 3.87). when the three groups were not using SBDM, no significant 

differences were evident when dealing with the financial burden and cost efficiency items. 

All survey participants were asked whether or not the shared service arrangement 

had been discontinued for any special education services in the last two years. Of those 

responding, 17 (5%) indicated that special education services had been reduced in the past 

two years due to lack of funds; whereas, 340 (95%) indicated that services had not been 

reduced. All survey participants were asked whether special education programming and 

support would be better handled by the district, school, or shared service arrangement 

when utilizing the SBDM as a guiding philosophy. Of those responding, 81, (23%) 

indicated the district, 30 (8%) indicated the school, 231 (65%) indicated the shared service 

arrangement, and 15 (4%) indicated that all three should handle the special education 

programming and support collaboratively. 
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Programming 

There were significant differences in perceptions among the three administrative 

groups on all items related to programming. An overall mean of 3.91 showed an 

agreement for the survey items dealing with the programming aspect of the shared service 

arrangement responsibilities. When SBDM was being used superintendents and directors 

agreed, overall, that the shared service arrangements could reduce redundancy. The mean 

of principals (3.71) was in the direction of "agree", whereas, the means for 

superintendents (4.50) and directors (4.08) exceeded the "agree" rating. When not using 

SBDM, principals more nearly approximated the "no opinion" category, whereas, 

superintendents (x = 4.16) and directors (x = 5.00) clearly agreed that the shared service 

arrangement reduces redundancy. Significant differences were evident between directors 

and principals when SBDM was not being used. 

Based on the foregoing, it can be interpreted that superintendents, principals, and 

directors are in agreement that the shared service arrangement and the responsibilities it 

was assigned (compliance, finances, and programming) are important in the facilitation of 

quality special education programming being offered by the districts and individual 

schools. Further, this agreement exists whether or not SBDM is the guiding philosophy. 

Research Question 2: What similarities and differences exist in the roles assigned to 
shared service arrangements in rural school districts (a) ewhere site-based 
decision-making is the guiding philosophy and (b) where site-based decision-
making has not been accepted as the quiding philosophy as perceived by rural 
special education cooperative directors, school superintendents in partipating 
districts, and building principals in participating districts? 



61 

Through an analysis of the responses from the three groups, for each survey item 

that dealt with roles, means and standard deviations have been calculated. These are 

reporte in Table 5. 

Table 5 

Overall Means and Standard Deviation for Selected Survey Items concerning the roles of 
the Shared Service Arrangement as Perceived bv Superintendents. Principals, and 
Directors. 

SURVEY ITEMS PERTAINING TO ROLES X SD 

2.1 offers a colaborative relationship between the 
district, the school, and its self. 

3.91 .91 

2.2 offers infusion of enthusiasm 3.64 .96 

2.3 extends a resource and knowledge base for the 
districts and individual schools that it serves. 

4.06 .90 

2.4 enables a more efficient use of resources 4.06 .98 

2.6 reduces resource overlap 3.79 .92 

2.8 has a "common sense" purpose goal that serves 
your district and individual schools. 

3.75 .98 

2.9 has clear goals that attend toy our districts and 
individual schools particular needs. 

3.62 .97 

2.15 offers shared expertise with the districts and their 
individual schools through its service. 

4.07 1.02 

2.16 offers shared decision lmaking with the districts 
and their individual schools through its service. 

3/67 .99 

3.1.2 compromise between consolidation and 
autonomy. 

3.40 .99 

3.1.5 sharing / information exchange 3.61 .86 

3.5 the shared service arrangement allows for 
interaction with the district, the local school, and 
its self. 

4.01 .92 
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SURVEY ITEMS PERTAINING TO ROLES X SD 

3.6 the effect of the interaction between the local 
school, the shared service arrangement, and the 
district has improved service delivery to children 
with disabilities. 

3.98 .90 

3.9 with the philosophy of site-based decision-
making, a shared service arrangement is 
necessary. 

3.04 .99 

Overall 3.76 .95 

Table 6 illustrates the significant differences among the three groups according to whether 

or not SBDM was being used as a guiding philosophy. Examination of the perceptions of 

the three groups showed an overall significant difference (x = 3.76; SD = .95) between 

groups showed an overall significant difference (x = 3.76; SD = .95) between their 

perceptions on items dealing with roles. Overall, the data indicated that directors (x = 

4.09) rated the items higher than superintendents (x = 3.78) and principals (x = 3.39). 

The superintendents and directors either exceeded or approximated agreement that the 

roles assigned to the shared service arrangements were important for the function of the 

special education services within the districts and schools. The individual survey items 

related to roles were grouped into five themes: collaboration, expertise, resources, 

Table 6 

Responses of Superintendents. Principals, and Directors concerning Roles of the Shared 
Service Arrangements. 
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ROLES 

SURVEY ITEMS 
(grouped by theme) 

Using 
Site-Based 

Decision-Making 

SUP PRI DIR 

Not Using 
Site-Based 

Decision-Making 

SUP PRI DIR 

Collaboration: 
2.1 offers a collaborative 

relationship between the 
district, the school and it self. 

2.16 offers shared decison making 
with the districts and their 
individual schools through it 
service. 

3.1.2 compromise between 
consolidation and autonomy 

3.1.3 access to special education 
personnel 

3.1.4 facilitate retention of special 
education personnel 

3.5 the shared service 
arrangement allows for 
interaction with the district, 
the local school, and its self. 

3.6 the effect of the interaction 
between the local school, the 
shared service arrangement, 
and the district has improved 
service delivery to children 
with disabilities. 

3.9 with the philosophy of site-
based decision-making, a 
shared service arrangement is 
necessary. 

4.13 3.88 3.91 * * 

4.12 3.51 3.73 * * 

3.49 3.38 4.18 * * 

* * 

4.04 3.62 4.54 • • 

* * 

4.03 4.02 4.25 

4.33 *— 3.93 —* 4.36 

4.28 3.93 4.64 

3.01 3.07 3.18 

3.94 3.50 4.33 * * 

3.78 3.18 3.67 * * 

3.09 3.35 4.00 

4.00 3.50 4.67 

3.56 2.88 4.67 * * 

* * 

4.03 3.35 5.00 
Hs * 

# * 

3.91 3.29 4.67 
* He 

* * 

2.75 3.14 3.33 
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ROLES 

SURVEY ITEMS 
(grouped by theme) 

Using 
Site-Based 

Decision-Making 

Not Using 
Site-Based 

Decision-Making 

SUP 
X 

PRI 
X 

DIR 
X 

SUP 
X 

PRI 
X 

DIR 
X 

Expertise: 
2.15 offers shared expertise with 

the districts and their 
individual schools through its 
service. 

4.39 
J -

3.90 
-i-

4.36 3.91 3.29 4.67 offers shared expertise with 
the districts and their 
individual schools through its 
service. 

V" 

offers shared expertise with 
the districts and their 
individual schools through its 
service. 

2.18 offers professional growth 
through staff development. 

4.09 
a* 

3.47 3.91 3.75 3.12 4.33 offers professional growth 
through staff development. Is 

3.1.5 sharing / information 
exchange 

3.77 3.54 4.27 3.84 3.15 5.00 sharing / information 
exchange Sfl )|c st*""" 

• 

Resources: 
2.3 extends a resource and 

knowledge base for the 
districts and idnvidual 
schools that it serves. 

4.28 
... 

4.01 
-i-

4.27 3.97 3.65 

• 

5.00 extends a resource and 
knowledge base for the 
districts and idnvidual 
schools that it serves. 

5J< —— W
 1,11 1* 

2.4 enables a more efficient use 
of resources. 

4.32 
J -

3.93 4.18 4.25 3.85 5.00 enables a more efficient use 
of resources. ^ '• »P 

2.6 reduces resource overlap. 4.06 
mi* 

3.73 4.09 3.78 3.32 4.67 

2.17 offers professional growth 
through the exchange of 
ideas. 

4.02 3.53 3.64 3.81 

* r 

3.12 4.33 offers professional growth 
through the exchange of 
ideas. 

offers professional growth 
through the exchange of 
ideas. !l*"" 

Services: 
2.5 enhances efficiency of the 

special education program 
overall. 

4.39 3.89 4.18 4.00 3.56 5.00 enhances efficiency of the 
special education program 
overall. 

• 

Support: 
2.2 offers infusion of enthusiasm 3.99 3.63 3.64 3.62 2.82 4.00 

•1* 
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ROLES 

SURVEY ITEMS 
(grouped by theme) 

Using 
Site-Based 

Decision-Making 

SUP PRI DIR 

Not Using 
Site-Based 

Decision-Making 

SUP PRI DIR 

2.8 has a "common sense" 4.06 3.66 3.72 
purpose goal that serves your * * 
district and individual 
schools. 

2.9 has clear goals that attend to 
your districts and individual 
schools particular needs. 

3.94 3.56 3.54 * * 

3.87 3.20 4.33 * * 

3.66 3.00 3.02 
* # 

Overall 3.81 3.48 3.71 3.60 3.16 4.23 

significance of .05;. . = significant difference according to Tukey's Honestly 

Significant Difference Test. 

services, and support (see Table 6). In reviewing the responses, there appears to be little 

difference, overall, between the perceptions of the three groups when using SBDM and 

when not using it. However, in both cases superintendents and directors rated the items 

higher than principals. 

Collaboration 

The overall responses for the three adminstrative groups yielded a mean of 3.80. 

This indicates that they were in the direction of "agree" regarding the collaboration role of 

the shared service arrangement. When using SBDM, significant differences were shown 

between the superintendents and principals for five out of the eight items. Directors and 

princpals showed significant differences for three out of the eight items. Superintendents 

(x = 3.91) and principals (x = 3.62) indicated that they were in the direction of "agree" 
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regarding survey items (i.e., 2.1,2.16, 3.1.2,3.1.3, 3.1.4, 3.5,3.6,3.9) dealing with the 

collaborative role assumed by the shared service arrangement. Further, directors yielded a 

mean (4.08) when analyzing the same items. This mean surpassed the "agree" rating. 

Expertise 

There were significant differences in perceptions among the three administrative 

groups on all items related to expertise. An overall mean of 3.99 showed an agreement 

for the survey items dealing with the expertise aspect of the shared service arrangement 

roles. When SBDM was being used superintendents, principals, and directors agreed, 

overall, that the shared service arrangement could offer shared expertise through its 

service. The mean of principals (3.90) was in the direction of "agree", whereas, the means 

for superintendents (4.39) and directors (4.36) exceeded the "agree" rating. When not 

using SBDM, again the three gorups approximated the "agree" category (i.e., 

superintendents (x = 4.31), principals (x = 3.70) and directors (x = 5.00)). Significant 

differences were evident between superintendents and principals when SBDM was being 

used and when it was not. 

Resources 

The rating of all three groups on the resources theme yielded an overall mean of 

4.05. When using SBDM, there were no significance differences between directors and 

either superintendents or principals. Significant differences did occur between the 

superintendents and principals for all items (i.e., 2.3,2.4,2.6,2.17) within the resources 

theme. When asked whether or not the shared service arrangement extended a resource 

and knowledge base for all it serves, superintendents (x = 4.28), principals (x = 4.01), and 
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directors (x = 4.27) surpassed "agree". In rating the "enables more efficient use of 

resources" item, significant differences existed between the superintendents (x = 4.32) and 

principals (x = 3.93). When asked whether or not the shared service arrangement reduces 

resource overlap and offers professional growth through the exchange of ideas, significant 

differences were evident between superintendents (x = 4.06 and x = 4.02 respectively) 

and principals (x = 3.73 and x = 3.53 respectively) for both items. 

When not using SBDM, no significant differences were found pertaining to efficient 

use of resources. Principals' mean response (3.65) for extending a resource and 

knowledge base showed significant differences with the mean response (5.00) of directors. 

The mean response for principals (3.32) indicated a significant difference with directors 

(4.67) when rating whether or not the shared service arrangement reduced resource 

overlap. Principals' mean response (3.12) for the shared service arrangements' role in 

offering professional growth through the exchange of ideas indicated a significiant 

difference with superintendents (x = 3.81). 

Services 

There were significant differences in perceptions among the three administrative 

groups on all items related to support. An overall mean of 3.72 showed perceptions in the 

direction of "agree"for the survey items. When SBDM was being used superintendents 

and directors agreed, overall, that the shared service arrangement could offer shared 

support through its service. The means for superintendents (3.81) and directors (3.71) 

was in the direction of "agree", whereas, the mean for principals (3.48) exceeded the "no 

opinion" rating. When not using SBDM, superintendents' overall mean (3.60) 
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approximated, along with the principals (x = 3.16), the "no opinion" rating while 

directors' mean (4.23) exceeded the "agree". 

Based on the foregoing, it can be interpreted that superintendents, principals, and 

directors are in the direction of agreement (x = 3.66) that the shared service arrangement 

and the roles it was assigned (collaboration, expertise, resources, services, and support) 

are important in the facilitation of quality special education programming being offered by 

the districts and individual schools. Further, this direction of agreement exists whether or 

Inot SBDM is the guiding philosophy. 

Research Question 3: In what ways are the responsibilities assumed by and the roles 

assigned to the shared service arrangements compatible with the state guidelines 
for the implementation of site-based decision-making as perceived by rural shared 
service arrangement directors, school superintendents in participating districts, and 
building principals in participating districts? 

Through an analysis of the respondents from the three groups of administrators for 

each survey item that dealt with SBDM, means and standard deviation were calculated. 

These are reported in Table 7. Table 8 illustrates whether the responsibilities and roles 

Table 7 

Overall Means and Standard Deviations for Selected Survey Items Concerning the 
Responsibilities and Roles of the Shared Service Arrangement and Their Compatibility 
With Site-Based Decision-Making Ranked Through the Perceptions of Superintendents. 
Principals, and Directors. 

SURVEY ITEMS PERTAINING TO X SD 
SITE-BASED DECISION-MAKING 

3.10 A district could maintain all responsibilities and 2.15 1.09 
roles offered by the shared service arrangement 
without assistance. 
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3.12 with the philosophy of site-based decision-
making, a shared service arrangement is not 
necessary. 

2.19 1.07 

3.13 an individual school could maintain all 
responsibilities and roles offered by the shared 
service arrangement without assistance (e.g., 
financial, programs and services, federal 
compliance, professional growth). 

2.09 1.11 

Overall 2.14 1.09 

for the shared service arrangement are all compatible with the state guidelines for the 

implementation of SBDM. As perceived by the respondents, data shows that all three 

groups disagreed with the items as stated. These negative responses indicate a support for 

the shared service arrangement when the philosophy of SBDM is utilized. Further, they 

agreed that the responsibilities and roles assigned to or assumed by the shared service 

arrangement are more facilitiative than if a district or school tried to do the job alone. 

Table 8 

Responsibilities and Roles for Shared Service Arrangements: Compatibility with the State 
Guidelines for the Implementation of Site-Based Decision-Making as Perceived bv 
Superintendents. Principals, and Directors. 

RESPONSIBILITIES AND ROLES FOR SHARED SERVICE ARRANGEMENTS: 
COMPATIBILITY WITH THE STATE GUIDELINES FOR THE 

IMPLEMENTATION OF 
SITE-BASED DECISION-MAKING 

SURVEY ITEMS 
(grouped by theme) 

PERCEPTIONS 
SURVEY ITEMS 

(grouped by theme) SUP 
X 

PRI 
X 

DIR 
X 

Site-Based Decision-Making: 
3.10 a district could maintain all responsibilities and roles 

offers by the shared service arrangement without 
assistance. 

2.06 2.27 1.50 
•|f 

Site-Based Decision-Making: 
3.10 a district could maintain all responsibilities and roles 

offers by the shared service arrangement without 
assistance. 

2.06 
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3.12 with the philosophy of site-based decision-making, a 
shared service arrangement is not necessary. 

2.00 2.33 1.64 3.12 with the philosophy of site-based decision-making, a 
shared service arrangement is not necessary. H* 1 V 

1.64 

3.13 an individual school could maintain all 
responsibilities and roles offered by the shared 
service arrangement without assistance (e.g., 
financial, programs and services, federal 
compliance, professional growth). 

2.08 2.17 1.43 3.13 an individual school could maintain all 
responsibilities and roles offered by the shared 
service arrangement without assistance (e.g., 
financial, programs and services, federal 
compliance, professional growth). 

2.08 
Sj»"— 

Overall 2.05 2.26 1.52 

* = significance of .05: = significant difference accordine to 1 
Significant Difference Test 

iukey's Honest) iy 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This study examined the perceptions of school superintendents of districts and 

building principals of schools within selected shared service arrangements in the state of 

Texas who receive services from the cooperative, and selected directors of rural shared 

service arrangements pertaining to the responsibilities and roles of shared service 

arrangements when site-based decision-making (SBDM) was used as the guiding 

philosophy. 

To aid this research effort, an instrument was constructed that addressed the 

perceptions of administrators (i.e., superintendents, principals, and directors) in rural areas 

in the state of Texas. It was designed to elicit responses based on the respondents' 

perceptions toward similarities and differences in the responsibilities and roles assigned to 

shared service arrangements and whether or not the shared service arrangement is 

compatible with the state guidelines regarding the implementation of SBDM. 

The subjects in this study included (a) superintendents of 272 selected districts, (b) 

principals of 573 schools randomly selected to participate, and (c) the directors of 38 

selected shared service arrangements. Participants were identified through the Texas 

Council of Administrators of Special Education (TCASE) Directory. 1995-1996. Of the 

883 subjects surveyed, 382 completed surveys were returned by school superintendents 

(N=123), building principals (N=219), and directors (N=15). This was a response rate of 

71 
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43%. Twenty-five subjects identified their geographic location as suburban instead of 

rural and were, therefore, eliminated from the sample. This yielded a total sample size of 

357 with a response rate of 40%. The reader is reminded of the respondent pool and the 

response rates of the individual groupings: 123 superintendents (48%), 219 principals 

(41%), and 15 directors of shared service arrangements (39%). Looking at the strtucture 

of the shared service arrangement and the districts it serves will explain what seems to be a 

low number of responses. Shared service arrangements, directed by one individual, are 

established to serve two or more districts which in turn meet the needs of multiple 

schools. 

The results indicate that superintendents, principals, and directors are in agreement 

that the shared service arrangement and the responsibilities it was assigned (compliance, 

finances, and programming) are important in the facilitation of quality special education 

programming being offered by the districts and individual schools. Likewise, it is 

indicated that the three administrators are in the direction of agreement (x = 3.66) that the 

shared service arrangement and the roles it assumed (collaboration, expertise, resources, 

services, and support) are important in the facilitation of quality special education 

programming being offered by the districts and the individual schools. Further, these 

directions of agreement exists whether or not SBDM is the guiding philosophy. When the 

philosophy of SBDM is utilized, administrators indicate support for the shared service 

arrangement. Beyond this, they agreed that the responsibilities and roles assigned to or 

assumed by the shared service arrangement are more facilitative than if a district or school 

tried to do the job alone. 
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Recommendations for Future Research 

1. The approach used in this study could be extended in future research to identify 

perceptions of superintendents, principals, and directors from school districts with 

suburban or urban populations. 

2. With modifications, the instrument and procedures of this study could be replicated to 

provide relevant information for other states with rural school districts. 

3. The overall response rate for the study was 40%. This could be increased by working 

with individual Region Service Centers to gain permission for distribution of response 

surveys during the monthly meetings for superintendents, principals, and directors. 

4. This study identified perceptions of the administrators concerning general 

responsibilities and roles of the shared service arrangements. Future research could 

identify specific responsibilities and roles. 

5. The perceptions of administrators were collected for this study with a survey. Future 

research could include personal interviews with the administrators toward the 

responsibilities and roles of the shared service arrangements. Further, focus could be 

put on their attitudes toward site-based decision-making and its effectiveness in 

meeting the needs of students in special education. 



APPENDIX A 

A RANDOM SURVEY ON PERCEPTIONS OF SUPERINTENDENTS, BUILDING 

PRINCIPALS, AND DIRECTORS OF SHARED SERVICE ARRANGEMENTS 

IN TEXAS 
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A Random Survey on Perceptions 
of 

School Superintendents 
Being Served by Shared Service Arrangements 

In Texas 

(Pertaining to the Responsibilities and Roles of Shared Service Arrangements) 

Please answer all of the questions. If you wish to comment 
on any question or qualify your answers, please feel free to 
use the space in the margins. Anonymity of respondents 
will be maintained; the information gathered in this survey 
will be reported only as aggregate findings, and will not be 
linked to responding schools, school districts, or shared 
service arrangements. 

Please complete and return by April 25,1996 to: 

Frank Mullins 
Bragg Towers 
99 S. Bragg, #60 
Alexandria, VA 22312 
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For purposes of this survey, the following definitions must be considered. 
Shared Service Arrangement: A special education cooperative. 
Site-Based Decision-Making: A process for decentralizing decisions to the local campus in an effort to 
improve the students' educational outcomes. Decentralized decisions may include assessing student 
outcomes, determining goals and strategies, and ensuring that implementation and needed adjustments 
occur (Meno, 1992). 

Section I: Descriptive Information 
1. You are a (check all that apply) 

Superintendent Principal Director of a Shared Service Arrangement 

2. Gender: Male Female 

3. Check the geographic location of the school(s) you serve: 
Urban Suburban Rural 

4. Level of School(s) for which you are primarily responsible: (check all that apply) 
Elementary Intermediate Junior High Senior High 

5. In years, you have been at your present position: (circle one) 
0-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 13-16 17+ 

6. The Education Region Service Center that Services your shared service arrangement is: 
Education Service Center IX Education Service Center XII 
Education Service Center X Education Service Center XIV 
Education Service Center XI 

7. You do belong to a shared service arrangement: yes no 

8. Length of time that your shared service arrangement has existed: 

8b. You plan to remain a member of the shared service arrangement. yes no 
8c. You plan to remain a member of the shared service arrangement how long? 

(circle one) 
1 year 5 years 10 years 10+years 

8d. Does your budget allow for this continuation? yes no 

9. Site-Based Decision-Making is being used as the guiding philosophy. yes no 

9b. Do you, personally, believe in site-based decision-making as a 
guiding philosophy? yes no 

10. The number of students in your district currently being served in special education programs: 
(circle one) 

0-200 201-400 401-600 601-800 801-1000 1001+ 
11. The present "per pupil expenditure" for each special education student is: $ 

12. Special education students are transported to facilities by the: 
District Shared Service Arrangement by both other 

(please state other) 
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Section II: Perceptions toward the responsibilities and roles assigned to shared service arrangements. 
1 = strongly disagree 
2 = disagree 
3 = no opinion 
4 = agree 
5 = strongly agree 

For each of the following statements, circle the number which most nearly represents your perception: 
The Shared Service Arrangement 
1. offers a collaborative relationship between the district, the school, 

and its self. 1 2 3 4 5 

2. offers infusion of enthusiasm and a "can do" spirit. 1 2 3 4 5 

3. extends a resource and knowledge base for the districts and 
individual schools that it serves. 1 2 3 4 5 

4. enables a more efficient use of resources. 1 2 3 4 5 

5. enhances efficiency of the special education program overall. 1 2 3 4 5 

6. reduces resource overlap. 1 2 3 4 5 

7. provides support for reform issues. 1 2 3 4 5 

8. has a "common sense" purpose goal that serves your districts and 
individual schools. 1 2 3 4 5 

9. has clear goals that attend to your districts and individual schools 
particular needs. 1 2 3 4 5 

10. reduces the fiscal burden of special education programming for 
the districts and individual schools it serves. 1 2 3 4 5 

11. improves cost efficiency for the district and individual school. 1 2 3 4 5 

12. reduces redundant efforts in special education programming. 1 2 3 4 5 

13. improves programs and services to be offered by the district and 
its individual schools. 1 2 3 4 5 

14. facilitates compliance with federal requirements for all it serves. 1 2 3 4 5 

15. offers shared expertise with the districts and their individual 
schools through its service. 1 

16. offers shared decision making with the districts and their 
individual schools through its service. 1 

2 

2 

3 

3 

4 

4 

5 

5 

17. offers professional growth through the exchange of ideas. 1 
18. offers professional growth through staff development. 1 

2 
2 

3 
3 

4 
4 

5 
5 



78 

Section ID: Perceptions of the shared service arrangements as supportive or not supportive of following the 
state guidelines regarding the implementation of site-based decision-making. 

For questions 1 - 4, circle the number which most nearly represents your perception. 
1 = no benefit to the district 
2 = minimally beneficial to the district 
3 = some benefit to the district 
4 = usually beneficial to the district 
5 = the district would be unable to function or provide 
services without the shared service arrangement 

1. How would you evaluate the following as benefits of the shared service arrangement for your district? 
(circle your response) 

1.1 Cost efficiency/cost savings 1 2 3 4 5 
1.2 Compromise between consolidation and autonomy 1 2 3 4 5 
1.3 Access to special education personnel 1 2 3 4 5 
1.4 Facilitate retention of special education personnel 1 2 3 4 5 
1.5 Sharing /Information exchange 1 2 3 4 5 
1.6 Temporary assistance with new models or procedures 

for service delivery 1 2 3 4 5 
1.7 Other (please specify) : 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Has your district joined in any interagency agreements to provide services for special education students? 
yes no 

3. Has the school district discontinued any special education services in the last two years due to the lack of 
funds? 

yes no 
Which Services? ; 

4. Because of the site-based decision-making philosophy, special education programming and support 
would be better handled by the: 

District School Shared Service Arrangement. 

Why? 
For questions 5-13, circle the number which most nearly represents your perception. 

1 = strongly disagree 
2 = disagree 
3 = no opinion 
4 = agree 
5 = strongly agree 

5. The district and the shared service arrangement interact 
with each other. 1 2 3 4 5 

6. The effect of the interaction between the district and the shared 
service arrangement has improved service deliveiy to 
children with disabilities. • 1 2 3 4 5 

7. The services provided by the shared service arrangement are 
satisfactory for the needs of your district. 1 2 3 4 5 
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8. The financing for special education services in your district has 
been a problem. 1 2 3 4 5 

9. With the philosophy of site-based decision-making, a shared service 
arrangement is necessary. 1 2 3 4 5 

10. A district could maintain all responsibilities and roles offered by the 
shared service arrangement without assistance. 1 2 3 4 5 

11. With or without site-based decision-making, the district should be 
fully responsible for the special education program and all that 
goes along with that program. 1 2 3 4 5 

12. With the philosophy of site-based decision-making, a shared service 
arrangement is not necessary. 1 2 3 4 5 

13. A school district could maintain all responsibilities offered by the 
shared service arrangement without assistance. (e.g., financial, 
programs and services, federal compliance, professional 
growth). 1 2 3 4 5 

14. What do you, as superintendent, perceive as the three (3) most important benefits to be derived from 
working with the shared service arrangement? 

15. What do you, as superintendent, perceive as the three (3) most important problems encountered in 
working with the shared service arrangement? 

Thank you for completing this survey. Please return by April 25,1996, in the enclosed 
envelope, to: 

Frank Mullins 
Bragg Towers 
99 S. Bragg, #60 
Alexandria, VA 22312 
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A Random Survey on Perceptions 
of 

Building Principals 
Being Served by Shared Service Arrangements 

In Texas 

(Pertaining to the Responsibilities and Roles of Shared Service Arrangements) 

Please answer all of the questions. If you wish to comment 
on any question or qualify your answers, please feel free to 
use the space in the margins. Anonymity of respondents 
will be maintained; the information gathered in this survey 
will be reported only as aggregate findings, and will not be 
linked to responding schools, school districts, or shared 
service arrangements. 

Please complete and return by April 25,1996 to: 

Frank Mullins 
Bragg Towers 
99 S. Bragg, #60 
Alexandria, VA 22312 
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For purposes of this survey, the following definitions must be considered. 
Shared Service Arrangement: A special education cooperative. 
Site-Based Decision-Making: A process for decentralizing decisions to the local campus in an effort 
to improve the students' educational outcomes. Decentralized decisions may include assessing 
student outcomes, determining goals and strategies, and ensuring that implementation and needed 
adjustments occur (Meno, 1992). 

Section I: Descriptive Information 
1. You are a (check all that apply) 

Superintendent Principal Director of a Shared Service Arrangement 

2. Gender: Male Female 

3. Check the geographic location of the school(s) you serve: 
Urban Suburban Rural 

4. Level of School(s) for which you are primarily responsible: (check all that apply) 
Elementary Intermediate Junior High Senior High 

5. In years, you have been at your present position: (circle one) 
0-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 13-16 17+ 

6. The Education Region Service Center that Services your shared service arrangement is: 
Education Service Center IX Education Service Center XII 
Education Service Center X Education Service Center XIV 
Education Service Center XI 

7. You do belong to a shared service arrangement: yes no 

8. Length of time that your shared service arrangement has existed:. 
8b. You want your district to remain a member of the shared service arrangement. yes no 
8c. You want your district to remain a member of the shared service arrangement how much 

longer? (circle one) 
1 year 5 years 10 years 10+years 

8d. Does your school budget allow for this continuation on your own? yes no 

9. Site-Based Decision-Making is being used as the guiding philosophy. yes no 
9b. Do you, personally, take ownership with site-based decision-making as a 

guiding philosophy? yes no 

10. The number of students in your district currently being served in special education programs: 
(circle one) 

0-200 201-400 401-600 601-800 801-1000 1001+ 

11. The present "per pupil expenditure" for each special education student is: $ 

12. Special education students are transported to facilities by the: 
District Shared Service Arrangement by both other 

(please state other) 
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Section II: Perceptions toward the responsibilities and roles assigned to shared service arrangements. 
1 = strongly disagree 
2 = disagree 
3 = no opinion 
4 = agree 
5 = strongly agree 

For each of the following statements, circle the number which most nearly represents your perception: 
The Shared Service Arrangement 

1. offers a collaborative relationship between the district, the school, 

and its self. 

2. offers infusion of enthusiasm and a "can do" spirit. 

3. extends a resource and knowledge base for the districts and 

individual schools that it serves. 

4. enables a more efficient use of resources. 

5. enhances efficiency of the special education program overall. 

6. reduces resource overlap. 

7. provides support for reform issues. 

8. has a "common sense" purpose goal that serves your districts and 
individual schools. 

9. has clear goals that attend to your districts and individual schools 
particular needs. 

10. reduces the fiscal burden of special education programming for 

the districts and individual schools it serves. 

11. improves cost efficiency for the district and individual school. 

12. reduces redundant efforts in special education programming. 

13. improves programs and services to be offered by the district and 

its individual schools. 

14. facilitates compliance with federal requirements for all it serves. 

15. offers shared expertise with the districts and their individual 

schools through its service. 
16. offers shared decision making with the districts and their 

individual schools through its service. 
17. offers professional growth through the exchange of ideas. 
18. offers professional growth through staff development. 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 
4 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 
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Section HI: Perceptions of the shared service arrangements as supportive or not supportive of following the 
state guidelines regarding the implementation of site-based decision-making. 

For questions 1 - 4, circle the number which most nearly represents your perception. 
1 = no benefit to the district 
2 = minimally beneficial to the district 
3 = some benefit to the district 
4 = usually beneficial to the district 
5 = the district would be unable to function or provide 

services without the shared service arrangement 

1. How would you evaluate the following as benefits of the shared service arrangement for your district? 
(circle your response) 

1.1 Cost efficiency / cost savings 1 2 3 4 5 
1.2 Compromise between consolidation and autonomy 1 2 3 4 5 
1.3 Access to special education personnel 1 2 3 4 5 
1.4 Facilitate retention of special education personnel 1 2 3 4 5 
1.5 Sharing / Information exchange 1 2 3 4 5 
1,6 Temporary assistance with new models or procedures 

for service delivery 1 2 3 4 5 
1.7 Other (please specify) 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Has your school joined in any interagency agreements to provide services for special education students? 
yes no 

3. Has the school district discontinued any special education services in the last two years due to the lack of 
funds? 

yes no 
Which Services? 

4. Because of the site-based decision-making philosophy, special education programming and support 
would be better handled by the: 

District School Shared Service Arrangement. 
Why? 

For questions 5-13, circle the number which most nearly represents your perception. 
1 = strongly disagree 
2 = disagree 
3 = no opinion 
4 = agree 
5 = strongly agree 

5. Your district and the shared service arrangement interact 
with each other. 1 2 3 4 5 

6. The effect of the interaction between your school and the shared 
service arrangement has improved service delivery to 
children with disabilities. 1 2 3 4 5 

7. The services provided by the shared service arrangement are 
satisfactory for the needs of your school. 1 2 3 4 5 
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8. The financing for special education services in your district has 
been a problem. 1 2 3 4 5 

9. With the philosophy of site-based decision-making, a shared service 
arrangement is necessary. 1 2 3 4 5 

10. An individual school could maintain all responsibilities and roles 
offered by the shared service arrangement without assistance. 1 2 3 4 5 

11. With or without site-based decision-making, the individual school 
should be fully responsible for the special education program 
and all that goes along with that program. 1 2 3 4 5 ' 

12. With the philosophy of site-based decision-making, a shared service 
arrangement is not necessary. 1 2 3 4 5 

13. An individual school could maintain all responsibilities and roles 
offered by the shared service arrangement without assistance. 
(e.g., financial, programs and services, federal compliance, 

professional growth). 1 2 3 4 5 

14. What do you, as principal, perceive as the three (3) most important benefits to be derived from working 
with the shared service arrangement? 

15. What do you, as principal, perceive as the three (3) most important problems encountered in working 
with the shared service arrangement? 

Thank you for completing this survey. Please return by April 25,1996, in the enclosed 
envelope, to: 

Frank Mullins 
Bragg Towers 
99 S. Bragg, #60 
Alexandria, VA 22312 
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A Random Survey on Perceptions 
of 

Directors of Shared Service Arrangements 
In Texas 

(Pertaining to the Responsibilities and Roles of Shared Service Arrangements) 

Please answer all of the questions. If you wish to comment 
on any question or qualify your answers, please feel free to 
use the space in the margins. Anonymity of respondents 
will be maintained; the information gathered in this survey 
will be reported only as aggregate findings, and will not be 
linked to responding schools, school districts, or shared 
service arrangements. 

Please complete and return by April 25,1996 to: 

Frank Mullins 
Bragg Towers 
99 S. Bragg, #60 
Alexandria, VA 22312 
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For purposes of this survey, the following definitions must be considered. 
Shared Service Arrangement: A special education cooperative. 
Site-Based Decision-Making: A process for decentralizing decisions to the local campus in an effort 
to improve the students' educational outcomes. Decentralized decisions may include assessing 
student outcomes, determining goals and strategies, and ensuring that implementation and needed 
adjustments occur (Meno, 1992). 

Section I: Descriptive Information 
1. You are a (check all that apply) 

Superintendent Principal Director of a Shared Service Arrangement 

2. Gender: Male Female 

3. Check the geographic location of the school(s) you serve: 
Urban Suburban Rural 

4. Level of School(s) for which you are primarily responsible: (check all that apply) 
Elementary Intermediate Junior High Senior High 

5. In years, you have been at your present position: (circle one) 

0-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 13-16 17+ 

6. The Education Region Service Center that Services your shared service arrangement is: 

Education Service Center IX Education Service Center XII 
Education Service Center X Education Service Center XIV 
Education Service Center XI 

7. Length of time that your shared service arrangement has existed:. 

8. Site-based decision-making is being used as the guiding philosophy within your shared service 
arrangements' jurisdiction. 

yes no 

8b. Do you, personally, believe in site-based decision-making as a guiding philosophy? 

yes no 

9. The number of students in your district currently being served in special education programs: 

(circle one) 

0-200 201-400 401-600 601-800 801-1000 1001+ 

10. The present "per pupil expenditure" for each special education student is: $ 
11. Special education students are transported to facilities by the: 

District Shared Service Arrangement by both other 
(please state other) 



Section II: Perceptions toward the responsibilities and roles assigned to shared service arrangements. 
1 = strongly disagree 
2 = disagree 
3 = no opinion 
4 = agree 
5 = strongly agree 

For each of the following statements, circle the number which most nearly represents your perception: 
The Shared Service Arrangement 
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1. offers a collaborative relationship between the district, the school, 

and its self. 

2. offers infusion of enthusiasm and a "can do" spirit. 

3. extends a resource and knowledge base for the districts and 

individual schools that it serves. 

4. enables a more efficient use of resources. 

5. enhances efficiency of the special education program overall. 

6. reduces resource overlap. 

7. provides support for reform issues. 

8. has a "common sense" purpose goal that serves your districts and 
individual schools. 

9. has clear goals that attend to your districts and individual schools 
particular needs. 

10. reduces the fiscal burden of special education programming for 

the districts and individual schools it serves. 

11. improves cost efficiency for the district and individual school. 

12. reduces redundant efforts in special education programming. 

13. improves programs and services to be offered by the district and 

its individual schools. 

14. facilitates compliance with federal requirements for all it serves. 

15. offers shared expertise with the districts and their individual 

schools through its service. 
16. offers shared decision making with the districts and their 

individual schools through its service. 
17. offers professional growth through the exchange of ideas. 
18. offers professional growth through staff development. 
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2 
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Section HI: Perceptions of the shared service arrangements as supportive or not supportive of following the 
state guidelines regarding the implementation of site-based decision-making. 

For questions 1 - 4, circle the number which most nearly represents your perception. 
1 = no benefit to the district 
2 = minimally beneficial to the district 
3 = some benefit to the district 
4 = usually beneficial to the district 
5 = the district would be unable to function or provide 

services without the shared service arrangement 

1. How would you evaluate the following as benefits of the shared service arrangement for the districts 
and individual schools it serves? (circle your response) 

1.1 Cost efficiency / cost savings 
1.2 Compromise between consolidation and autonomy 
1.3 Access to special education personnel 
1.4 Facilitate retention of special education personnel 
1.5 Sharing / Information exchange 
1.6 Temporary assistance with new models or procedures 

for service delivery 
1.7 Other (please specify) 

2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 

2. Has your shared service arrangement joined in any interagency agreements to provide services for 
special education students? 

yes no 

3. Has your shared service arrangement discontinued any special education services in the last two years 
due to the lack of funds? 

yes no 
Which Services? 

4. Because of the site-based decision-making philosophy, special education programming and support 
would be better handled by the: 

_ District School Shared Service Arrangement. 
Why?. 

For questions 5-13, circle the number which most nearly represents your perception. 
1 = strongly disagree 
2 = disagree 
3 = no opinion 
4 = agree 
5 = strongly agree 

5. The shared service arrangement allows for interaction with the 
district, the local school, and its self. 1 2 

6. The effect of the interaction between the local school, the shared 
service arrangement, and the district has improved service 
delivery to children with disabilities. 1 2 

7. The services requested by the district and the local school can be 
offered by the shared service arrangement. 1 2 
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8. The financing for special education services requested by the district 
and the local school has been a problem for your 
shared service arrangement. 1 2 3 4 5 

9. With the philosophy of site-based decision-making, a shared service 
arrangement is necessary. 1 2 3 4 5 

10. A district could maintain all responsibilities and roles offered by 
the shared service arrangement without assistance. 1 2 3 4 5 

11. With or without site-based decision-making, the district should be 
fully responsible for the special education program and all that 
goes along with that program. 1 2 3 4 5 

12. With the philosophy of site-based decision-making, a shared service 
arrangement is not necessary. 1 2 3 4 5 

13. An individual school could maintain all responsibilities and roles 
offered by the shared service arrangement without assistance. 
(e.g., financial, programs and services, federal compliance, 

professional growth). 1 2 3 4 5 

14. What do you, as director, perceive as the three (3) most important benefits that the districts and local 
schools derive from working with the shared service arrangement? 

15. What do you, as director, perceive as the three (3) most important problems that the shared service 
arrangement encounters when working with the districts and the local schools? 

Thank you for completing this survey. Please return by April 25,1996, in the enclosed 
envelope, to: 

Frank Mullins 
Bragg Towers 
99 S. Bragg, #60 
Alexandria, VA 22312 
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TO: "Panel of Judges" / National Association of State Directors Special Education 
(NASDSE) 

Eileen Ahearn 
Smokey Davis 
Pat Gonzalez 
Myrna Mandlawitz 
EdMcCaul 
Joan Nelson 

FROM: Frank Mullins, Ph.D. Candidate, University of North Texas 
Currently: Intern at the National Association of State Directors Special Education 

RE: REQUEST FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION 

To Whom It May Concern: 

My name is Frank Mullins. I am a Ph.D. Candidate in Education, Special 
Education. I am writing this letter to ask for your assistance in supporting a study that I 
am conducting. This study involves a survey of selected school districts in the state of 
Texas randomly selected from the Education Service Centers IX, X, XI, XII, and XIV. 

The purpose of this study is to examine the perceptions of superintendents of 
districts within the rural shared service arrangements, building principals of schools within 
the shared service arrangements who receive services from the shared service 
arrangement, and directors of rural shared service arrangements pertaining to the 
responsibilities and roles of shared service arrangements whether or not site-based 
decision-making is used as the guiding philosophy. 

Please complete the attached questionnaire by February 27,1996, and return it to 
Frank Mullins. 99 South Bragg. #60. Alexandria. VA 22312. 

It should be noted that anonymity of respondents is assured. Thank you in 
advance for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Frank Mullins 
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Time Line, 1996 

February 22 Letter of Introduction and Survey / "Panel of Judges" mailed 

February 27 "Panel of Judges" revisions due back 

February 29 Final survey developed and printed 

March 14/15 Final proposal to committee 

March 18 Letter of Introduction and Survey to Special Education Administrators mailed 

April 25 Surveys due back 

May 6 Follow-up "letters or reminder" mailed for surveys not returned 

May 13 Data analyzed and recorded 

May 20 "Thank you"s mailed out 
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REGION SERVICE CENTERS 

REGION 9 
7 Cooperatives 44 Districts 90 Schools 

REGION 10 
6 Cooperatives 56 Districts 130 Schools 

REGION 11 
8 Cooperatives 52 Districts 129 Schools 

REGION 12 
9 Cooperatives 67 Districts 136 Schools 

REGION 14 
5 Cooperatives 37 Districts 88 Schools 

Total: 35 Cooperatives 256 Districts 573 Schools 



Region IX: 7 Cooperatives; 44 Districts 
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REGION COOP DISTRICT COOP DISTRICT 

IX Big "4" Coop Archer City Clay-Jack Bellevue 
Graham Coop Bryson 
Megargel Byers 
Newcastle Henrietta 
Olney Jacksboro 
Seymour Rural Midway 
Throckmorton Perrin 
Windthorst Petrolia 
Woodson 

Greenbelt Childress Haskell-Knox Bejamin 
Coop Crowell Coop Goree 

Memphis Haskell 
Quanah Knox City / 

O'Brien 
Munday 
Paint Creek 
Rochester 
Rule 

Montague Co. Bowie West Wichita City View 
Coop Forestburg County Coop Electra 

Goldburg Holliday 
Montague Iowa Park 
Nocona 
Priaire Valley 
Saint Jo 

Wilbarger Chillicothe 
Coop Harrold 

Northside 
Vemon 
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Region X: 6 Cooperatives; 56 Districts 

REGION COOP DISTRICT COOP DISTRICT 

X Collin Co. Anna Ellis Co. Coop Avalon 
Coop Blue Ridge Ferris 

Celina Italy 
Community Maypearl 
Farmersvilie Midlothian 
Frisco Milford 
Lovejoy Palmer 
Melissa Red Oak 
Princeton 
Prosper 
Wylie 

Fannin Co. Bonham Grayson Bells 
Coop Dodd City County Coop Collinsville 

Ector Gunter 
Fannendel Howe 
Honey Grove Pottsboro 
Leonard S & S 
Sam Rayburn Tiogo 
Savoy Tom Bean 
Trenton Van Alstine 
Windom Whitesboro 

Whitewright 

Lake Ray Crandall Lancaster / DeSoto 
Hubbard Coop Forney DeSoto Coop Lancaster 

Kaufman 
Kemp 
Mabank 
Royse City 
Scurry-Rosser 
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REGION COOP DISTRICT COOP DISTRICT 

Mesquite- Mesquite Tri-County Bland 
Sunnyvale Sunnyvale Coop Boles Home 

Coop Caddo Mills 
Campbell 
Celeste 
Commerce 
Cooper 
Cumby 
Lone Oak 
Quinlan 
Wolf City 



Region II: 8 Cooperatives; 52 Districts 
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REGION COOP DISTRICT COOP DISTRICT 

II Cooke Co. Callisburg Denton Co. Argyle 
Coop Era Coop Aubrey 

Gainesville Krum 
Lindsay Lake Dallas 
Muenster Little Elm 
Sivells Bend Pilot Point 
Valley View Ponder 
Walnut Bend Sanger 

Erath Co. Bluff Dale Hood- Granbuiy 
Coop Dublin Somervell Co. Glen Rose 

Hackabay Coop Lipan 
Liangleville Tolar 
Morgan Mlill 
Stephenville 
Three Way 

Johnson Co. Grandview Palo Pinto Co. Gordon 
Coop Godley Coop Graford 

Keene Mineral Wells 
Rio Vista Palo Pjinto 
Venus Santo 

Strawn 

Parker Co. Aledo Wise Co. Coop Alvord 
Coop Brock Boyd 

Garner Bridgeport 
Millsap Chico 
Peaster Decatur 
Poolville Paradise 
Springtown Slidell 



Region XII: 9 Cooperatives; 67 Districts 
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REGION COOP DISTRICT COOP DISTRICT 

XII Bell Co. Coop Academy Bi-County Blooming 
Barlett Coop Grove 
Holland Dawson 
Rogers Dew 
Salado Fairfield 
Troy Krost 

Kerens 
Mildred 
Rice 
Teague 
Wortham 

Bosque Co. Clifton Connally / La Connally 
Coop Cransfills Gap Vego Coop La Vego 

Iredell 
Kopperl 
Meridan 
Morgan 
Valley Mills 
Walnut Springs 

Falls County Chilton Hamilton Area Evant 
Coop Marlin Coop Goldthwaite 

Rosebud-Lott Hamilton 
Westphalia Hico 

Jonesboro 
Lometa 
Mullin 
Priddy 
Star 
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REGION COOP DISTRICT COOP DISTRICT 

Heart of Texas 
Coop 

Crawford 
Gatesville 
McGregor 
Moody 
Oglesby 

Hill County 
Coop 

Limestone Co. Collidge 
Coop Groesbeck 

Mexia 

McLennon Co. 
Coop 

Abbott 
Aquilla 
Blum 
Bynum 
Covington 
Hillsboro 
Hubbard 
Itasca 
Malone 
Mt. Calm 
Penelope 
Whitney 

Estell 
Bosqueville 
Bruceville-
Eddy 
China Spring 
Gholson 
Hallsburg 
Lorena 
Mart 
Riesel 
Robinson 
Waco Center 

for Youth 
West 
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Region XIV: 5 Cooperatives; 37 Districts 

REGION COOP DISTRICT COOP DISTRICT 

XIV Comanche 
Coop 

Taylor / 
Callahan Coop 

West Central 
Texas Coop 

Comanche 
Cross Plains 
DeLeon 
Gustine 
Rising Star 
Sidney 

Baird 
Buffalo Gap 
Butterfield 
Clyde 
Eula 
Hamby 
Jim Ned 
Lawn 
Merkel 
Trent 
Tye 
Wylie 

Blackwell 
Colorado City 
Hermleigh 
Highland 
Ira 
Loraine 
Roscoe 
Sweetwater 
Westbrook 

East-End Coop 

Tri-County 
Education 

Coop 

Breckenridge 
Carbon 
Cisco 
Eastland 
Gorman 
Morgan 
Ranger 

Albany 
Anson 
Aspermont 
Hamlin 
Hawley 
Lueders-Avoca 
Roby 
Rotan 
Stanford 
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TO: Shared Service Directors 
School District Superintendents 
Building Principals 

FROM: Frank Mullins, Ph.D. Candidate, University of North Texas 

Currently: Intern at the National Association of State Directors Special Education 

RE: REQUEST FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION 

To Whom It May Concern: 

My name is Frank Mullins. I am a Ph.D. Candidate in Education, Special Education. 
I am writing this letter to ask for your assistance in supporting a study being conducted by 
myself. This study involves a survey of those school districts in the state randomly 
selected from the Education Service Centers IX, X, XI, XII, and XIV. 

The purpose of this study is to examine the perceptions of directors of rural shared 
service arrangements, school superintendents of districts within the rural shared service 
arrangements, and building principals of schools within the shared service arrangements 
who receive services from the cooperative pertaining to the responsibilities and roles of 
shared service arrangements. 

Please take the 15 minutes needed to complete the attached questionnaire by April 
25, 1996, and return it to Frank Mullins. 99 South Bragg. #60. Alexandria. VA 22312. 
Should you have questions or require additional copies of the questionnaire, please 
contact me at 1-703-354-3800. 

It should be noted that anonymity of respondents is assured. The information 
gathered will be reported as aggregate data which will not be linked to the responding 
shared service arrangement or school district. Thank you in advance for your 
cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Frank Mullins 

This project has been reviewed and approved by the UNT Committee for the Protection of 
Human Subjects (817) 565-3940. 



105 

A Random Survey on Perceptions 
of 

School Superintendents 
Being Served by Shared Service Arrangements 

In Texas 

(Pertaining to the Responsibilities and Roles of Shared Service Arrangements) 

Please answer all of the questions. If you wish to comment 
on any question or qualify your answers, please feel free to 
use the space in the margins. Anonymity of respondents 
will be maintained; the information gathered in this survey 
will be reported only as aggregate findings, and will not be 
linked to responding schools, school districts, or shared 
service arrangements. 

Please complete and return by April 25,1996 to: 

Frank Mullins 
Bragg Towers 
99 S. Bragg, #60 
Alexandria, VA 22312 
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For purposes of this survey, the following definitions must be considered. 
Shared Service Arrangement: A special education cooperative. 
Site-Based Decision-Making: A process for decentralizing decisions to the local campus in an effort to 
improve the students' educational outcomes. Decentralized decisions may include assessing student 
outcomes, determining goals and strategies, and ensuring that implementation and needed adjustments 
occur (Meno, 1992). 

Section I: Descriptive Information 
1. You are a (check all that apply) 

Superintendent Principal Director of a Shared Service Arrangement 

2. Gender: Male Female 

3. Check the geographic location of the school(s) you serve: 
Urban Suburban Rural 

4. Level of School(s) for which you are primarily responsible: (check all that apply) 
Elementary Intermediate Junior High Senior High 

5. In years, you have been at your present position: (circle one) 
0-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 13-16 17+ 

6. The Education Region Service Center that Services your shared service arrangement is: 
Education Service Center IX Education Service Center XII 
Education Service Center X Education Service Center XIV 
Education Service Center XI 

7. You do belong to a shared service arrangement: yes no 

8. Length of time that your shared service arrangement has existed: 
8b. You plan to remain a member of the shared service arrangement. yes no 
8c. You plan to remain a member of the shared service arrangement how long? 

(circle one) 
1 year 5 years 10 years 10+years 

8d. Does your budget allow for this continuation? yes no 

9. Site-Based Decision-Making is being used as the guiding philosophy. yes no 
9b. Do you, personally, believe in site-based decision-making as a 

guiding philosophy? yes no 

10. The number of students in your district currently being served in special education programs: 
(circle one) 

0-200 201-400 401-600 601-800 801-1000 1001+ 

11. The present "per pupil expenditure" for each special education student is: $ 

12. Special education students are transported to facilities by the: 
District Shared Service Arrangement by both other 

(please state other) 
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Section II: Perceptions toward the responsibilities and roles assigned to shared service arrangements. 
1 = strongly disagree 
2 = disagree 
3 = no opinion 
4 = agree 
5 = strongly agree 

For each of the following statements, circle the number which most nearly represents your perception: 
The Shared Service Arrangement 

1. offers a collaborative relationship between the district, the school, 

and its self. 

2. offers infusion of enthusiasm and a "can do" spirit. 

3. extends a resource and knowledge base for the districts and 

individual schools that it serves. 

4. enables a more efficient use of resources. 

5. enhances efficiency of the special education program overall. 

6. reduces resource overlap. 

7. provides support for reform issues. 

8. has a "common sense" purpose goal that serves your districts and 
individual schools. 

9. has clear goals that attend to your districts and individual schools 
particular needs. 

10. reduces the fiscal burden of special education programming for 

the districts and individual schools it serves. 

11. improves cost efficiency for the district and individual school. 

12. reduces redundant efforts in special education programming. 

13. improves programs and services to be offered by the district and 

its individual schools. 

14. facilitates compliance with federal requirements for all it serves. 

15. offers shared expertise with the districts and their individual 

schools through its service. 
16. offers shared decision making with the districts and their 

individual schools through its service. 
17. offers professional growth through the exchange of ideas. 
18. offers professional growth through staff development. 
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Section HI: Perceptions of the shared service arrangements as supportive or not supportive of following the 
state guidelines regarding the implementation of site-based decision-making. 

For questions 1 - 4, circle the number which most nearly represents your perception. 
1 = no benefit to the district 
2 = minimally beneficial to the district 
3 = some benefit to the district 
4 = usually beneficial to the district 
5 = the district would be unable to function or provide 
services without the shared service arrangement 

1. How would you evaluate the following as benefits of the shared service arrangement for your district? 
(circle your response) 

1.1 Cost efficiency/cost savings 1 2 3 4 5 
1.2 Compromise between consolidation and autonomy 1 2 3 4 5 
1.3 Access to special education personnel 1 2 3 4 5 
1.4 Facilitate retention of special education personnel 1 2 3 4 5 
1.5 Sharing / Information exchange 1 2 3 4 5 
1.6 Temporary assistance with new models or procedures 

for service delivery 1 2 3 4 5 
1.7 Other (please specify) ; 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Has your district joined in any interagency agreements to provide services for special education 
students? 

yes no 

3. Has the school district discontinued any special education services in the last two years due to the lack 
of tods? 

yes no 
Which Services? 

4. Because of the site-based decision-making philosophy, special education programming and support 
would be better handled by the: 

District School Shared Service Arrangement. 

Why? 
For questions 5-13, circle the number which most nearly represents your perception. 

1 = strongly disagree 
2 = disagree 
3 = no opinion 
4 = agree 
5 = strongly agree 

5. the district and the shared service arrangement interact 
with each other. 1 2 3 4 5 

6. The effect of the interaction between the district and the shared 
service arrangement has improved service delivery to 
children with disabilities. 1 2 3 4 5 

7. The services provided by the shared service arrangement are 
satisfactory for the needs of your district. 1 2 3 4 5 
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8. The financing for special education services in your district has 
been a problem. 1 2 3 4 5 

9. With the philosophy of site-based decision-making, a shared service 
arrangement is necessary. 1 2 3 4 5 

10. A district could maintain all responsibilities and roles offered by the 
shared service arrangement without assistance. 1 2 3 4 5 

11. With or without site-based decision-making, the district should be 
fully responsible for the special education program and all that 
goes along with that program. 1 2 3 4 5 • 

12. With the philosophy of site-based decision-making, a shared service 
arrangement is not necessary. 1 2 3 4 5 

13. A school district could maintain all responsibilities offered by the 
shared service arrangement without assistance, (e.g., financial, 
programs and services, federal compliance, professional 
growth). 1 2 3 4 5 

14. What do you, as superintendent, perceive as the three (3) most important benefits to be derived from 
working with the shared service arrangement? 

15. What do you, as superintendent, perceive as the three (3) most important problems encountered in 
working with the shared service arrangement? 

Thank you for completing this survey. Please return by April 25,1996, in the enclosed 
envelope, to: 

Frank Mullins 
Bragg Towers 
99 S. Bragg, #60 
Alexandria, VA 22312 
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A Random Survey on Perceptions 
of 

Building Principals 
Being Served by Shared Service Arrangements 

In Texas 

(Pertaining to the Responsibilities and Roles of Shared Service Arrangements) 

Please answer all of the questions. If you wish to comment 
on any question or qualify your answers, please feel free to 
use the space in the margins. Anonymity of respondents 
will be maintained; the information gathered in this survey 
will be reported only as aggregate findings, and will not be 
linked to responding schools, school districts, or shared 
service arrangements. 

Please complete and return by April 25,1996 to: 

Frank Mullins 
Bragg Towers 
99 S. Bragg, #60 
Alexandria, VA 22312 
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For purposes of this survey, the following definitions must be considered. 
Shared Service Arrangement: A special education cooperative. 
Site-Based Decision-Making: A process for decentralizing decisions to the local campus in an effort 
to improve the students' educational outcomes. Decentralized decisions may include assessing 
student outcomes, determining goals and strategies, and ensuring that implementation and needed 
adjustments occur (Meno, 1992). 

Section I: Descriptive Information 
1. You are a (check all that apply) 

Superintendent Principal Director of a Shared Service Arrangement 

2. Gender: Male Female 

3. Check the geographic location of the school(s) you serve: 
Urban Suburban Rural 

4. Level of School(s) for which you are primarily responsible: (check all that apply) 
Elementary Intermediate Junior High Senior High 

5. In years, you have been at your present position: (circle one) 
0-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 13-16 17+ 

6. The Education Region Service Center that Services your shared service arrangement is: 
Education Service Center IX Education Service Center XII 
Education Service Center X Education Service Center XIV 
Education Service Center XI 

7. You do belong to a shared service arrangement: yes no 

8. Length of time that your shared service arrangement has existed: 
8b. You want your district to remain a member of the shared service arrangement. yes no 
8c. You want your district to remain a member of the shared service arrangement how much 

longer? (circle one) 
1 year 5 years 10 years 10+years 

8d. Does your school budget allow for this continuation on your own? yes no 

9. Site-Based Decision-Making is being used as the guiding philosophy. yes no 
9b. Do you, personally, take ownership with site-based decision-making as a 

guiding philosophy? yes no 

10. The number of students in your district currently being served in special education programs: 
(circle one) 

0-200 201-400 401-600 601-800 801-1000 1001+ 

11. The present "per pupil expenditure" for each special education student is: $ 

12. Special education students are transported to facilities by the: 
District Shared Service Arrangement by both other 

(please state other) 
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Section II: Perceptions toward the responsibilities and roles assigned to shared service arrangements. 
1 = strongly disagree 
2 = disagree 
3 = no opinion 
4 = agree 
5 = strongly agree 

For each of the following statements, circle the number which most nearly represents your perception: 
The Shared Service Arrangement 

1. offers a collaborative relationship between the district, the school, 

and its self. 

2. offers infusion of enthusiasm and a "can do" spirit. 

3. extends a resource and knowledge base for the districts and 

individual schools that it serves. 

4. enables a more efficient use of resources. 

5. enhances efficiency of the special education program overall. 

6. reduces resource overlap. 

7. provides support for reform issues. 

8. has a "common sense" purpose goal that serves your districts and 
individual schools. 

9. has clear goals that attend to your districts and individual schools 
particular needs. 

10. reduces the fiscal burden of special education programming for 

the districts and individual schools it serves. 

11. improves cost efficiency for the district and individual school. 

12. reduces redundant efforts in special education programming 

13. improves programs and services to be offered by the district and 

its individual schools. 

14. facilitates compliance with federal requirements for all it serves. 

15. offers shared expertise with the districts and their individual 

schools through its service. 
16. offers shared decision making with the districts and their 

individual schools through its service. 
17. offers professional growth through the exchange of ideas. 
18. offers professional growth through staff development. 
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Section IE: Perceptions of the shared service arrangements as supportive or not supportive of following the 
state guidelines regarding the implementation of site-based decision-making. 

For questions 1 - 4, circle the number which most nearly represents your perception. 
1 = no benefit to the district 
2 = minimally beneficial to the district 
3 = some benefit to the district 
4 = usually beneficial to the district 
5 = the district would be unable to function or provide 
services without the shared service arrangement 

1. How would you evaluate the following as benefits of the shared service arrangement for your district? 
(circle your response) 

1.1 Cost efficiency / cost savings 
1.2 Compromise between consolidation and autonomy 
1.3 Access to special education personnel 
1.4 Facilitate retention of special education personnel 
1.5 Sharing / Information exchange 
1.6 Temporary assistance with new models or procedures 

for service delivery 
1.7 Other (please specify) ; 

2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 

2. Has your school joined in any interagency agreements to provide services for special education 
students? 

yes no 

3. Has the school district discontinued any special education services in the last two years due to the lack 
of funds? 

yes no 
Which Services? 

4. Because of the site-based decision-making philosophy, special education programming and support 
would be better handled by the: 

District School Shared Service Arrangement. 
Why? 

For questions 5-13, circle the number which most nearly represents your perception. 
1 = strongly disagree 
2 = disagree 
3 = no opinion 
4 = agree 
5 = strongly agree 

5. Your district and the shared service arrangement interact 
with each other. 1 2 3 4 5 

6. The effect of the interaction between your school and the shared 
service arrangement has improved service delivery to 
children with disabilities. 1 2 3 4 5 

7. The services provided by the shared service arrangement are 
satisfactory for the needs of your school. 1 2 3 4 5 
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8. The financing for special education services in your district has 
been a problem. 1 2 3 4 

9. With the philosophy of site-based decision-making, a shared service 
arrangement is necessary. 1 2 3 4 

10. An individual school could maintain all responsibilities and roles 
offered by the shared service arrangement without assistance. 1 2 3 4 

11. With or without site-based decision-making, the individual school 
should be fully responsible for the special education program 
and all that goes along with that program. 1 2 3 4 

12. With the philosophy of site-based decision-making, a shared service 
arrangement is not necessary. 1 2 3 4 

13. An individual school could maintain all responsibilities and roles 
offered by the shared service arrangement without assistance. 
(e.g., financial, programs and services, federal compliance, 

professional growth). 1 2 3 4 

14. What do you, as principal, perceive as the three (3) most important benefits to be derived from 
working with the shared service arrangement? 

15. What do you, as principal, perceive as the three (3) most important problems encountered in working 
with the shared service arrangement? 

Thank you for completing this survey. Please return by April 25,1996, in the enclosed 
envelope, to: 

Frank Mullins 
Bragg Towers 
99 S. Bragg, #60 
Alexandria, VA 22312 
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A Random Survey on Perceptions 
of 

Directors of Shared Service Arrangements 
In Texas 

(Pertaining to the Responsibilities and Roles of Shared Service Arrangements) 

Please answer all of the questions. If you wish to comment 
on any question or qualify your answers, please feel free to 
use the space in the margins. Anonymity of respondents 
will be maintained; the information gathered in this survey 
will be reported only as aggregate findings, and will not be 
linked to responding schools, school districts, or shared 
service arrangements. 

Please complete and return by April 25,1996 to: 

Frank Mullins 
Bragg Towers 
99 S. Bragg, #60 
Alexandria, VA 22312 
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For purposes of this survey, the following definitions must be considered. 

Shared Service Arrangement: A special education cooperative. 
Site-Based Decision-Making: A process for decentralizing decisions to the local campus in an effort 
to improve the students' educational outcomes. Decentralized decisions may include assessing 
student outcomes, determining goals and strategies, and ensuring that implementation and needed 
adjustments occur (Meno, 1992). 

Section I: Descriptive Information 
1. You are a (check all that apply) 

Superintendent Principal Director of a Shared Service Arrangement 

2. Gender: Male Female 

3. Check the geographic location of the school(s) you serve: 
Urban Suburban Rural 

4. Level of School(s) for which you are primarily responsible: (check all that apply) 
Elementary Intermediate Junior High Senior High 

5. In years, you have been at your present position: (circle one) 
0-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 13-16 17+ 

6. The Education Region Service Center that Services your shared service arrangement is: 
Education Service Center IX Education Service Center XII 
Education Service Center X Education Service Center XIV 
Education Service Center XI 

7. Length of time that your shared service arrangement has existed: 

8. Site-based decision-making is being used as the guiding philosophy within your shared service 
arrangements' jurisdiction. 

yes no 

8b. Do you, personally, believe in site-based decision-making as a guiding philosophy? 

yes no 

9. The number of students in your district currently being served in special education programs: 

(circle one) 

0-200 201-400 401-600 601-800 801-1000 1001+ 

10. The present "per pupil expenditure" for each special education student is: $ 
11. Special education students are transported to facilities by the: 

District Shared Service Arrangement by both other 
(please state other) 



Section II: Perceptions toward the responsibilities and roles assigned to shared service arrangements. 
1 = strongly disagree 
2 = disagree 
3 = no opinion 
4 = agree 
5 = strongly agree 

For each of the following statements, circle the number which most nearly represents your perception: 
The Shared Service Arrangement 
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1. oflFers a collaborative relationship between the district, the school, 

and its self. 

2. offers infusion of enthusiasm and a "can do" spirit. 

3. extends a resource and knowledge base for the districts and 

individual schools that it serves. 

4. enables a more efficient use of resources. 

5. enhances efficiency of the special education program overall. 

6. reduces resource overlap. 

7. provides support for reform issues. 

8. has a "common sense" purpose goal that serves your districts and 
individual schools. 

9. has clear goals that attend to your districts and individual schools 
particular needs. 

10. reduces the fiscal burden of special education programming for 

the districts and individual schools it serves. 

11. improves cost efficiency for the district and individual school. 

12. reduces redundant efforts in special education programming. 

13. improves programs and services to be offered by the district and 

its individual schools. 

14. facilitates compliance with federal requirements for all it serves. 

15. offers shared expertise with the districts and their individual 

schools through its service. 
16. offers shared decision making with the districts and their 

individual schools through its service. 
17. offers professional growth through the exchange of ideas. 
18. offers professional growth through staff development. 
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Section IE: Perceptions of the shared service arrangements as supportive or not supportive of following the 
state guidelines regarding the implementation of site-based decision-making. 

For questions 1 - 4, circle the number which most nearly represents your perception. 
1 = no benefit to the district 
2 = minimally beneficial to the district 
3 = some benefit to the district 
4 = usually beneficial to the district 
5 = the district would be unable to function or provide 
services without the shared service arrangement 

1. How would you evaluate the following as benefits of the shared service arrangement for the districts 
and individual schools it serves? (circle your response) 

1.1 Cost efficiency / cost savings 1 2 3 4 5 
1.2 Compromise between consolidation and autonomy 1 2 3 4 5 
1.3 Access to special education personnel 1 2 3 4 5 
1.4 Facilitate retention of special education personnel 1 2 3 4 5 
1.5 Sharing / Information exchange 1 2 3 4 5 
1.6 Temporary assistance with new models or procedures 

for service delivery 1 2 3 4 5 
1.7 Other (please specify) 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Has your shared service arrangement joined in any interagency agreements to provide services for 
special education students? 

yes no 

3. Has your shared service arrangement discontinued any special education services in the last two years 
due to the lack of funds? 

yes no 
Which Services? L_ 

4. Because of the site-based decision-making philosophy, special education programming and support 
would be better handled by the: 

District School ' Shared Service Arrangement. 
Why? 

For questions 5-13, circle the number which most nearly represents your perception. 
1 = strongly disagree 
2 = disagree 
3 = no opinion 
4 = agree 
5 = strongly agree 

5. The shared service arrangement allows for interaction with the 
district, the local school, and its self. 1 2 3 4 5 

6. The effect of the interaction between the local school, the shared 
service arrangement, and the district has improved service 
delivery to children with disabilities. 1 2 3 4 5 

7. The services requested by the district and the local school can be 
offered by the shared service arrangement. 1 2 3 4 5 
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8. The financing for special education services requested by the district 
and the local school has been a problem for your 
shared service arrangement. 1 2 3 4 5 

9. With the philosophy of site-based decision-making, a shared service 
arrangement is necessary. 1 2 3 4 5 

10. A district could maintain all responsibilities and roles offered by 
the shared service arrangement without assistance. 1 2 3 4 5 

11. With or without site-based decision-making, the district should be 
fully responsible for the special education program and all that 

goes along with that program. 1 2 3 4 5 

12. With the philosophy of site-based decision-making, a shared service 
arrangement is not necessary. 1 2 3 4 5 

13. An individual school could maintain all responsibilities and roles 
offered by the shared service arrangement without assistance. 
(e.g., financial, programs and services, federal compliance, 

professional growth). 1 2 3 4 5 

14. What do you, as director, perceive as the three (3) most important benefits that the districts and local 
schools derive from working with the shared service arrangement? 

15. What do you, as director, perceive as the three (3) most important problems that the shared service 
arrangement encounters when working with the districts and the local schools? 

Thank you for completing this survey. Please return by April 25,1996, in the enclosed 
envelope, to: 

Frank Mullins 
Bragg Towers 
99 S. Bragg, #60 
Alexandria, VA 22312 
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