






 

140 
 

CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

 

The primary purpose of this investigation was to acquire a deeper understanding of how 

special education and general education administrators perceive inclusive leadership practices.  

These perceptions affect implementation of initiatives, responsive to the needs of all students. By 

better understanding similarities between what the research shows as effective, inclusive 

leadership practices and how practicing administrators align with the key inclusive leadership 

practices for supporting students with disabilities (CCSO & CEEDAR, 2017), creating and 

sustaining responsive learning environments becomes a possibility. This investigation was 

framed by the following research questions:   

1. How are inclusive leadership practice statements ranked similarly and differently among 

participants?  

2. How do participants describe rankings for most and least important inclusive leadership 

practice statements? 

3. How are inclusive leadership practice statements ranked in relationship to participants’ 

roles? 

Interpretation of the findings from this study will be guided by the research questions that 

include consideration of demographics, ranking responses to inclusive leadership practice 

statements and participant rationale supporting item rankings for each factor. The major themes 

of inclusive leadership, as identified in the literature, will further fortify data interpretation in this 

mixed method design. In this chapter, data and literature from the previous chapters will be used 

to name and characterize each factor. This facilitates the development of an emerging framework 
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for thinking about distinct and over-lapping features that capture key inclusive leadership 

concepts. 

Transactional Equity Driven Relational Leaders Themes 

These novice, less experienced, less educated, less diverse participants can best be 

described as transactional-equity driven- relational leaders. This interpretation is supported by 

the item rankings and thematic qualitative analysis where emerging themes focused on 

interpersonal relationships, equity, core values and high expectations that valued educating the 

whole child (see Table 5.1).   

Table 5.1 

Transactional Equity Driven Relational Leaders Themes 

Key Words and Phrases from 

10 Highest Ranked Statements 

from the Q-Sort 

Themes Key Qualitative Words and 

Phrases from 10 Highest 

Ranked Statements form the 

Questionnaires and the 

Interviews 

-Interpersonal & Social 

Emotional Competence 

-Relationships and Interpersonal 

Skills, Communication, Trust 

-Acceptance, Care, Value, 

Belonging 

 

 

 

 

Interpersonal Relationships 

-Relationships with Colleagues 

-Trust and Interpersonal 

Relationships 

-Relational Critical 

-Building 

Relationships/Accepting, 

Enriching, Learning Community 

-Inclusion 

-Inclusive Social Environment 

-High Expectations for 

ALL/Include 

-Intellectually Challenging 

Curricula for ALL 

-Safe, Caring Environment for 

ALL Students 

-Equitable Access 

-Lead instruction/Support 

Students with Disabilities 

 

 

 

 

 

Equity 

 

-Right to Inclusion 

 

-ALL students are capable 

Core Values/ALL students 

 

-ALL students learn from each 

other 

-Safe, Caring Environment for    

All Students 

-Inclusion 

-Equitable Access 

-Hire/Retain Highly Effective 

Teachers with Core Values 

 

 

Core Values 

-Right to Inclusion 

 

-ALL Students capable 

 

-Core Values/ALL students 
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-High Expectations for 

ALL/Included 

-Intellectually challenging 

Curricula 

 

High Expectations 

 

ALL Students Capable 

-Safe, Caring Environment for 

ALL Students 

-Inclusive Social Environment 

-Acceptance, Care, Value, 

Belonging 

 

Whole Child 

-Teach Whole Child 

 

-Social/Emotional Needs First 

 

-Opportunities for Growth 

 

 

Although there were other commonalties, the importance of relationships was the most 

predominant, overarching theme for these members. This transactional equity driven relational 

leaders were also clearly focused on equity for all students. These participants attributed their 

low rankings of the statements to their lack of impact on day-to-day operations of schooling. The 

responses from these participants as to why they chose particular statements as most important 

reflected the importance of relationship and trust, as well as supporting the whole child. Equity 

and the belief that all students, including students with disabilities, should have their needs met 

academically, socially and emotionally, through a supportive learning environment, was also 

important to these participants. They are considered to be transactional, equity-driven relational 

leaders and share similarities with research on transactional leadership practices (Nyenyembe et 

al., 2016).  

Although these transactional leaders rankings demonstrated characteristics of research on 

inclusive collaboration and data driven decision making the underlying theme within their 

responses to the follow-up questionnaire and interview questions was relationship. These 

participants were also clearly focused on equity for all students and the importance of all 

students feeling a sense of belonging by including them as often as possible with their peers. 

These novice, less experienced, slightly less educated, less diverse administrators spoke often 

about their rankings from the lens of day-to-day operations, which coincides with the concept of 
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transactional leadership practices. Although they acted in the capacity of transactional leaders, 

these educators went beyond the concept of transactional leadership by noting the importance of 

relationship, communication and trust within their daily interactions. These transactional, equity-

driven, relational leaders (see Figure 5.1) expressed the importance of interpersonal relationships 

as an effective tool to create buy-in from teachers and staff; relying on their own skills as leaders 

versus a shared vision to move their schools and districts towards more inclusivity. 

Interpersonal relationships were important to these transactional, equity-driven, relational 

leaders. As part of all-encompassing, special education leadership practices, supporting school 

leaders is essential (Crockett, 2019). This relationship between district-level special education 

administration and building-level administration continues to be essential as principals become 

more responsible for evidence-based practices and student outcomes (Billingsley et al., 2019).  

The participants in this study agreed. In fact, they spoke often about the importance of 

relationship when discussing their choice of statements.  These transactional leaders’ most 

important statements, on average, also spoke to their interpersonal skills as leaders. One 

participant stated, “Trust and interpersonal relationships are key to effective leadership.”  This 

ability to communicate effectively and develop productive relationships is important in effective 

schools and districts. As noted previously, the literature agrees that relationships and 

communication are necessary for effective special education leadership and the ability to foster 

an inclusive culture (Thompson, 2017; Veal, 2010). As such, special education leaders can no 

longer work separately from general education leaders and must instead collaborate to ensure the 

success of all students (DiPaola, et al., 2004). Special education administrators must work 

together with their general education counterparts to ensure students with disabilities have access 

to rigorous curriculum and appropriately modified assessments, regardless of their degree of 
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learning differences (DiPaola et al., 2004). In her study of elementary principal perspectives on 

inclusive schools, Salisbury (2006) found support for collaborative relationships between special 

educators and general educators was paramount in the level of inclusivity.  

This transactional equity driven relational leaders were clearly focused on equity for all 

students, and as one participant summed it, “… these aren’t somebody else’s kids.” The moral 

purpose and core values that encompassed equality and inclusion were shared by many of these 

leaders. One special education administrator mentioned, “that being a promoter of equity is a 

priority.”  Other members of this group spoke of teaching the whole child, ensuring all students 

learn from each other. “Students feel like they belong when inclusion happens.”  Within their 10 

highest ranked statements, the concept of least restrictive environment (LRE) was the second 

most important statement to these leaders. This core value of inclusivity is key in effective, 

inclusive schools and districts. Within their case study of an effective, inclusive school, Waldron 

et al. (2011) found implementing and committing to an inclusive culture was considered non-

negotiable to both the principal of the school and the staff within it. The effective, inclusive 

leaders in Hehir and Katzman’s (2012) study “were clear about their schools’ fundamental 

mission and actively imposed them on their organizations through a variety of symbolic actions. 

To them, inclusion was non-negotiable, grounded in civil rights” (p. 61). One study on 

meaningful inclusion found that how the principal viewed least restrictive environment (LRE) 

and inclusion made a difference in how inclusive the schools became (Salisbury, 2006). Within 

this study, one leader stated, “Students with disabilities have the same right to the education of 

their non-disabled peers” while another said, “It is important to ensure that students with 

disabilities have learning opportunities with their non-disabled peers to the greatest extent 

possible to ensure equity for all students.” 
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 Not only did these leaders have a strong belief system that supports the concept of LRE, 

they also spoke of interpersonal skills that focused on their core values to create a culture that 

supports inclusivity, ranking the statements focused on their skills as leaders as important.  One 

participant shared, 

As the leader of a school with students with disabilities, the entire staff of regular and 

special education students, needs to know that the leader has the skill to lead this 

population as well as the heart and passion to bring everyone else with him on that 

journey. 

They spoke often about the importance of core values, stating that they chose particular 

statements as important because they were based on their educational core leadership values.  

Effective, inclusive schools have strong, active principal leaders who ensure teachers share the 

core values of the school and are committed to developing an effective, inclusive school (Hehir 

& Katzman, 2012; Waldron et al., 2011). Within their highest ranked statements, these educators 

chose hiring and retaining effective teachers with core values that support improving 

achievement and outcomes for students with disabilities. These leaders’ core values coincided 

with the strong belief system that all students are capable, and as one participant shared, her 

responses were “based on what my core values are and how you structure systems to work for all 

students.” 

These transactional leaders also spoke about the importance of high expectations for all 

students, being culturally responsive, supporting the whole child and putting kids first, and 

creating opportunities for students to grow; as one participant stated, ...” believe they can until 

they prove to us they can't, then modify.” They specified that collaborating with teachers and 

communicating their belief in high expectations for students is essential in providing high-



 

146 
 

quality, intellectually-challenging curricula. The experiences of these leaders were a pivotal 

factor on how they viewed their roles as leaders who support the needs of students with 

disabilities. Special education administrators rely heavily on their relationships with principals in 

order to provide the supports and services for the students that they are responsible for at a more 

global level. The principals rely heavily on their relationships with teachers and staff to ensure 

all students are given high quality instruction. These collaborative relationships were recognized 

as important. These leaders ranked the statement that specified collaboration with teachers to 

provide high-quality, intellectually challenging curricula and instruction, while providing 

opportunities for students with disabilities to achieve using MTSS within the general education 

setting, within their 10 most important statements as leaders who support the needs of students 

with disabilities. The literature agrees. More specifically, in one study, the principals in three, 

effective inclusive schools established a clear vision of inclusion and high expectations of all 

students across the entire school, not in isolation (Hehir & Katzman, 2012). 

The importance of educating the whole child surfaced as one of the reasons behind what 

these leaders deemed as important. Educating students and supporting them beyond the 

curriculum to support them socially and emotionally, ensuring the well-being of all students 

through equitable access to effective teachers, as well as culturally responsive learning 

opportunities and supports was important to these leaders as leaders who support the needs of all 

students, including students with disabilities. They believed that inclusivity facilitates “all 

students learning from each other academically, socially, and emotionally; as a result the whole 

child is taught.”  According to their article about educating the whole child, Darling-Hammond 

and Cook-Harvey (2018) agreed: “Environments that are relationship-rich and attuned to 
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Pepper, 2010; Carter & Abawi, 2018). It requires a “consciously targeted effort, advocacy, and 

particular ways of leading… a constant journey toward a shared vision” (Carter & Abawi, 2018, 

p. 49).  

 As an overarching theme, these transformational leaders not only chose developing a 

collaborative mission and vision to support all students as most important, they spoke often 

about the importance of a strong, clear vision to set the direction and purpose of their work.   

The literature agrees with these veteran, more experienced, more diverse, collaborative, 

visionary leaders with strong core values who stressed their commitment to collaboratively 

creating a clear vision that supports the needs of students with disabilities. They also identified 

positive relationships and a shared commitment to this vision as important.  Effective, inclusive 

principals not only have strong core values; they share these values with their teachers and 

collaboratively build a vision that supports all students (Billingsley et al., 2019). Overall, strong, 

active principal leadership ensures teachers share core values and a school-wide commitment to 

develop an effective, inclusive school; creating school-wide vision for inclusive education; and 

sharing mission and learning principles (Billingsley, 2019; DeMatthews, 2015; Hallinger, 2011; 

Hehir & Katzman, 2012; Houser et al., 2011; McLeskey & Waldron, 2015; Waldron et al., 2011; 

Wiggins & McTighe, 2007).  

There were mixed feelings amongst both special education and general education 

administrators about the importance of a collaborative mission and vision. As noted, although on 

average, the ranking for statements about mission and vision to guide their practice were 

important to the majority of these transformational leaders, there was a difference in opinion 

when it came to the negative case participants. These differing views ranged from the absolute 

importance of a collaborative mission and vision in order to effectively lead an inclusive 
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environment to its lack of importance within the realities of the day-to-day operations of an 

educational environment. While the perceptions of Factor B principals were similar when 

interpreting the statement about mission and vision, citing the importance of stakeholders and 

viewing a collaborative mission and vision as a tool to “mobilize” stakeholders by creating a 

framework that can be articulated to all stakeholders, the three special education administrators 

who were representatives of negative cases were not the same. 

As the findings of this study suggest, when it comes to the importance of a collaborative 

mission and vision, views vary at both the building level and at the district level. Although the 

research indicates that effective, inclusive schools and districts have a clear vision, not all 

administrators agreed. As such, non-negotiable vision and mission seems to be a theme across 

effective, inclusive schools (Waldron et al., 2011; Hehir & Katzman, 2012; Waters & Marzano, 

2006). Shared vision, moral purpose, and core values are essential in the development of 

effective, inclusive schools (Billingsley, et al., 2019; DeMatthews, 2015; Hallinger, 2011; Hehir 

& Katzman, 2012; Hoppey & McLeskey, 2013; McLeskey & Waldron, 2015; Waldron et al., 

2011; Wiggins & McTighe, 2007). Although transforming a school to be effective and inclusive 

is no easy task, it can be done with committed, strong, principal support. This support includes 

the ability to build a vision and set direction, develop staff and understand the importance of 

supporting teachers through the design of the school (McLeskey & Waldron, 2015).   

According to the three negative cases who did not find this to be of importance, their 

experiences have been in schools and districts that did not embrace their mission and vision, 

which would lead one to believe it is more of a systemic challenge. Although, overall, these 

transformational leaders found the mission and vision collaborative process to be important, the 

more seasoned special education administrators did not rank mission and vision as important. 
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Based on their feedback, these special education administrators did not have positive experiences 

where the districts they worked in did not embrace the district-wide mission and vision, nor 

actively invested in them.   

The experiences of the majority of this group of transitional culture-driven collaborative 

leaders who did find the mission and vision important had worked in schools and districts that 

embraced them. One participant spoke of her experiences in both a district that did not embrace 

an inclusive mission and vision and one that did. Although, as a building leader, she believed in 

inclusion, the district as a whole did not embrace the same vision, leaving her without the 

resources and support to build and maintain an effective, inclusive school. She then moved into a 

district whose mission and vision embraced inclusivity, giving her the opportunity to 

meaningfully include her students, which she linked to high scores for her special education 

students on the MCAS Next Generation assessment. It is notable that the transformational 

leaders whose members overall valued the importance of developing and maintaining a 

collaborative mission and vision, had more members in districts that fully included their special 

education students in general education settings with their typical peers. As this study would 

suggest and the literature supports, high-performing districts “ensure that the necessary 

resources, including time, money, personnel, and materials are allocated to accomplish the 

district’s goals” (Waters, et al., 2006, p. 4).   

Equitable access and culturally responsive learning opportunities in a safe, caring 

environment that supports the needs of all students was important to these transformational 

leaders.  They spoke about ensuring that “all students with disabilities have equal access and 

opportunities to make effective progress alongside same-age peers.”  This belief of equity was 

mirrored in many of their responses. The issue of equity and access to a fair education coupled 
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with an awareness of varying abilities was noted. They found “ensuring that all students with 

disabilities have equal access and opportunities to make effective progress alongside same-age 

peers” important.  The effective, inclusive principal in DeMathews’ (2015) study agreed. This 

was noted as an important facet of her school culture’s non-negotiable commitment to include all 

students with their typical peers. 

These transformational, culture-driven, collaborative leaders spoke about the importance 

of a strong culture within the school, “the culture within the school is important as it permeates 

to all staff if it’s consistently communicated.”  With the lens of collaborative culture, these 

leaders felt it is important to have a “collaborative vision so that culturally and systematically 

people are on the same page.” If the school’s mission is clearly articulated and well understood, 

all other elements should support this mission. These mission-driven elements lead to a culture 

that reinforces all mission-driven actions, resulting in sustainability (Wiggins & McTighe, 2007).   

They found the statement about hiring and retaining highly effective teachers with a set 

of core values that support improving achievement and outcomes for students with disabilities 

important. They spoke about hiring exceptional and effective teachers. As one Factor B member 

shared, “One of the most important factors of student achievement is who the individual 

standing/teaching in front of them is.” They considered both the concept of least restrictive 

environment (LRE) and supporting teachers as they create productive and inclusive 

environments as important. Within this culture of inclusivity, these transformational leaders not 

only believed in providing students with disabilities the opportunity to achieve within the general 

education curriculum, but they also had high expectations of all students. One principal member 

stated, “It doesn’t matter who you are we have high expectations, that’s it.” The effective, 

inclusive principal in Waldron et al. (2011) and her staff had an absolute focus on their single, 
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shared vision of high levels of achievement and inclusion for all students. Implementing and 

committing to an inclusive culture was also considered non-negotiable to both the principal of 

the school and the staff within it (Waldron et al., 2011). They believed that inclusion is not 

simply the idea of including students with disabilities in a classroom, but a belief that all students 

can be successful. In turn, this vision led the choices that were made across the school. As part of 

her practice, the principal intentionally hired teachers and paraprofessionals that shared the 

vision of the school, used their time effectively during the school day, and sought resources 

outside the district and the community to support the school (Waldron et at., 2011).   

Themes supported by the lowest item rankings and qualitative rationale focused on less 

personal and more global perspectives. Managing budgets, external resources and tensions were 

considered either someone else’s responsibility or less important than positive relationships.  

Many Factor B participants felt that the items they chose as least important were either 

something that was done by others or out of their control. The demographic make-up of the 

participants in this study may account for this perspective. Participants came from a 

geographically limited area in Western Massachusetts where budgets and external resources are 

often allocated by central office versus individual schools and even special education 

administration. 

This groups’ ten most important statements and the rationale behind them coincide with 

many of the characteristics of a transformational leadership style.  Transformational leaders 

focus on “facilitating organizational collaboration that drives a vision forward” (Nyenyembe, et 

al., 2016). Transformational leadership is a leadership theory where a leader works with staff to 

identify the changes needed, create a vision through inspiration, and execute the change with a 

group of highly committed staff (Northouse, 2016).  These veteran, culture-driven, collaborative 



 

156 
 

leaders shared that a collaborative mission and vision, based on a set of core values, set the 

direction and purpose of their work. Although Factor B members’ rankings fell under the 

research supported theme of shared vision, moral purpose, and core values; the underlying theme 

within their responses to the follow-up questionnaire and interview questions was working 

collaboratively to develop this mission and vision. These special education administrators and 

elementary principals spoke of collaboration and relationships as a way to work towards a 

similar goal, setting a collaborative vision to support the success of all students. One leader in 

reference to her most important statements, stated, I looked for statements that were 

collaborative in nature; ensure, build, encourage.” 

As noted, the overall responses from these leaders support a transformational leadership 

style with a focus on collaboration and vision. This coincides with previous research.  Schulze & 

Boscardin (2018) found perceptions of leadership expand from more of a 

transactional/instructional form of leadership to more transformational/collaborative/distributed 

leadership model, as leaders’ repertoires expand and develop with time (Schulze & Boscardin, 

2018). By using Q-sort methodology, they were able to discern that principals with less 

experience valued more structured leadership practices, i.e., transactional and instructional. The 

more experienced principals leaned towards more transformational or collaborative leadership 

styles. This shift across time, with experience, supports the idea of principals following a 

“developmental path” (Schulze & Boscardin, 2018, p. 4). These various leadership styles were 

interweaved throughout the participants’ responses as they not only ranked statements as leaders 

who support the needs of students with disabilities, but also discussed their reasoning behind 

their choices. The transformational, culture-driven, collaborative leaders in this study found 

working towards a similar goal, based on the core values of inclusivity and equality, to be 
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important as leaders who support the needs of students with disabilities. As one member stated, 

“I believe that ensuring that students with disabilities have opportunities to learn with peers 

mirrors our ideal societal expectation.” 

Inclusive Leadership 

For these transactional, equity-driven relational and transformational, culture-driven 

collaborative leaders, (a) relationships, (b) equity, (c) core values, (d) high expectations of all 

students, (e) educating the whole child, (f) a shared, collaborative vision, (g) a strong culture and 

(h) effective teachers were the elements they believe are important as inclusive leaders (see 

Figure 5.1). 

Figure 5.1 

Inclusive Leadership 
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 Although the transactional, equity-driven relational leaders’ perspective was through the 

lens of interpersonal skills to develop positive relationships and collaboration; and the 

transformational, culture-driven collaborative leaders viewed focusing on a collaborative vision 

that fostered positive relationships; relationships and collaboration were important to both 

groups.  Waldron et al. (2011) found the effective, inclusive leader in their study partially 

credited the success of her school to collaboration with teachers that set the direction for the 

school. In agreement, Houser et al. (2011) found successful inclusion is supported by 

collaborating and cooperating school principals. Collaboration is key in effective, inclusive 

schools. When implementing a plan or simply collaborating between special educators and 

general educators, collaboration as a philosophy impacts levels of inclusivity and academic 

capacity (Billingsley et al., 2019; DeMatthews, 2015; Hallinger & Heck, 2010; Hehir & 

Katzman, 2012; Houser et al., 2011; Salisbury 2006; Waldron et al., 2011). In addition, the role 

of a special education leader has changed, based on the need for an inclusive culture, and 

positive relationships and partnerships are necessary to provide the appropriate services that all 

students with disabilities deserve (Veale, 2010). 

Both the transactional, equity-driven, relational leaders and the transformational, culture-

driven, collaborative leaders in placed high values on a strong belief system of equality. The 

Schoolwide Integrated Framework for Transformation (SWIFT) Center (2017) agrees:  

Equity-based inclusive education means all students, including those with the most 

significant support needs, are educated in age-appropriate classes in their neighborhood 

schools. Students receive the help they need to be full members of their general education 

classrooms. Every member of the school community is welcomed, valued, and 

participates in learning. Inclusive education means that districts support schools, and 
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schools and families support one another as ALL students are welcomed and included in 

their communities. (SWIFT Center, 2017, p.  1) 

In addition, both groups valued the concept of least restrictive environment, sharing the 

belief that students with disabilities should have as many opportunities as possible to learn with 

their non-disabled peers. As indicated by Salisbury’s (2016) research on inclusive schools, 

support for general education and special education staff to collaborate was found in more 

inclusive schools. How the principal viewed LRE and inclusion made a difference in how 

inclusive the schools became. Support for collaboration between special educators and general 

educators was paramount in the level of inclusivity (Salisbury, 2006).    

The transactional, equity-driven, relational leaders in this study spoke often about the 

importance of core values, stating that they chose particular statements as important because they 

were based on their educational core leadership values. Effective, inclusive schools have strong, 

active principal leaders who ensure teachers share the core values of the school and are 

committed to developing an effective, inclusive school (Hehir & Katzman, 2012; Waldron et al., 

2011).  These leaders core values coincided with the strong belief system that all students are 

capable and as one participant shared, her responses were “based on what my core values are 

and how you structure systems to work for all students.” These leaders also spoke about the 

importance of high expectations for all students, being culturally responsive, supporting the 

whole child and putting kids first, and creating opportunities for students to grow. 

The transformational leaders in this study had a strong focus on developing a 

collaborative vision that set the direction and purpose of their work. Shared vision, building a 

vision, creating a compelling vision, moral purpose, core values, or however one frames it, 

several studies found that a true belief and clear vision of where the school is going is imperative 
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in creating and maintaining effective, inclusive schools (DeMatthews, 2015; Hehir and Katzman, 

2012; Hoppey & McLeskey, 2013; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2008; McLeskey & Waldron, 2015; 

Osiname, 2018; Ryndak et. al., 2007; Waldron et.al., 2011). Although the more transactional 

leaders did specify that they did not necessarily value the concept of a mission and vision, they 

still held the beliefs and core values that inclusive missions and visions are based on. A strong 

culture that supports all students in a safe, caring environment was a foundation for the work of 

the transformational leaders in this study. Effective, inclusive, culturally responsive teachers who 

shared the core values of their schools and districts were key in their perceptions of inclusive 

leadership.  

In summary, the focus on collaboration, relationships and equity as important 

components of inclusive leadership was consistent amongst all participants in some capacity.  

Core values, high expectation of all students, educating the whole child, a shared, collaborative 

vision, a strong culture and effective, inclusive teachers are the elements they collectively 

believed are important as inclusive leaders.   

 Extending the Model for Effective Inclusive Leadership 

The major themes of effective, inclusive leadership as identified in this study, 

transactional equity-driven relational leaders embraced inclusive collaboration and data driven 

decision making and the transformational culture-driven collaborative leaders embraced shared 

vision, moral purpose, and core values theme only identify a fraction of what is required to be an 

affective inclusive leader. The literature joined with the findings of this study suggest a 

framework that is more expansive. Figure 5.2 offers a more comprehensive framework for a 

building stronger, inclusive leadership model that support students with disabilities. The 

literature suggests two additional themes beyond the findings of this investigation: (a) shared 
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decision making, distributed and teacher leadership (Billingsley et al., 2019; DeMatthews, 2015; 

Louis et al., 2010; Waldron et al., 2011; Wiggins & McTighe, 2007 ); (b) meaningful 

professional development (Billingsley et al., 2019; DeMatthews, 2015; Garrison-Wade et al., 

2007; Hehir & Katzman, 2012; McLeskey & Waldron, 2015; Waldron et al., 2011) that are 

needed to develop and sustain effective, inclusive schools and districts. As a result, an action 

model for effective, inclusive leadership suggests leadership is a dynamic process, where leaders 

incorporate all aspects of the model, but purposefully focus on specific components as the needs 

of their teachers and staff in their schools and districts fluctuate over time.  This framework for 

stronger inclusive leadership guided by this study and the literature supports a framework for 

building stronger inclusive learning environments that support students with disabilities. 

Hersey et al. (2012) point out that no one leadership approach is ideal for all situations.  

This is true when leading inclusive schools; schools that embrace disability and weave it into 

every aspect of education.  Leaders must be agile, flexible, and nimble so they are able to 

respond to the contextual demands of inclusive environments.  The leadership that embraces the 

concept of flexibility is a leadership approach that adapts to the situation, allowing for leaders to 

engage in more than one approach to leadership (Boscardin & Shepherd, 2020) based on the 

needs of those they are leading.  As such, there is no one “best" style of leadership.  Adapting 

leadership approaches according to the situation would likely embrace all categories. Effective 

leadership is “task-relevant” (Ireh & Bailey, 1999, p. 24), and the most successful leaders are 

those who adapt their leadership style reflective of the ability and willingness of the person or 

group they are leading or influencing (Ireh & Bailey, 1999). According to Hersey et al. (2012) 

effective leadership varies, not only with the person or group that is being influenced, but it also 

is dependent on what needs to be accomplished.  Figure 5.2 represents the meshing of leadership 
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approaches in accordance to the needs of schools and districts.  As such, effective inclusive 

leaders incorporate aspects of Transactional Equity Driven Relational Leaders, Transformational 

Culture Driven Collaborative Leaders, and the literature supported themes to provide effective 

inclusive leadership that supports the needs of their students and staff.  

Figure 5.2  

 Model for Effective Inclusive Leadership 

 

 

In addition to the themes generated from the two factors, the literature supports the idea 

of distributed leadership, more specifically teacher leadership. Involving teachers as leaders in 

the decision-making process and collaborative leadership practices bridges the gap between 

general education and special education student needs (Boscardin, 2007). As directors of special 

education face today’s ever-challenging mission to address the needs of all learners, effective, 
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inclusive schools and districts necessitates ongoing collaboration with principals (DiPaola & 

Walther-Thomas, 2003). Louis, et al. (2010) found, “when principals and teachers share 

leadership, teachers’ working relationships with one another are stronger and student 

achievement is higher” (p. 282).   

Involving teachers and staff in the decision-making process, promoting and encouraging 

teacher leaders and/or practicing a distributed leadership model are effective ways to create buy-

in from stakeholders (Billingsley et al., 2019; DeMatthews, 2015; Louis et al., 2010; Waldron et 

al., 2011; Wiggins & McTighe, 2007). From the perspective derived from a review of the 

literature, effective, inclusive schools that foster positive change for student achievement are led 

by supportive, building-level administration. These studies provide evidence of effective, 

inclusive schools, led by invested leaders that focus on a shared vision, trusting relationships and 

compassion for teachers using collaborative, shared or distributed leadership styles (Billingsley 

et al., 2019; DeMatthews, 2015; Hallinger, 2011; Hallinger & Heck, 2010; Hehir & Katzman, 

2012; Houser et al., 2011; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2008; Salisbury, 2006).  

By including teacher leaders in decision-making and valuing their input, it has been 

shown that teachers have more ownership of the vision and plan (Billingsley et al., 2019). 

Perhaps the connection between teacher leadership and teacher ownership of the vison was not 

made when statements were being ranked by importance. Although participants in this study did 

not specifically address why they placed these particular statements where they did, one 

transformational leader did share having difficulty choosing staff-based statements versus 

student-based statements. By asking the participants to sort the leadership statements as a leader 

who supports the needs of students with disabilities from least important to most important, it is 
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possible that these leaders were reading the statements through a student-focused lens versus 

staff.   

 Conversely, more than one transformational member spoke about the importance of 

distributed leadership. More specifically, one principal felt that all of his faculty and staff need to 

a part of all decisions. He stated, “Distributive leadership. School Instructional Leadership Team 

they help frame the work. You need a strong TEAM to get to those 40 statements.” Another 

principal viewed her least important rankings reflective of what can be done by others.  Her 

perspective was that “distributing leadership is an important skill.”  

Although meaningful professional development is supported through the literature as 

important in effective, inclusive schools and districts, the transactional leaders in this study did 

not rank the statement that reflected high-quality, meaningful professional learning and 

development as important. Within the leadership dimensions identified by Billingsley et al. 

(2019), specific practices were identified, including the principal’s role in providing learning 

opportunities and feedback and ensuring professional development is “relevant, meaningful, and 

delivered effectively” (Billingsley et al., 2019, p. 312). Providing ongoing, relevant and 

meaningful professional development has been found to be essential for principals who lead 

effective, inclusive schools (Billingsley et al., 2019; DeMatthews, 2015; Garrison-Wade et al., 

2007; Hehir & Katzman, 2012; McLeskey & Waldron, 2015; Waldron et al., 2011).  

  Participants did mention the importance of professional development when discussing 

other statements but did not rank the specific professional development statement as important.  

One transactional leader did comment on its importance when talking about her most important 

ranked statements, pointing out the importance of not only professional development and 

support, but knowledge, relationships and teaching skills as imperative when supporting the 
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needs of students with disabilities. The ranking of this one particular statement may have a direct 

relationship to the participants’ specific leadership responsibilities versus its lack of importance 

overall. Many of the transactional leaders cited their lowest ranked responses due to their content 

not necessarily being their responsibility, but they still felt they were important. Considering that 

this study took place in a specific area, Western Massachusetts, it is feasible that the principals in 

this study, as well as the special education administrators, were not responsible for professional 

development for their staff.  In this geographic area, it is common that professional development 

is coordinated by the director of curriculum, instruction and assessment, which in some districts 

is the assistant superintendent.  

Although, quantitatively, the transformational leaders in this study did not rank the statement 

that reflected high-quality, meaningful professional learning and development as important, they 

did briefly note it within the follow-up questionnaire and interviews. More specifically, two 

principals identified a strong belief in the importance of effective professional development and 

another contending that strong professional development is paramount for both special and 

general education teachers. As with the transactional leaders, the ranking of this one particular 

statement may have a direct relationship to the participants’ specific leadership responsibilities 

versus its lack of importance overall. Many of the transformational leaders also cited their lowest 

ranked responses due to their content not necessarily being their responsibility. 

Although the transformational leaders, overall, did not find data driven decision making 

to be important, the transactional leaders included it in their 10 most important statements. This 

research supported theme was the only theme that the two groups did not share any 

commonalities.  The statement that the transactional leaders deemed as important in relationship 

to data was in the transformational leaders least important statements.  The literature supports the 
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transactional leaders who valued the importance of data driven decision-making. As such, it has 

been found that making data informed decisions is a relevant and key component of effective, 

inclusive schools and districts. To develop an effective, inclusive school, an efficient use of 

resources, high quality professional development, the thoughtful and intentional use of data that 

guides practice and decision-making and a principal that has the skill set and readiness to provide 

leadership to support and enact the shared vision is needed (Billingsley, 2019; Hoppey & 

McLeskey, 2013; Waldron et al., 2011).   

Limitations  

 There were several limitations within the study. The use of Q-methodology and factor 

analysis limited the number of participants that factored into the study. With an original 

representation of 35 participants, including 12 special education administrators and 23 

elementary principals, the factor analysis resulted in only nine special education administrators 

and 20 elementary principals factoring in and being included in the data analysis, thus limiting 

the resulting data. This study was limited in that representation of special education 

administration was less than elementary principals, as is typical in administrative teams in 

Massachusetts. On average, there are five elementary principals to one special education director 

in districts in Massachusetts. This study is reflective of this typical administrative makeup. 

 Q-methodology encompasses the purposeful choice of a nonrandom sample of 

participants to elicit subjective points of view, using factor analysis to provide quantitative data 

to explain diverse points of view (Ramlo, 2015). In this study, participants were administrators 

chosen from several districts in Western Massachusetts, which is not a reflection of the general 

population or leadership overall, but a “structured sample of respondents… relevant to the 

problem under consideration” (Damio, 206, p. 112). Although there are limitations within Q-
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methodology, including the forced choice within the Q-sort that limits the participant’s ability to 

express their own opinion (McKeown & Thomas, 2013), the participants were able to express 

their views within the follow-up questionnaire and when answering clarifying questions, 

producing themes across factor members. The study was also limited demographically, with only 

four participants with doctorate degrees and only five non-white participants, as is representative 

of typical district leadership in this area. The study could have included a more diverse group of 

participants, with advanced degrees, to provide further, more diverse insight had it been more 

national versus local.  Another limitation, due to the non-random sample, was the variation in 

student enrollment numbers. The participants in this study worked in districts that ranged in 

student enrollment from 88 to 5,437, with a rather large difference in resources and diversity 

There was also a challenge within the q-set itself. There were items as part of the ranking 

sort that may or may not pertain to all of the participants. For example, non-relevant statements 

included managing budgets and transportation (statement 26) and managing capital and planning, 

organizing and retrieving information (statement 40). When asked what their reasons were for 

placing their lowest ranked statements, principals on more than one occasion mentioned that, 

although these are important responsibilities, they are not necessarily theirs. Another limitation 

within the q-sort itself were the number of statements regarding professional development and 

shared leadership. With research supporting the five overall themes of (a) inclusive 

collaboration(Billingsley et al., 2019; Hallinger & Heck, 2010; Hehir & Katzman, 2012; 

Salisbury, 2016; Waldron et al., 2011); (b) shared vision, moral purpose, and core values          

(Billingsley, et al., 2019; DeMatthews, 2015; Hallinger, 2011; Hehir & Katzman, 2012; Hoppey 

& McLeskey, 2013; McLeskey & Waldron, 2015; Waldron et al., 2011; Wiggins & McTighe, 

2007); (c) shared decision making/distributed leadership/teacher leadership (Billingsley et al., 
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2019; DeMatthews, 2015; Louis et al., 2010; Waldron et al., 2011; Wiggins & McTighe, 2007 ); 

(d) meaningful professional development (Billingsley et al., 2019; DeMatthews, 2015; Garrison-

Wade et al., 2007; Hehir & Katzman, 2012; McLeskey & Waldron, 2015; Waldron et al., 2011; 

and (e) data driven decision making(Billingsley et al., 2019; DeMatthews, 2015; McLeskey & 

Waldron, 2015; Waldron et al., 2011; Waters & Marzano, 2006) as components of effective 

inclusive schools; only one statement addressed professional development (statement 17). This 

limited the participants’ ability to have more than one choice for that area to support the needs of 

students with disabilities. 

Suggestions for Future Research 

Although, the strengths of this study are in its ability to compare priorities between 

special education administration across a total of 11 districts and general education 

administrators, represented by elementary principals across 10 districts, the number of 

elementary principals versus special education administrators were reflective of this state 

specifically.  This study could be replicated across states to show a more global representation of 

participants.   

This study could be replicated by using a different methodology to elicit more detailed 

responses and eliminate the number of participants that were not members of any factor. It could 

also be replicated by teasing out the participants by role and factoring them as independent 

groups, perhaps lowering the number of participants that were not members of any factor. In 

addition, if possible, this study could be replicated using some measure of effective inclusion of 

students with disabilities with their non-disabled peers, in the general education setting, other 

than the state average that was used in this study. Perhaps an investigation that analyzes the 

effectiveness of inclusivity versus the state average, to include both general education and 
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special education leadership practice priorities, could glean meaningful results. In addition, 

future research should consider a more diverse population of educators to include varying levels 

of building principals, as well as superintendents and assistant superintendents to provide a wider 

lens within a district. 

Conclusions 

Two factors emerged from the data collected for this study. As stated previously, overall, 

the transformational, culture-driven, collaborative leaders had veteran, more diverse educators 

with more special education teaching experience, as well as more general and special education 

administrator experience 

In summary, this study did answer the question of whether inclusive leadership practice 

statements were ranked similarly and differently among participants, as well as how the 

participants described their rankings for most and least important inclusive leadership practice 

statements. The similarities reflected views of inclusive collaboration and shared vision, moral 

purpose, and core values as overarching themes that correlate with previous research, as was 

noted in the highest 10 ranked statements for both groups (see Table 4.14). Both groups fostered 

the idea of inclusivity. The novice, less experienced, less diverse, slightly less educated 

transactional leaders favored statements they perceived to emphasize the importance of 

relationships and trust. This would suggest that developing interpersonal relationships and trust 

are key components of how they lead their schools and districts. The veteran, more experienced, 

more educated, more diverse transformational leaders favored statements they perceived to 

emphasize the importance of collaboration. This would suggest that they strongly believe in a 

mission and vision collaboratively developed to support all students to be successful. More 

specifically, with overarching themes of relationship and equity for the transactional leaders and 
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themes of collaboration and vision and mission for the transformational leaders, it is apparent 

that the members of both groups are on the same page within their factor membership when it 

comes to their roles as leaders who support the needs of students with disabilities.  The 

difference that was noted was under the research supported theme of data driven decision 

making.  Although it was 10th most important to the transactional equity driven relational 

leaders, it was ranked as one of the least important statements for the transformational culture 

driven collaborative leaders.  This was the most striking difference between the groups. 

Within both groups, the reasoning behind their least important statements was similar, 

although their choice of least important statements was different. Both groups of educators 

ranked their least important statements as being someone else’s responsibility. Although 

differences on how they came to those similarities surfaced when asked specific questions about 

their rankings within the follow-up questionnaires and interviews, it is still apparent that these 

participants agree with their factor members within the themes that emerged. By representing 

both special education and general education administrators in both factors, this study also 

supports the research that the acquirement of leadership skills is more likely the result of a 

developmental continuum versus a specific association with position or role (Mosley et al., 2014; 

Tudryn et all, 2016; Shulze & Boscardin, 2018), answering the question how inclusive leadership 

practice statements ranked in relationship to role.   

While the novice, less experienced, less educated group reflected a transactional 

leadership style, the older, more experienced, more educated members reflected a 

transformational style of leadership. As such, this study supports the research that found 

leadership to be a dynamic process where leaders mature from a transactional/instructional leader 

to a more collaborative/transformational leadership style as they acquire more experience over 
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time (Schulze & Boscardin, 2018).  Leadership is a growth-oriented process with novice leaders 

being more transactional and veteran leaders being more transformational.  The role of 

situational and transitional leadership is necessary for moving from novice to veteran leadership. 

The dynamic framework developed, guided by the literature and data supporting this study, 

represents an action-oriented model for building stronger inclusive leadership. 

Keeping in mind, with only one measure of inclusivity, the state average, it is difficult to 

generalize these results to represent effective, inclusive schools and districts without all five of 

the components represented in all of the participants’ responses. While case studies are a useful 

research methodology to gauge meaningful inclusion, and Q-methodology is able to qualify the 

rationale leaders have for ranking inclusive statements, there continues to be a need for a more 

global, quantitative measure of meaningful inclusivity to compare across districts and states. 
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CONSENT FORM FOR PARTICIPATION IN A RESEARCH STUDY 

University of Massachusetts Amherst 

 

 

Researcher(s):  Kimberly B. Cass, Dr. Mary Lynn Boscardin, Professor, College of 

Education 

Study Title: Special Education and General Education Administration Key 

Leadership Practice Priorities:  A Comparison 

 

 

1. WHAT IS THIS FORM? 

This form is called a Consent Form. It will give you information about the study so you can 

make an informed decision about participation in this research. We encourage you to take some 

time to think this over and ask questions now and at any other time. If you decide to participate, 

you will be asked to sign this form and you will be given a copy for your records. 

 

2. WHAT ARE SOME OF THE IMPORTANT ASPECTS OF THIS RESEARCH 

STUDY THAT I SHOULD BE AWARE OF? 

By participating in this study, you will be helping the researcher complete her dissertation. Your 

commentary and responses that you provide will assist with the documentation of the key 

leadership practices special education administrators and general education administrators view 

as most important and least important to their job. Your participation will also assist the 

researcher with developing a stronger understanding of the priorities and practices associated 

with the profession of special education and general education administrators.  

Your participation in this study is completely voluntary and confidential to the maximum extent 

allowable under federal, state, and local laws. All the information gathered in this study will be 

kept confidential and secured. 

Your participation in this study will be contributing to the advancement of understanding special 

education and general education leadership and administration. 

 

3. WHY ARE WE DOING THIS RESEARCH STUDY? 

The purpose of this research is to acquire a deeper understanding of the priorities of both special 

education and general education administrators as inclusive leaders.   

 

4. WHO CAN PARTICIPATE IN THIS RESEARCH STUDY? 

Special education and general education administration can participate in this study. 
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5. WHERE WILL THIS RESEARCH STUDY TAKE PLACE AND HOW MANY 

PEOPLE WILL PARTICIPATE? 

The research will take place either at the participants district or a mutually agreed upon location 

that is convenient for the participant.   Thirty to forty participants are expected to be enrolled.  

 

6. WHAT WILL I BE ASKED TO DO AND HOW MUCH TIME WILL IT TAKE? 

If you agree to take part in this study, participation will take approximately 45 minutes and 

involves a brief background questionnaire, sorting statements around inclusion, and answering 

questions about the sorting activity. Clarifying questions about your answers will be audio 

recorded. You may skip any question you feel uncomfortable answering. 

 

7. WILL BEING IN THIS RESEARCH STUDY HELP ME IN ANY WAY?  

You may not directly benefit from this research; however, we hope that your participation in the 

study may refamiliarize you with the key leadership practices for supporting students with 

disabilities. 

 

8. WHAT ARE MY RISKS OF BEING IN THIS RESEARCH STUDY?  

There are little to no negative consequences if you choose not to participate and participation is 

confidential.  By agreeing to participate in this study, you allow the researcher to quote you 

through complete anonymity because your name and titled will be redacted. In addition, we will 

make every effort to protect your privacy for example we will not use your name in any 

publications.  We believe there are minimal risks associated with this research study; however, a 

risk of breach of confidentiality always exists and we have taken the steps to minimize this risk 

as outlined in section 9 below. 

 

9. HOW WILL MY PERSONAL INFORMATION BE PROTECTED?  

Your privacy and confidentiality is important to us.  The following procedures will be used to 

protect the confidentiality of your study records.  The researchers will keep all study records, 

including any codes to your data, in a secure location, a locked file cabinet. Research records will be 

labeled with a code. A master key that links names and codes will be maintained in a separate and 

secure location. The master key and audiotapes will be destroyed 3 years after the close of the study.  

All electronic files (databases, and spreadsheets) containing identifiable information will be 

password protected. Any computer hosting such files will also have password protection to prevent 

access by unauthorized users. Only the members of the research staff will have access to the 

passwords. At the conclusion of this study, the researchers may publish their findings. Information 

will be presented in summary format and you will not be identified in any publications or 

presentations.  Your privacy will be protected.  You will only meet with authorized research staff; in 

this case it is the researcher. 



 

175 
 

Signed consent documents will be stored securely and separately from the research data. 

 

10. WILL I BE GIVEN ANY MONEY OR OTHER COMPENSATION FOR BEING 

IN THIS RESEARCH STUDY?  

You will not be compensated for being in this research study by the University of Massachusetts, 

Amherst. 

 

11. WHO CAN I TALK TO IF I HAVE QUESTIONS? 

Take as long as you like before you make a decision. We will be happy to answer any question you 

have about this study. If you have further questions about this project or if you have a research-

related problem, you may contact the researcher(s), Kimberly Cass 413-726-4316 or the faculty 

sponsor, Dr. Mary Lynn Boscardin 413-545-1193.  If you have any questions concerning your 

rights as a research subject, you may contact the University of Massachusetts Amherst Human 

Research Protection Office (HRPO) at (413) 545-3428 or humansubjects@ora.umass.edu. 

 

12. WHAT HAPPENS IF I SAY YES, BUT I CHANGE MY MIND LATER? 

You do not have to be in this study if you do not want to. If you agree to be in the study, but later 

change your mind, you may drop out at any time. There are no penalties or consequences of any 

kind if you decide that you do not want to participate. 

 

13. WHAT IF I AM INJURED? 

The University of Massachusetts does not have a program for compensating subjects for injury 

or complications related to human subjects research, but the study personnel will assist you in 

getting treatment. 

 

14. SUBJECT STATEMENT OF VOLUNTARY CONSENT 

When signing this form, I am agreeing to voluntarily enter this study. I have had a chance to read 

this consent form, and it was explained to me in a language which I use. I have had the 

opportunity to ask questions and have received satisfactory answers. I have been informed that I 

can withdraw at any time. A copy of this signed Informed Consent Form has been given to me. 

 

________________________  ____________________  __________ 

Participant Signature:   Print Name:    Date: 
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By signing below, I indicate that the participant has read and, to the best of my knowledge, 

understands the details contained in this document and has been given a copy. 

 

_________________________    ____________________  __________ 

Signature of Person   Print Name:    Date: 

Obtaining Consent 
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PARTICIPANT BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

 

 

Printed Name: ______________________________________________________ 

 

Current Position: ____________________________________________________ 

 

1. Gender: _____ Female _____ Male 

2. Year of Birth: __________ 

3. Ethnicity (please circle one): 

a. African American/Black 

b. Asian 

c. Hispanic/Latino 

d. Multi-race/Non-Hispanic 

e. Native American 

f. Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander 

g. Caucasian/White 

4. Years you have been in your current position: _____ 

a. If none, what was your previous position? ______________________________ 

5.  Total years you have been an administrator_________ 

6. Positions you have had as an administrator____________________________________ 

7. What is the type of district you currently work in (please circle one) 

a. Local School 

b. Institutional School 

c. County Agricultural 

d. Independent Public 

e. Independent Vocational 

f. Regional Academic 

g. Regional Vocational Technical 

8. Current Educational Level (please circle one): 

a. Bachelor 

b. Master 

c. Master +30 

d. CAGS/ Ed.S. 

e. Doctorate 

9. How many years of general education teaching experience did you have at the following 

levels? 

a. _____ Pre-School 

b. _____ Elementary 

c. _____ Secondary 

d. _____ Post-secondary 

 

10. How many years of special education teaching did you have at the following levels? 

a. _____ Pre-School 

b. _____ Elementary 

c. _____ Secondary 
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d. _____ Post-secondary 

11. How many years have you been an educator as a _______________(i.e. counselor, 

educational team facilitator, behavior interventionist etc.) 

a. _____ Pre-School 

b. _____ Elementary 

c. _____ Secondary 

d. _____ Post-secondary 

12. How many years of general education administrative experience do you have at the 

following levels? 

a. _____ Pre-School 

b. _____ Elementary 

c. _____ Secondary 

d. _____ Post-secondary 

e. _____ Central Office/District 

13. How many years of special education administrative experience do you have at the 

following levels? 

a. _____ Pre-School 

b. _____ Elementary 

c. _____ Secondary 

d. _____ Post-secondary 

14. Which general education certificates/licenses and levels do you hold? 

a. _____ Teacher/Level(s) ______________________________ 

b. _____ Principal/Level(s) _____________________________ 

c. _____ Superintendent 

d. _____ Other _______________________________________ 

15. Which special education certificates/licenses and levels do you hold? 

a. _____ Teacher/Level(s) ______________________________ 

b. _____ Special Education Administrator 

c. _____ Other _______________________________________ 
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KEY LEADERSHIP PRACTICES STATEMENTS 

 

Key Leadership Practices Statements 

Please sort the following leadership statements as a leader who supports the needs of 

students with disabilities from least important to most important… 

Statements generated from the PSEL 2015 and Promoting Principal Leadership for the  

Success of Students with Disabilities (CCSSO & CEEDAR, 2017, p. 3-19)  

1. Work collaboratively to develop a mission and vision for your school and/or district 

that supports the success of all students, including students with disabilities. 

2. Ensure a shared understanding of and mutual commitment to this mission and vision 

among faculty, and shape practice accordingly. 

3. Include parents and other external stakeholders in the visioning process and 

consistently engage them as partners in this work. 

4. Apply ethical and professional norms and uphold the moral imperative to acknowledge 

inequities and promote equality. 

5. Lead with interpersonal and social-emotional competence, and develop productive 

relationships by communicating effectively, cultivating interpersonal awareness, and 

building trust 

6.  Ensure the academic success and well-being of all students, including students with 

disabilities, through equitable access to effective teachers, culturally responsive 

learning opportunities and supports, and necessary resources. 

7. Hold asset-based rather than deficit-based perspectives of students, and recognize 

relationships among disability, cultural differences, and social inequities. 

8. Recognize, confront, and educate others about the institutional forces and historical 

struggles that have impeded equitable educational opportunities for students with 

disabilities 

9. Work collaboratively with teachers and staff and communicate high academic 

expectations for all students, including students with disabilities; promote high-quality, 

intellectually-challenging curricula and instruction; and provide opportunities for 

students with disabilities to achieve within the general education curriculum using a 

multitiered system of support. 

10. Ensure that evidence-based approaches to instruction and assessment are implemented 

with integrity and are adapted to local needs. 

11. Promote appropriate, clear, and valid monitoring and assessment systems where 

teachers receive meaningful information about how students respond to instruction and 

where information is relevant to instructional improvement. 

12. Build and maintain a safe, caring, and healthy environment that meets the needs of all 

students and encourage them to be active, responsible members of their community. 

13. Ensure  that students with disabilities have opportunities to learn with their non-

disabled peers to the greatest extent appropriate. 

14. Promote inclusive social environments that foster acceptance, care, and sense of value 

and belonging in adult-student and student peer relationships. 
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15. Support teachers as they create productive and inclusive environments in their 

classrooms and throughout the schools. 

16. Hire and retain highly effective special education and general education teachers with a 

district/schoolwide vision and a set of core values that support improving achievement 

and outcomes for students with disabilities. 

17.  Provide multiple sources of high-quality, meaningful professional learning and 

development opportunities, and participate alongside staff. 

18. Identify strategies to motivate your staff and encourage, recognize, and facilitate 

leadership opportunities for teachers and staff who effectively educate students with 

disabilities. 

19.  Encourage teachers to set high expectations for and engage in active self-assessment 

and reflective learning in order to promote mutual accountability. 

20. Maintain a just and democratic workplace that gives principals and/or teachers the 

confidence to exercise responsible discretion and be open to criticism. 

21. Promote collaborative cultures focused on shared responsibility for achieving the 

mission and vision of the school/district, and for the success of students with 

disabilities. 

22. Communicate clear expectations for collaboration within and among established 

stakeholders without micromanaging, and encourage experimentation among teams. 

23. Manage tensions and conflict while developing conditions for productivity, including 

effective professional development, practice, and support to staff. 

24. Create partnerships with families of students with disabilities and engage them 

purposefully and productively in the learning and development of their children in and 

out of school. 

25. Engage families to provide insight about their children’s specific disabilities that 

allows teachers to better understand their needs, make educationally sound 

instructional decisions, and assist in interpreting and assessing student progress. 

26. Manage budgets and develop strong relationships with all stakeholders in order to 

ensure the effective and efficient use of resources and that students with disabilities 

have access to appropriate transportation, classrooms, services, accommodations, and 

extracurricular activities. 

27. Ensure that external resources are aligned with your district/schools’ goals and support 

core programs and services for all students.  

28. Assign  roles and responsibilities to optimize staff capacity to address each student’s 

learning needs, especially students with disabilities. 

29. Develop and effectively manage district/school structures, operations, and 

administrative systems that support students with disabilities 

30. Emphasize the “why” and “how of improvement and change; staff should be motivated 

and empowered to own improvement initiatives and share responsibility and 

accountability for their success. 

31.  Provide learning opportunities for principals and/or teachers and staff to equip them to 

participate in strategic processes of improvement, and to take part in implementing 

effective programs and practices for students with disabilities. 

32. Address teacher capacity needs around the identification, implementation, and 

evaluation of evidence-based interventions, and ensure that necessary conditions for 
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teaching and learning exist in order to prepare students with disabilities for success in 

college, career, and life. 

33. Ensure  that the particular needs of students with disabilities are intentionally addressed 

within the district/school’s broader plans for improvement.  

34. Shift from compliance towards a more balanced focus on compliance and results in 

order to ensure positive outcomes for students with disabilities. 

35.  Understand legal obligations, including timelines and various substantive and 

procedural requirements, to comply with various regulations regarding students with 

disabilities. 

36.  Know how to lead instruction, monitor instructional progress including data analysis, 

and create organizational conditions to support teaching and learning for students with 

disabilities. 

37. Possess self-knowledge to recognize your own strengths and weaknesses, personal and 

professional identities, self-interests, assumptions, and biases. 

38. Critically analyze, infer, and identify areas of inequity; define problems with student 

identification and classification; and assess the effectiveness of programs and services 

for students with disabilities. 

39. Possess necessary interpersonal skills to build trust among stakeholders and 

communicate effectively with teachers and/or principals, families, and staff about 

matters concerning students with disabilities. 

40. Possess organizational and management skills including planning, coordinating, and 

multi-tasking; organizing and retrieving information (e.g., data, records, IEPs); and 

developing budgets and managing capital. 
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FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONNAIRE 

Name: ___________________________________________________ 

 

PARTICIPANT FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

1.  Briefly describe what went into your choice of statement that is “highest priority within 

your job as an effective, inclusive administrator? (+5). 

 

 

a. What is the statement and what was your reason for placing it there? 

 

 

2. Briefly describe what went into your choice of statement that is “the least priority within 

your jobs as an effective inclusive administrator? (-5). 

 

 

a. What is the statement and what was your reason for placing it there? 

 

 

3. Were there specific statements that you had difficulty placing? 

 

 

4. Please list the number of the statements and describe your dilemma. 

 

 

5. What other issues/thoughts emerged for you while sorting the cards? 

 

 

6. Describe how you arrived at your overall most important statements of your leadership. 

 

 

7. Describe how you arrived at your overall least important statements of your leadership. 

 

 

8. What factor(s), e.g., time, resources, your own knowledge, your skills, and/or your 

dispositions, contributed most to the sorting through the key leadership practices 

statements? 

 

 

9. Please give specific examples for each if applicable. 
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FIVE FACTOR MEMBERSHIP 

 
 Factor A Factor B Factor C Factor D Factor E  Factor A Factor B Factor C Factor D Factor E 

# a score a2 

score 

a  

score 

a2 

score 

a 

score 

a2 

score 

a 

score 

a2 

score 

a 

score 

a2 

score 

H2 

/2 

     

P1 .123 0.015 .026 0.001 -.158 0.000 -.020 0.000 -.764 0.584 .3     member 

P2 -.043 0.002 .464 0.215 .342 0.004 .065 0.004 .394 0.155 .19  member    

P3 .024 0.001 .041 0.002 -.200 0.053 -.230 0.053 -.051 0.003 .056      

P4 .128 0.016 .675 0.456 .037 0.011 -.104 0.011 .260 0.068 .281  member    

P5 .427 0.182 -.050 0.003 .152 0.464 .681 0.464 -.003 0.000 .348    member  

P6 .475 0.226 .013 0.000 .278 0.010 .098 0.010 .481 0.231 .239      

P7 .461 0.213 -.150 0.023 -.212 0.048 .219 0.048 -.003 0.000 .167 member     

P8 .292 0.085 .238 0.057 .066 0.018 .135 0.018 .787 0.619 .399     member 

P9 .045 0.002 .144 0.021 .390 0.000 -.016 0.000 -.258 0.067 .045      

P10 .362 0.131 .304 0.092 .111 0.220 .469 0.220 .400 0.16 .412      

P11 -.116 0.013 .794 0.630 -.138 0.014 -.117 0.014 .057 0.003 .337  member    

P12 .282 0.080 .761 0.579 .024 0.005 .072 0.005 -.146 0.021 .345  member    

P13 .019 0.000 .548 0.300 .184 0.003 .058 0.003 .291 0.085 .196  member    

P14 .586 0.343 .196 0.038 .276 0.003 -.059 0.003 .240 0.058 .223 member     

P15 .078 0.006 .475 0.226 -.228 0.362 .602 0.362 .045 0.002 .298    member  

P16 .591 0.349 .231 0.053 -.168 0.033 -.181 0.033 -.206 0.042 .255 member     

P17 .504 0.254 .133 0.018 .023 0.510 -.714 0.510 -.033 0.001 .647      

P18 -.190 0.036 .099 0.010 -.221 0.028 -.167 0.028 .670 0.449 .276     member 

P19 .590 0.348 .424 0.180 .038 0.009 .093 0.009 .074 0.005 .276 member     

P20 .728 0.530 .012 0.000 -.182 0.018 .135 0.018 .104 0.011 .289 member     

P21 .155 0.024 .345 0.119 .068 0.252 -.502 0.252 .324 0.105 .376      

P22 .112 0.013 .210 0.044 -.500 0.010 -.099 0.010 -.063 0.004 .041      

P23 .099 0.010 .415 0.172 -.536 0.026 .160 0.026 .227 0.051 .143  member    

P24 .250 0.063 .674 0.454 .063 0.024 .156 0.024 -.125 0.016 .291  member    

P25 .268 0.072 .179 0.032 .629 0.004 -.065 0.004 .257 0.066 .089      

P26 .248 0.062 .485 0.235 -.319 0.255 .505 0.255 -.016 0.000 .404      

P27 .543 0.295 .213 0.045 .270 0.011 -.106 0.011 -.338 0.114 .238 member     

P28 .679 0.461 -.086 0.007 .285 0.073 .271 0.073 .026 0.001 .308 member     

P29 .430 0.185 .399 0.159 .015 0.244 .494 0.244 -.133 0.018 .425      

P30 .132 0.017 .278 0.077 .738 0.042 .205 0.042 .150 0.023 .101      
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P31 .023 0.001 -.021 0.000 .719 0.000 .013 0.000 .051 0.003 .00      

P32 .208 0.043 .131 0.017 .194 0.545 .738 0.545 .094 0.009 .580      

P33 .375 0.141 -.045 0.002 -.558 0.009 -.093 0.009 -.563 0.317 .239     member 

P34 .591 0.349 .160 0.026 .308 0.044 .209 0.044 -.130 0.017 .24 member     

P35 .657 0.432 .225 0.051 -.294 0.002 -.046 0.002 -.094 0.009 .248 member     
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FOUR FACTOR MEMBERSHIPS 

 
 Factor A Factor B Factor C Factor D  Factor A Factor B Factor C Factor D 

# a score a2 

score 

a  

score 

a2 

score 

a 

score 

a2 

score 

a 

score 

a2 

score 

H2 

/2 

    

P1 .414 0.171 -.457 0.209 -.309 0.095 -.036 0.001 .238     

P2 -.083 0.007 .600 0.36 .305 0.093 .101 0.010 .235  member   

P3 .090 0.008 .021 0.000 -.203 0.041 -.214 0.046 .048     

P4 .213 0.045 .695 0.483 -.014 0.000 -.021 0.000 .264  member   

P5 .274 0.075 -.102 0.010 .263 0.069 .713 0.508 .331    member 

P6 .210 0.044 .309 0.095 .484 0.234 .169 0.029 .201   member  

P7 .349 0.122 -.135 0.018 -.050 0.003 .270 0.073 .108 member    

P8 .007 0.000 .668 0.446 .276 0.076 .226 0.051 .287  member   

P9 .155 0.024 -.047 0.002 .274 0.075 -.031 0.001 .051     

P10 .191 0.036 .445 0.198 .231 0.053 .547 0.299 .293    member 

P11 .122 0.015 .658 0.433 -.307 0.094 -.057 0.003 .273  member   

P12 .505 0.255 .492 0.242 -.104 0.011 .157 0.025 .267     

P13 .044 0.002 .601 0.361 .132 0.017 .110 0.012 .196  member   

P14 .467 0.218 .315 0.099 .409 0.167 .029 0.001 .243     

P15 .130 0.017 .336 0.113 -.267 0.071 .655 0.429 .315    member 

P16 .690 0.476 .072 0.005 -.115 0.013 -.091 0.008 .251 member    

P17 .569 0.324 .157 0.025 .092 0.008 -.635 0.403 .38    member 

P18 -.358 0.128 .511 0.261 -.106 0.011 -.134 0.018 .209  member   

P19 .594 0.353 .371 0.138 .106 0.011 .200 0.04 .271 member    

P20 .595 0.354 .068 0.005 .031 0.001 .237 0.056 .208 member    

P21 .163 0.027 .521 0.271 .098 0.010 -.435 0.189 .249  member   

P22 .222 0.049 .130 0.017 -.493 0.243 -.047 0.002 .156   member  

P23 .131 0.017 .445 0.198 -.495 0.245 .240 0.058 .260     

P24 .433 0.187 .430 0.185 -.051 0.003 .229 0.052 .214     

P25 .157 0.025 .312 0.097 .665 0.442 -.033 0.001 .283   member  

P26 .320 0.102 .316 0.100 -.329 0.108 .581 0.338 .324    member 

P27 .658 0.433 -.031 0.001 .247 0.061 -.052 0.003 .249 member    

P28 .512 0.262 -.068 0.005 .451 0.203 .332 0.110 .290     

P29 .481 0.231 .181 0.033 .009 0.000 .564 0.318 .291    member 

P30 .070 0.005 .295 0.087 .691 0.477 .213 0.045 .307   member  
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P31 -.049 0.002 .019 0.000 .681 0.464 -.017 0.000 .233   member  

P32 .088 0.008 .091 0.008 .236 0.056 .760 0.578 .325    member 

P33 .570 0.325 -.379 0.144 -.553 0.306 -.053 0.003 .389     

P34 .569 0.324 .030 0.001 .361 0.130 .269 0.072 .264 member    

P35 .695 0.483 .124 0.015 -.184 0.034 .061 0.004 .268 member    

Note: a2  >  H2  /2 and |a| > .310 (p <.05) at 95% confidence level 
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THREE FACTOR MEMBERSHIP 

 Factor A Factor B Factor C  Factor A Factor B Factor C 

Participant 

# 

a score a2 

score 

a score a2 

score 

a score a2 

score 

H2 /2    

P1 0.381 0.145 -0.305 0.093 -0.484 0.234 0.236    

P2 -0.046 0.002 0.34 0.116 0.594 0.353 0.235   member 

P3 0.036 0.001 -0.26 0.068 0.015 0.000 0.035    

P4 0.239 0.057 0.012 0.000 0.669 0.448 0.252   member 

P5 0.467 0.218 0.499 0.249 -0.121 0.015 0.241  member  

P6 0.191 0.036 0.531 0.282 0.268 0.072 0.195  member  

P7 0.418 0.174 0.054 0.003 -0.16 0.026 0.102 member   

P8 0.094 0.009 0.362 0.131 0.657 0.432 0.286   member 

P9 0.076 0.006 0.249 0.062 -0.076 0.006 0.037    

P10 0.375 0.141 0.429 0.184 0.426 0.181 0.253    

P11 0.193 0.037 -0.279 0.078 0.653 0.426 0.271   member 

P12 0.572 0.327 -0.008 0.000 0.445 0.198 0.263 member   

P13 0.103 0.011 0.186 0.035 0.589 0.347 0.196  member  

P14 0.384 0.147 0.421 0.177 0.247 0.061 0.193    

P15 0.441 0.195 -0.006 0.000 0.351 0.123 0.159 member   

P16 0.613 0.376 -0.114 0.013 0.003 0.000 0.194 member   

P17 0.266 0.071 -0.109 0.012 0.075 0.006 0.044    

P18 -0.318 0.101 -0.139 0.019 0.545 0.297 0.209   member 

P19 0.622 0.387 0.203 0.041 0.308 0.095 0.261 member   

P20 0.628 0.394 0.134 0.018 0.011 0.000 0.206 member   

P21 0.002 0.000 -0.035 0.001 0.484 0.234 0.118   member 

P22 0.280 0.078 -0.466 0.217 0.128 0.016 0.156  member  

P23 0.332 0.110 -0.36 0.130 0.458 0.210 0.225    

P24 0.520 0.270 0.063 0.004 0.391 0.153 0.214 member   

P25 0.035 0.001 0.628 0.394 0.263 0.069 0.232  member  

P26 0.595 0.354 -0.084 0.007 0.312 0.097 0.229 member   

P27 0.528 0.279 0.235 0.055 -0.111 0.012 0.173 member   

P28 0.504 0.254 0.552 0.305 -0.131 0.017 0.288  member  

P29 0.663 0.440 0.227 0.052 0.146 0.021 0.256 member   

P30 0.045 0.002 0.734 0.539 0.26 0.068 0.304  member  
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P31 -0.170 0.029 0.631 0.398 -0.008 0.000 0.214  member  

P32 0.336 0.113 0.492 0.242 0.092 0.008 0.182  member  

P33 0.564 0.318 -0.531 0.282 -0.411 0.169 0.384    

P34 0.555 0.308 0.452 0.204 -0.038 0.001 0.257 member   

P35 0.693 0.480 -0.123 0.015 0.061 0.004 0.250 member   

Note: a2  >  H2  /2 and |a| > .310 (p <.05) at 95% confidence lev
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