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A R S "SUMMARY . . i : —
b ‘This two-year study of special edué}tion in Penngylvania was conducted .
*  to gather information on student progress, quality of instructional programs
and costs for five major categories of exceptionality. The initial,.randomly- /’
selacted statewide sample, fnvolving 480 classrooms and 7,000 children, was ' .

assessed during the 1975-76 and 1976~77 school years by several means.

-

.. _ ret, the children in the study were assessed in the fall of 1975, the )
: spring\o 76 and the spring of 1977 ‘on measures of cognitive and«qocial ,
- achievement. Second, .the classroom environment and instructional process were
_measured with a specigily-developed observer-interview rating scale. Finally,
cost 1nformation for the two years of, the study was gathered from special cost )
forms.
. o
The data analyses indicate: =~ . \
1. The students followed during the two years .of the study generally
made significant progress in basic cognitive skills and social .
maturity. . » .
S 2. The level of quality of special education in Pennsylvania generally >
tould be described as "good." . ) 3
3. The per-chi c&gé‘for épecial educétion, which varied widely across .
categories of exceptionality and, within categories, across inter-
mediate units, ranged from two to four times as much as comparable
) N per-child- cogts. for regular education.
' _ . The medhing of the relationships among the cost, quality and ‘student
'~ achievement variables uséd in the study was somewhat inconclusive .
. particularly in “the context of statistical significance. h
.- o V\
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+ information relating to-the following questions: . .\\\\\h:

' concern about® tle lack of detatled information on the effectiveness, quality ‘\ .

budget secretary of Pennsylyania, also addressed the primary motivation for this

) / ' oY g
y'.‘ N , / . . """""'

‘ e
- . . I. INTR{UCTI‘ON "\

) ~ -
A, gﬁackgrouhd '

The majgt impetus for the study repoftedfhere was a general and widespread

and relative costs of special educétign programs in ?ehnsy%vania.,&This concern
is illustrated by-ah excerpt from an August 13,-1975, letter from.Stephen R. .
Wojdak, chairman of the Pennsylvania.House Appropriations Committee,, to John C.
Pittenger, theB’Ssaretary of Education. While discussing the questions he
thought should”be addressed by reseérch.dealin%/yith special education ﬁrdﬁrams,
Wojdak asked: . ’ . \ . ,;’
1.’ What is the effectiveness of Pennsylvania's program for exceptional
children in the’public schools? While the cost of Special Educatdon hag
increased at a rate more rapid tham any Other prograq'in the state's
budget, there is virtually no information available about the effects

that have been achieved on the children or their families. .

t .

»
Pt

-

.In a letter of August 15, 1975, to Secretary Pittenger, Charles P. MbIhtosh, ’

study. He wrote: o
The study was ungﬁ?taken, in part,:hSresponse to this Office's request
for information about the effectiveness of special education programs,
My concern with these programs was occasioned primarily because of the
large and increasing amounts of .funds being expended on‘the programs and
the almost total lack of information about their effect on children.
. ~ . .
B, Objectives ! _ . h .

~

Becausé of the various concerns about the need for detailed informatior on
special education quality and effectiveness, the study was designed to gather .

(1) Are childten in Pennsylvania's special education programs making
significant progress in the areas of basic cognitive gkills and
social competence? . '

® (2) amat is the Ievel 6f quality, on dimensions such as 1nstructioﬁa;:‘
. setting and processs of special education in Pennsylvania? . Y

»

(3) What are the relative costs for the five major categories of excep-
tionality in special education programs in Penngylvania?<

(4) Are there significant relation;hips among the cost, quality and
effectiveness measures on Pennsylvania's special education classrooms?
! - i .

’

+

N
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A. Sample > : , — R

. ' ) 4
) . ‘The original sample selected in 1975 for inclusion in the study consisted
of 480 classrooms with an estimated 7,000 children. Randomly selected by clasa—

ropn, the_gfmple was stratified according to the following variables:

-~

(l) Category‘of Exceptionality " .
(a) Eduéable Mentally Retarded o ' ) o o
. (b) Trainable®Mentally Retarded . . - N

(c) Physically Handicapped . .
. (@) Sogially and Emotionally Disturbed | ... .
(e);Brain Injured (Learning Disabled) ' X .

-

(2)° Inétructional Level . N ‘ .-
- : ‘7‘ )

(a)' elementary '

(b) sec¢ondary’ oL e ] .

(3) Denographic Categories o -
(a) inner;cigy ' .
¢ (b) other metropolitan ) ~

(c) suburban . . ’ N
(d) rural *

""(4) Costs ' ) ’ >
c i . i g )Y

(a) high . . . .

(b) low ' ) o ‘ ) - . -

. "(5) Ratio of classrooms per. exceptionality to total number of
claBsrooms - ) -
“Over the two years of the study, sample shrinkage inevitably occurred.

Because of such factors as lack of testTng due to teacher az;;kes » \consolidation

or disbanding'of classes, anduatioq, mainstreaming and the high mobility of
special education children, the pample was reduced to 30Q classrooms and about
2,300 children. A more detailed description of the types of children in the
sample is provided by the following descriptions,and By Table 1.

-

Eduoable MEntallxiRetarded (EMR) - Included 1n this category are thoae retarded
children with an IQ range of 55-80. Such children suffer from etarded ‘mental
development and exhibit impaired adaptive behavior in learning; mat ation or
soCial 7djuatment. .

with an IQ range of 25-55.
but, only more severe.

. * ‘ ‘

Their impairments are the same as those of the EMRs,

<

~




Ph¥sically Handicapped (PH) - Thﬁs cat

*

disabilities ‘and/or other mild to prof

(14

the!educatgonal performance and normal classroom accommoda¥ion of the child.

. . . . R s, - -
Secially and Emotionally Disturbed (SED) - This cateégory includes’ those children

whose emotional and social behavior is so atypical as to, require special placement.

These emotiofal difficulties can result in educational deficiencie%;-

- .

.

Brain;Iniured (BI) - The children in this ‘category are learﬁing disabled beéguse
of deficiencies in the acquisition of basic skills, such aétreading5iwrit1ng,
spelling, and arithmetic. They may have neurological brain’damage, but their, -

learning problems areé not

.

* TABLE 1

’

_ primarily the result of mental retardation, physical
handicaps or emotional factors. ' )

1Y

) L : Y R
DESCRIPTION OF SAMPLE /’/ : .
. Average Number : ::)
Number of Average Years in Specjal . Average
- Students - Age Education JQ
- EMR . > .
“Elementary 573" - 11.58 4€§8 68.73
Secondary 593 . 16.50 6.75 . ©69.29
R . t o ) :
Elementary 281 12,22 5.54 43.51
 Secondary_. 188 17.61 9.% 40.29
2H s
Elementary . 147 11.53 4,98 79,32
Secondaty 83 16.80 8.35 | 75.25
SED . o , L~
Elgmentary - 123; 11.31 2,95 94.79
Secondary 7 \ 15.97 " .3.83 90.39
“ ;
BI \ :
Elementary - 137 - 11.07 2,90 92.21
* Secondary- 107 14.66 3.99 N ((90.97
. - \‘ r
\ - .
-
* b
“ ¥
R .
_— ‘ ¢ .
. ®
.lg -
4 - )
\i‘

gory includes those children with drthopedic .
. und health impairments in such areas as.
" speech, hearing or vision. ‘These copditions are of such magnitude that they limit

S

* Theit deviate behavior may range from overt destruction to withdrawal from reality.

-
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) Social Competency - The' instrumént used to assgess this characteristic fpr
all children was'thé Vineland Social Maturity Scalzfa\This-measurE, like the .
szMR,PP, uges a checklist formats to allow someone familiar with the child-go ® P
- report competence on 117 items covering six areas: ° (1) self<help, (2) locomotion,
) (3).occupation‘ (45 commmunication, (2} self~direction and (6) socialdzation. - - P
" THe instrument cap be scored to produce a mehsupe of "sogial dge." - . .
. ~ i N . . ‘
= . .

J

B.,VIn§$rument§%10n " i ' ' ’
-;'.f:: . ~ . * -, \, ..

“Basic Skills - The Wide Range Achievepent Test (WRAT) was, used " to assess
progresg rin basic skills for 'all children in the. study except for TMRs. 'This {§.\>3
instrument’, appropriate for use with children of txtremely varying ability leyels, «

"proyvides in a relatively short perlod of. testing time geasures of-three basiys

cognitive skills: (1) reading, (2) spelling and (3) arithmetic. -

.

For, the TMR ‘children the WRAT was considered inqpproprféte.
.*  the TMR Performance Profile (TMR PP)' was chogsen for this category. This' N
instrument uses a checklist format to’allow someone famii&ar with the' individual
*¢hild, ‘usually the teacher, to identify performance devel on 240 items, which™ ° ¢
assess six major areas: ,(l) social behavior, (2) self-care, (3) communication,
(4) basic’ knowledge, (5) practical skills and (§) ‘body usage. For 'this study,
the instrument was scored to give ope total indicator of- performance. :

) Qghlity of Programs ~ This variable gas measured by .using the Indicators !
of Quality instrument devéloped especially for this study.l, Combining ‘both - A

observation and dnterview techniyyes, the measure contdins 38 ftems scored to *

" " 'yield four subscale scores and total summary score (see Appendix A). The

four 4hbscales are: . (1) Instypuctional Process, (2) Instructional,Setting'526
Programs; (3) Administrative‘éppport,’an?-(4) Integration with Regular “
- .CJfagsroon. o ‘ A . o

. oL . v P 4
‘In both yﬁgrs‘of‘the studyd the, obsérverslintervieqeré/;ﬁb used the )
Ikieators of Quality:measur® were.given common training 0 asgure “inter- - s
" judge reliability. These training sessions included familiarization with
" the generdl measure, discussion of_c;iter}a for assessing individual. items,
"suggested interview techniques,- general”rating procedures and practice in _
'actual.shgcia} educatiof classr not taking part in the study. " No ° . ‘
formal measuire bf inter-rater re bility was gathered with the first year's
obsé%vgrs. For the second year, where four d'tratning" classrooms were-used, .
. Kendall'd Coefficients of Concordance Were calculated for the subscale scqres . .
and the total score. The coefficients were .59, .85, %57, .83 .and .81 respectively.
. All were significant beyond the .00 level. = .= - - ¢ ’
. N .

» .~
] . - M . / . -
. K . v PR .

> b ) . g N . -

- ' N R o
. .

. | . AR . - L . i .
'~‘ B . . € -

s

o, . J.-\ ) « ?5 P

. N . Lo . - Lo . \. . , -

" lg'ee George R. Brehman, et al.,.QQgcial Indicators 'of 1lity, Pennsylvania

. Department of Education;4?arrisburg{f1976, for-a ;gpért gf the developpent pFocesai
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Data Gathering

1.

_ the_two yehrs.

Procedures ° ) . ) .

Individual Student Data

s* .
. » < ¢ -

" The~pupils involved in the study were tested three times during

The initial pretesting wds done during the fgll of
1975, generally before the end of October. The second testing  , -

. occurred between mid-April and the end® of May’in 1976. The third

> gstaff, in most cases a staff psychologist.

\

~

2’.

~—

3

a1

.

Costs

testing took place during the same time period in 1977 .

Administration of the tests was conducted by IU or district
.Decisions about.’
specific details of 'administration, were made by these local »
people familiar with their particular situations. .

In most cases, the WRAT was administered by the- classroom
teacher, who also served as the primary ormant on the
Vineland. In the case of the TMR Profile, teachers were-the ~
primary sources of information. With both the Vineland and
TMR Profile, however, input from sources other than teachers |
was gathered if necessary to assure valid judgmentsCJ In most— -
cases parents provided this additional information. . 1

5 " %
Quality Ratingé"

Each-special education classroom in the study was observed once
during the 1§76 year and once during the 1977 school year. During
the first year of the study, the observations were performed hy
eight graduate students in special education. Working in teams
of two, they completed a single’ pooled rating for each classroom'
observed. All observations during the first year were completed

during March April and May of 1976. . M

& [E {

The second-year observatidlie were performed by eight staff
members from the Division of Research visiting classrooms alone
and completing ratings individually. The observations during
the second year were made between November of 1976 and May .of
1977.

wt

Form DEAS-22360T (Appendix B) was deve oped ‘to obtain budget
line-item costs for each type of exceptiona ity for elementdry and
segondary special education programs offered by each IU.+ The
average daily-memberships (ADMs)-, fumber ég#iglled, hours of instruc-
tion and number of classes for each catego“ﬁ%’

MEskiere 'also obtained.

. '\ 4
" o, c :

Instructions cited the use of actudl audited figures for _ -,
reporting costs. The Basic Education Handbook for Special Education,
marked to indicate the appropriate.prorating methed, was mailed
with the DEAS-22360T forms to each IU specidl education director.

I ”~

v

.
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ADM figures f“r full-time programs were obtained by dividing
the actual days' membership for all pupils by the total days

in the school year. From this data. the cost per ADM and the |
average class cost were computed, ' : : ‘ .

The actual class cost was determined by substituting “the
actual teacher's saiary for the average  teaching salary. :

The following ‘budget-line items were used to determine the
six cost areas for all the IU speciql education programs (EMR
TMR, PH, SED and BI):

(1) Special Education Administration (salaries)

* 0211 - principal
0212 = director of special education

. 0212.1 ~ supervisors ) '
0212.2 - instructional advisers ‘ »
0219 - clerical ’

(2} Instructional Salaries (teachers' and substitutes' salaries)

2]

0213 - teachers
w  0213.1 - substitutes
e 0216 - other instructional staff . !

(3) Other Instruction

0218 - instructional assistant . . -
. 0250 - contracted services ’

~

(4) 1Instructional Support (salaries) ~
' 0313 - psychologist ‘
‘ . 0412 - psychiatrist . ' ’
0413 « nurses T
0415 - clinical psychologist
< 0415.1 - psychiatrist (social worker)
0419 ~xclerical 7
0432.1 1 other expense . i
” - 0452 - contracted medical services . T

& - S -

(5) 1Instructional Materials

- © 0221 - textbooks > —

0224 - audio visuals ] . .
0225 - other

0222-0229 - supp}ies ] - .
0239.1 - other expenses ‘




y -

’a

(6) Other Costs

- T -

0151 - contracted auditing services

Q154 -~ contracted legal services ) .
0159 -~ other contracted services
0231 - in-service training :

. 0239 - staff- travel -~ teachers, supe isors
0432 -~ staff travel - psychologists, therapists, etc.
0612 - operation and. maintenance salaries v
0621 - operation and maintenance supplies

0622 - fuel for building
0631 - utilities .o . '

0639 - other expenses

0643 - instfuctional equipment. ~7

0644 - noninstructional equipment N , “

0831 - employe retirement . ) , ' -
0832 - Social Security . ‘ ' : RN
0833 - Workmen's Compensation e . " \:téf
0834 - emplpye's insurance . .o

0835 -~ fire insurance

0836 -~ other insurance .
0838 - rent T . ﬂ;ﬁ' e
0839 - other fixed charges ) ’ .o
0962 - supplementary feeding )

©1243 - instructional equipment »

1244 - noninstructional’equipment

District EMR “class cogts were obtained from -the .Comptroller's
Office on Form 636 (see Appéndix B). The budget-line items under i

~ the six cost areas were: : -

(1) Special Education Administratien (Bélaries)

« . .
0211 - principals . v - ’
0212 ° - supervisors or coordinators
0219 -~ clerical salaries .
(2) Instructional Salaries (teachers, other professional instructional
staff) .
0213 - teachers roo

0216 - other instructional staff

. A}

(3) Oother Instruction

0218 - salaries, instructional assistant
0250 - contracted gervices

(4) Instructional Support (salaries)

0313 - guidance and psychological personnel
- 0319 , - clerical and other classified personnel

.

- A ]




{(5) Instructional Materials

0221, 0224 . - textbooks, audio-visual aids‘ ) . b
0225, 0222, 0229 - ‘supplies, multimedia units

(6) Other Costs S :

-

.

Q121 - administrative supplies )

0311 - directors', coordinators', supervisors' sglaries
0621 - pperhtion and maintenance supplies

0831 - employer share of retirement

0832 - employer share of Social Security

Since school districts are not permitted to include the same -
budget-line items for special education under Other Costs that '
IUs include, OtHer Costs were excluded from the statistical analysis,
for those various cost areas.

*
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D. Statisticalenangis

. The primary focus of .the study, as the questions on page 1 indicate, was
descriptive. Consequently, much of the analysis consisted simply of summary

statistica such as means, standard deviationps, medians, range and gain
scores. : .

.

¢ The only departure from the descriptive focus was-the attempt to

answer the question of whether significant reldtionships among the three
basic measures ‘(cost, quality and student achievement) could be established.
Here the statistical technique used was a variation of multiple regression
called "comqnnality analysis."” Essentially this technique, sometimes )
_refetred to, as "partitioning.of variance,” allows a very:Ebecific determina-
tion of the amount of variance in the criterion measure which is accounted
 for by each individual variable, or set of variables, both uniquely and

- in ¢ mbination with other variables. DeVito describes the technique as
. foll%

.. k]
-

. The method. is based ot the premise that the variance of the
‘eritlerion variable which is predicted from a set of correlated
variables may be partitioned into_the independent (unique) and
‘combination (joint) contributions of those variables to the pre-
diction . . . . . The unique contribation of variables can be .
thought of as the proportion of variance attributed tq a
particular variable or set of variables, above and beyond the
variance accouiited for by the other independent variables or sets ~

in the’regrqssion equation. - Joint contributions of variables can /;
be thought of as the degree the overlap gf correlated variables . '
or sets are prqdictive of the criterionm, t

E, v -

.

» ]

.

»Agz?asquale J. Devito, Rhode Island Department of Education, "Commonality

Analysis: A Practical Example,” p. 18, A paper presented at the Annual Meeting
of The American Educational Research Association, San Franciaco, April, 1976.

3
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‘111, RESULTS

(14

. . A , ‘
" This chapter is arranged 80 :hat the major topics are in the 'same’ order )
-as the questions listed on page-l. '\ o ’ C e ‘
A. Student Progress - T ' - )
1. BR _ , o « 1 S

L}
.

{
Tables 2 and 3 summarize the progress made by the EMR
children over the two years of the study ) .,

All the gains presented in Tables 2 and 3 are sﬂatisticafgy .
significant beyond the .05 level. (The procedure used to assess ® oo
significance of gains was a correlated t-test. Because of the <

\~large number performéd, the t's are not presented in the tables. ) .

- - & ’
A .0f more practical significance, however, is the consistency -7

‘and stability of the progress shown by these children. The results,

while not totally uniform, show that the children in this sample-

are making progress in both social competency and in the three

basic cognitive areas assessed by the WRAI , Further, the gains

are stable over the two years of the study

- ~

© . TABLE'2 _ | ' ~ ‘
. L, , \
0 - (&— : EMR ELEMENTARY ACHIEVEMENT _ : ‘

. Fall 1975 , Spring 1976 = Spring 1977
Wariable: « Mean §s.n.8 NP . Mean s.D.” N " Mean S.D. _N=
Social Age 8.5 "0.53 586 9.6  0.50 569 * 10.4  0.50 554
Reading 1.93, 0.99 560 2.31- 1.12 -566 2.63 1.26 566
Spelling | 1.92 “0.99 558 2.26 1,11 566 2.60 1.08 566

- Arithmetic 2,07 1.01 |558 2.50 1.10 567 . 2.84 1.12 566

t ‘ . L .
- 197&-76 1976-77 1975-77 .
Qlariable Gain N _ Gain . _N_ " Gain N
) . . Y * :
Social Age 1.1 512 0.8° 510 1.9. 530
“——Reading 0.419 516 0.36 507 0.74 525
Spelling 0.39 484 0.39 495 ' 0.73 518
‘Arithmetic’ 0.48 498 0.38 497 0.82 524
( L2 \ * .
- = : Co ) .
BEquals standard deviation . Y
quuals number, of- pupils ' ’,

c1.1 is a one year, one month average gain in social age in the 75-76 school year 3
0.41 ig a grade equivalent score average gain in the 75-76 school year
T

-

S 2P
- " - 0. 18 o ‘

Y
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TMR_Profile

24,11 276

98.50 274

L3 " ., N'\, !
, TABLE 3 ’ s
, - EMR SECONDARY ACHIEVEMENT * " s -
, : " Fall 1975 Spring 1976 Spring 1977
T Variaale - Mean S.D. N Mean. S.D. N Mean S§.D." _N
. 0 e ¢ B
Social Age ¥  13.6 0.45 582 15.8 0.51 589 17.3, / 0,50. ’
Reading “-3.75 1,70 582 4,03 1.846 571 . 4.30
Spelling 3.70 . 1,31 573 3.92 1.37 569 6,24
. Arithmetic 3.82 1.26 582 4,22 1.29 581 , 4,45
> 3,/} ’ - 1975-76 1976-77 - ' 1975-77
Variable Gain - _N Gain' _N Gain N .
Social Age 2.2 533 1.5 553 3.7 560
Reading 0.31 480 0.33 476 Q.60 . 507
..  Spelling 0.26 417 0.45 408 0.62 456
ol Arithmetic J/;J0.47 465 0:30 457 0374 476
. - '
. 2. TR C -
. Tables 4 and 5 summarize TMR student progress ‘over the two
years of tbb~study. .
Again, all the gains presented, and even the regression shown
n Bable 5, are statistically significant beyond the .05 level. .
Here, however, the pattern of stable progress is disrupted somewhat
by secondary pupils' slight decline in Social Age during the second
.year of the study. Despite speculation about the reasons for the
decline, it is difficult to explain satisfactorily. %
\ . TABLE 4 .
. TMR ELEMENTARY ACHIEVEMENT “' ¥
) R - Fall 1975 . Spring 1976 - Spring 1977
) Variable Mean  S.D. N “Mean S.D. N Mean  S.D. N
‘ Sacial Age 4.8 0.83 277 5.8 0. 74\ 281 6.4 0.75 272
TMR Profile 391.9. 172.81 277 466.4' 166.57° 281 < 492.7 166.62 278
- - [ .
. * 1975-76 . 1976-77 ’ 1975-77
- Variable Gain. N Gain N ain N
Social Age 1.0 261 0.6 252 1.6 260
74.96 274
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CL e T o . TABLE 5 ' ) Y
P .bv R - " ’ ™ - * . *
L ' oL ‘TMR SECONDARY—ACHIEVEMENT
_ “; . e - ’ -
LT . Fall 1975 ‘ j Spring 1976 . Spring 1977 - - -
-‘ \rariéble I:Mean S.D. N /,; * . Mean S.D. N.. Mean S.D. N
A . - . o Ty
Social Age . (7.5 0.65 148 8.4 -.0.68 153 .3 0.77 184 -
TMR Profile o, 495.7 159.83 179 | ' 565.9 155.38 188 - - 579.5 163.78 187
g ¢ : g . P L . * N *
N 1975-76 _ - _1976-77__ " . _1975-77 -
°'."Variable -, Gain N . Gain N "\ Gain .N ;
- 4 . A ’ ‘ , '
. » ~ Social Age 0.9 138 . * -0.1 137 . 0.8 -139 ', -
R TMR Profile 72.09 ‘172 12.55 186 88.29 177 K

~ -

"‘,:»v ' 3. PH ' ' N N ‘ *
Tables 6 and 7 summarize the performance of pupils in»the

PH Category. . .

. ) Ag install gains are significant beyond the .05 level.

. Of primary importance, though, is the ¢onsistency and stability

‘ shown by the results. As with the EMR sample, these children .

show consistent progress in all the areas assessed.and across ' J

both years of the study

- TA.BLE 6 ‘

PH ELEMENTAR‘;z ACHIEVEMENT i
\ . .

LN

Fall 1975 . Spring 1976 ‘ Spring 1977
Variable Mean S.D. N . Mean S.D. N Mean $.D. .N ; :
Social Age 6.8 .0.98 147 7.5  +0.94 145 - 8.0 1.00. 139
Reading ,2.50  1.97 143 2,90 2.13 136 - 3,56 2.50 141
Spelling 2.25 1.75 132 2,68 1.86 135 3.85 3.16 140 _
Arithmetic £2.30 . 1.54 137 | 2.67 1.43 138, 3.22 1.80 142 _
. / . ) ; q .
k] r ’ ‘ N " 0 ‘.- J‘:
» 1975-76 1976~77 . ° T _1975-77 . ‘
Variable Gain _N_ K Gain, N - Gain _N ' .
social Age = 0.7 135 - 0.5 132 1.2 134 ;o ¢
Reading 0.59 114 - . 0.59 123 ' 1.15 130 .
Spelling 0.59 116 " 118 121 1.65 126 :
. Arithmetic ° 0,57 119 - 0359 . 117 1.02 126 Vet I
. . ’ B ] 2 . & . ‘ .
AN ) v . ’ he N -/ . . < e
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4 -‘l > i’ - TA.BL'E 70 - ‘ ’ 4 ' o
" PH SECONDARY  ACHIEVEMENT .
. . . 7 . . . .
Ce " Fall 1975 - ~ _Spring 1876 . Spring 1977
Variable Mean -s.n.w( N , Mean  S.D. N. Mean S.D.- N
) . ® . . 3 ) . ‘ ) » ’ . \ - '
* y ~Social Age * 8.4 1.04 83 ~ 9.5 1.05 82 9.9 1.06. 82
. "Reading 5.02 2.71 74 5.33 2.72°° 73 5.99 ..3.23 76
"' Spelling 4.45 - 2.13 - 75 - 4.88 v 2,34 74 5.32  2.46 76
1, Arithmetic ~4.12 2,027 74 4.56 2,06 74 5,10, 2.43 .76
‘ . _1975-76 {:\i97r6:77 1975-77 ' '
. Variable Gain N _ - Gain' _N_ ‘Gain _N_ \
. Social’Age =~ I.1 79 0.4 72 1.5 78 .
* * Reading 0.36 67 0.60 66 0.93-- 71
- Spelling . 0.54.. 60 0.48 .62 0.94 67
" Arithmetic 0.66 61 . 0.61° 56 1.12 -~ 64
—-~ 4. SED ST | Q S S
* Tables 8 and‘9 show the progr‘ess by the SED sample
All but two (Table 9)~of the gains shown here are statistﬁ.cally
‘ significant beyond the .05 level. Ag.g.n, the tables show“that progress
is being made in the areas assessed. . ’ ~
. . AW .
* /\x S TALE 8 . o , ‘
o . SED ELEMENTARY ACHIEVEMENT, , -
Fall 1975 Spring 1976 . : Spring 1977,
Variable Meah s.D. N Mean S.D. N { Mean S.D. N
( -t / :
Social Age 9.2 0.47 121 10,0 '0.44 120 + . 41.5  0.53 112
Reading 3.23 1.85 121 - 3.85 1,97 120 . 4:73  2.28 106 ,
Spelling 2,85 1.76 A2l 3.53, 1,92, 119 4,002 1.95 106
Arithmetic 3.00 121 122¥ 373 1.24 118 398" 1.30° 106
. . 5 ) ) ) i" o :\
: : 1975-76 1976-77 1975277
Variable Gain N ‘Gain N Gain /N b
: Social Agé" 0.8 112 . 1.5 107 2.3 110, ;
‘ Reading 0.64 116 0.87 102 1.53 104"
Spelling - 0.73 114 > 0.47 98 S 1,16 102
Arithmetic 0.77 11} & 0.21 94 0.97 102
q -
. ‘{3 = "r‘ v
\/ " v
1 ' 'I “ 21
‘ 13




TABLE 9

SED SECONDARY ACHIEVEMENT

‘ . Fall 1975 L '_Spring 1976 - ~ Spring 1977
'Variable " SoDo ,( . :’f’:Mean S.Do' SOD. ! N
. - , - -

5 oS s ) @

Social Age _ 14 , 78 ¢ 15, 72
~ Reading .15 78 ' 7. . ) ! 77
“~Spelling . . 78— 5, : : . 77
Arithmetic . © 5, ) 77

o =76 T 1976477. -
Variable ' gdin R Gain. N

. Social Age 1.0
* Reading » : . 0.0
, Spelling -\ 0 : 0.4
.. Arit:hmet%c - : 0.2

\70
6*

7 69
4% 60

L L

_ *non-significant ga\igs . y

5. BI‘ .

L

Tables }0 and 11 summarize the performance of' the children
the BI cat:egory. L . o .

¢ v %

All but one of the gains shown are significam: beyond the .05 ‘
"level., Again, a pattern of consistent and stabmress 18
indicated. = s

- _ TABLE 10
¢ P N

| BI ELEMENRRY, ACHTEVEMENT ;o
» Y -

_ T ___Fall 1975 ) Spring 1976 Spring 1977 -
- Variable ~ Mean S. D N - Mean S.D. N Mean . 8.D.. N

o L]

Social.Age 9.7 ‘47 137 " 10. 0.48 127 11.8
Reading 2. .31 - 137 3.53%  1,55- 134 ° 3.95
Spelling - . 1415 ¢ 137 . 3.17° 1,28 134 3,64
Arithmetic .6 . 137 3. 01,12 133 = 3 97

‘.

: 1975-76 . - 1976-77 '
Variable Gain _N . Gain N

‘Soeial Age .1.2 121 - 119 132
Reading o/ 76" 128 48 125 - . 135
Spelling 0.69 , 222 . 124 . 136
Arithmetic 0.68 123 113 - 127




N

~the ratings are consistently above average
. where a "3" was'to be an "average' or "'adequate" rating.

—

bles 12 and 13 are summaries of the results gathered with t:he Indicators

of Quali;:y Instrument during t:he two years of ‘the study.
b W
! The two tables show thaﬁ the results are generally quite positive. Oyrall
L\tn\zelation to the scoring scheme used

In both years of the study
the average item scores for theStotal scale and all subgcales, except for the

Integration with Regular Classroom subscale, were substantially higher than the
"average" midpoint of 3. The overall results for the Integration’ with Regular
Classroom subscale were affected by the relatively lower scores of, the children
in the. TMR and PH categories. Pupils in fhése two categoties characteristically

" have’béen more segregated t:han other ~special education children. >
14 Yo
Yo f
~ - :
. ~
L - t
H
v * .. 9 '
o N - . X
/

AAppendix A presents the Indicators of Qualit:y Instrument as well as_resalts for
the :[ndividual 1tems. . . . ‘

¥

'\ r . . ". e
b e TABLE 11,
. . ~. ‘_ ¥
. , BI 'SECONDARY ACHIEVFMENT \ .
Fall 1975 Spr;gg 1976: Spring 1977
Variable, Mean S.D. N Mean S.D, N~ Mean - S.D. N
. < . . - .8
Social Age 14.4 0.26 107 ., - 15,5 ,0.25: 106 16.1 0.30 95
Reading 4.5 1,70 107 , 4.90 1.8 101~ 510 . 1.95 89
Spelling 7> 3.56 1,12 107 4,01 1,10 101 4,13 1.32 89
Arithmetic 4.29 1.15‘ 107 4.99  1.46 101 5.41 1,62 89
, ' 1975-76 1976-77 1975-77_°
oo Variable " Gain N Gain _N_ Gain : _N Lt
Y ‘s 3 -~ . . A
. Social Age 1.1 91 - 0.6 89 1.7 87
\ Readdng <~  0.73 95 0.43 78 ° 1.01 87
‘-Spelling . - 0.48 84 0.19% 73 .0.72 78 .
Arithmetic © ° 0.75 ° 91 —0.42 81 1.21 - 84 7
- \ ‘
- B. Quality of Programs 'd » ‘




. A
e N - TABLE 12 ’

SUMMARY OF SUBSCALE AND TOTAL SCORES FOR INDICATORS OF QUALITY - 1976\

N

‘ Tnstructional Procéss (11 Items) , -
Elggentary o Secondéry Total ~
{ . il ’
¢ (; A¥é;age e © Aver \\\ J' - Averagé
. . . tem . . : Item ?‘ - Item
Category .N Mean *S.D.*¥ Score . N Mean S§.D.  Score N  Mean S.D. Score
EMR 76 39.34 8.00  3.58 76 36.62 9.40  3.33 152 37.98 8.81  3.45
. ,TMR’ 43 39.86 6.36" 3:62 31 42381' 8.04 3.89 74 41.10 ® 7.21 3.74 ’
PH 30 42\\§\\ 7.54 3.85 17 45.12 6.68 4.10 47 42.45 9.59 3.86 .
- SED 42 40.31 -7.79 3.66 36 41.19 8.33 3:74 18 40.72 8.00 3.70
BI 25 44.76 - 7.31 4.02;/ 13 44.69 6.12 -4.,06 38 44.74 6.84 4.07////j—~
Potal 216 40872 .64 '3.70. 173 "40.15 9.02 3.65 389 40.47° 8.28 3.64‘
= . . ! 1
N Instructional/;;tting~and Programs (13 Items) ' .
JEMR 76 -50.90 7.19 '3,92 76 42.55 8.01 3.27 15é 46.72 8.66 3.59
TMR 43 46.91 ~ 6.29 3.61 + 31 47.8Q 10.52 3.68 74 47.30 8.27 3.64
PH 30 49.55 7.05 3.8 17 47.94 889  3.69 47 47.92 10.31 3.,69/ -
SED- '42 47.00.°.8.06 3.62 36 44.00 _ L¥50 3.38 78 45.62 9.84 3’51
BI 25  41.84 10.72 3.22 13  45.62 8.14 3.51 " 38 43,13 9.96 3.32 "
. ) B - ) - N \
Total .216 48.18 8.13 ‘3,55 173 44.53 9.48 3.43 ;89 _ 46.56 8.93 3.58 /f ‘
. -, Admi 4£;£3‘;ve Support (9~Icéms) )
EMR 76 34.03 6.17- ° 3.78 76 32.95 . 6.23  3.66 152  33.49 +6.20/~Swrr—
TMR, 43, 35.48 5.53 3.94 31 38.10 7.01  -4.23 74 36.58 6.28 | 4.06
PH 30 36.45. 5.24 4)05 17 37.04 |, 6.27 - 4.12 47 35.89 7.69 3 99- .
SED 42 34.55 5.65 3.84 36 36.28 4.11 4.03 78 35.35 5.04 3.93
. BI 25 °36.28 6.19 4.03 13 34.23 «3.88 3.80 38 35.58 5 5 3.95 .
Tot:alﬂ 216, 35.08 . 5.87 »3.68 173 35.09 6.16 3.68 389_ . 35.08 . 5.99 - 3.68 ‘
Integration with Regular éiéssroom (5 Items) .
EMR 76 =-17.47 4.78 3.49 76 17.49 6.15 ,,32ﬁ9 152 17.48 5.49// 3.49
TR 43 9.37 4.72 1.87 31 10.39 5.00 2.07 74 9.80, 4.83 1.96 ' .’
PH 30 ,11.00- 6.46 2.20 1 9.82, 4.42 1.96 -47 10-. 34 5.91 2.06 .
SED 42 | 17.19 4.97 3.43 ¢ 13.08 6.23 2.61 ; 78 15.30 5.9 3.06 ot -
BI .25 17.36 8.17 3:47 13 19.39 5.32 3.8 38 18.0b6 7.31 3.61 oo
. - ot - - - . - » N
Total 216 7T@>82 6.55 2.96 173 14.63 6.65 },93 389 14.74 6.58 2.95 .
4 4 B ’
* _Total Score (38 Items) -
. ) —— ) ) ) N ,
EMR 76 .141.74 21.34 3.73 716 129.61 17.95 3.41 152 135.67 20.57 -+ 3.57 ',
T™R 43 131.63 12.70 3.46 31 139.13 24.19 3.66 74 134.77 -18.63 3.54 °
I PH™ 30 139:35" 17.48 3.66° 17 139.94 17263, - 3,68 47 136.60 26.62  3.59
SED ‘42{ 139.05 17.51 3.65 3Q 134 .56 18.37 3.54 78 136.97 17.94 3.60
BI 25 - 140.24 =24.41 3.69 137 143.92 " 14.78° 3.78 . 38 141.50 21.46 3.72 .,
Total 216 138.80 19.20  3.65 * 173 134.40 19.43  3.54 389 136.84 19.40  3.60 '
Q .= Standard Deviation X - ! L, ]
e | ~ 724 '
o 16 2 > “

N

+
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L T A TABLE 13 -
’ N ’ P L , o > - ‘.
* : . - SUMMARY OF SUBSCALE AND TOTAL SCORES FOR INDICATORS OF QUALITY.‘ - 1977 -
. l . \\ Instructional Process (11 Items) T g
. . . A
5 . p .
. ‘ Elementary N Secondary «Total N
s . , AR ' . ~ s :
‘ Average Average Average
N - Item o Item . B : - Item
Category _11(\ Mean S.D. Score - - N 'Mean S.D.. Score N Mean* S.D{ Score"
. v‘. T $ = T ) . VT = 1
., EMR® 64'_ 41,94 6.58 3.81 ! ®7.42 - 3.62 135°, 40.85 708 3.71
. JMRT 41 - 43,29 7.59 3.93 8.15 3-98_‘ 69" 43.52 . 7.77 3.95
JPH 25 46.84 5,12  4.25 6.97_ 3.98 38 '45.82  5.90 £.16
' SED 22 48.09 ‘5.40 4,37 8.08 " 3.79 33 45.97 ¢ 6.98  4.17
. BI 13  46.62 6,04  4.23 3.40 . 4-59» ’25 <4852 5,25 4,41
Total 165 44.21 %.83 4.0l 7.8 3.83 300 43.30  7.39 3.93
) . Instructional Setting and Programs (13 Items) . '
\ ./ , N ? _— > - .
‘EMR 64 48,67 . 6.63 3.76 71 44,20 7.28 3.40 ‘135 46.32° 7.31 3.56
™R 41 -50.39 7.83 3.87 28 51.50 7.10 -3.96. 69 50..34 -7.50-. 3,91 1
PH y 25 55.84 8.08 4,29 13  47.69 8.15 -3.66 38 - .53.05 8.9Q 4.08
SED’ 22 °53.23_~-5.56 4.09 11  46.36 6.95 3.56 33: 50.94 .80 3.91
‘BI ° 13 51.46 6.21 3.95* l% 54,33 8,41 4.17 25 ’{572.84 ' )34 , 4.06
Mrotal 165, 51,00 7,39 92 135 47.13 8.5 T3l62 300 49.26. 7.97. 3.7
) . : - e MMni§trativg Support -(9 Items) ' ‘ -1
» EMR 64 "36.50 3,94 _4.05 70 35.28. 75.60 3.92 135 '35.86 4.90 3.98
T™R 41 37.05 -4.07 4.1% 28 ¢36.32 4.21 4,03 69 36.75 4.11 ; 4.08
- PH 25  39.52 3.53 ‘.141.39° 13 “37.85 3.46 4.20 38 38.95 3.55 4132
SED 22 38.68 - 3.83 429 11 éstls_, 475 426 .33 38.52 3,79 428
BI 13 ".38.69 “ 4.05 4.29 12 _"41.00 2.§0R 4,55 .25 39.80 * 3.63 4.42
Total 165, 37.56, 3.98 4.17  135- 36.49. 5.13 4.05  300. 37.08 4,56 .4.12 -
» v . - . »
- , ‘ Integration with Regular Classroem” (5 Items)
; EMR 64N 19.20 4,52 3.85 " 71 18.68 6.60 3.72 - 135 18.90 5.69° 13.78
IMR - 41 ° 10.8 5.63 2,17 ) 28 .'8.79 , 4.’, 1.75 . 69 - 10.01. 5.39( 2,00 .
P 25 .76. 7.08 2,55 13 9.69 5. 1.93 38 11.71 6.78 2.34, °
. SE 22 21.46 4,64 _ 4029 | 11 ' 17.36  7.69  3.47 33 *20.09 6.03 .4.01
BI 13 22.31 5.47 ‘4.46 12 23.33 1.6 4.66 i '22.80, 4,05 4.56
. . » \) . v N . -7 7 ‘
: Total 165 ’16.70 6.84 3.3 135 16,04 7.66 °3.20  3dQ 16.40 - 7.21 3.28°
D , o’ . Total Score (38 Items)  C
EMR _64 146.31 15,16 3.85 71 137.99 19.25 3.63 | 1%’ 141.93 17.86 3.73
~ ™R 41 141,59 19.35 3.72 28 140.46 18.77 3.69 69 141.13* 18.98 3. .
. Pﬂb- 25" 154.96 16.86 .- 4.0_7 13 139,08 16.69 3.66 38 149.53 18.25 3'{93
- SE 22 161.46 15,22 4,24 11 43.64 23.11 3.78 33 155.52 19.79 4.09
BI 13 159.08 18.90 4.18 12 169.25 13.44 4.45 25 "163.96 16.98 4.31 .
. , - . o
Total 165 149.47 l&.;l.O‘_ 3.93 135 141.84 20.51 3.73 300 146.04 19.56 3.84
. . e 7 . -z - -
e PPy / -




Table lb below and the pie charts on éxe follpwing four pages show How . - _~ @
« .. the total money spent by- the intermediate u it3 fog, the five categories’ in « . )

* ' wthe study was allocated among six major cOst areas. Also, the mean, median end *©
¢ range of total class costs are listed. 2 . ) . L o
< The table and_charts reveal several basic pstterns. First,’ there does 3«
s not -appear to be any gubstantial difference betveen the- elemé‘q:tary and secondary

« levels'in terms of how the 'm’oney» allocated among the six cost areas. The :

» portion of the total class cost. sﬁnt for the six cost areas stiqun in the pie - - # .5
7" . charts .is ab\t the same in elementary and” secondary, . ,110},\ y o s )
s " RN . .
oo A second pattern shown by the pie charts 1s the similar;l.ty, in terms of - ¢
‘allocation of portions 8t mpney té the six cost ‘areas, among the categories of 2
exceptionality iB the study. Only the EMR category.differs, mainly bfecause it-is :

< +'the only¥ one of the five which does not receive reimbursement for teachers' aides. es x.

" Théreffire, the percentage of the total mdney spent for Other Instruction is smaller W" f"

. fon\ this" category than @Qhe other four..

&y
.. ~ .

- \'

Another pa%teyn 1llustrated _By the pie charts is the wide/i,'ange,of average. C e

. . CMS costs within each category of exceptionalftix In almost all/E(he distributi‘ons
the highesft average class ¢ést is more thad” twice as much'as the lowest in the .
* distribution. The most extreme exa;nple of thisd is the PH elementary,‘whqre the N
*  lowest average clas$ cost is »996 and the h1§hest is $60,343. .

‘ R ¥
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“The complete distribufions of ADM gosts and-average class costs for the
" two years of the study ar'e/presented in Appefidix C., - ‘ F-
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A gross, overall comparison of the per-pupil costs of speciai\education
and regular education is shown by data in Table 15. By deducting the cost
of transportation, capital outlay and debt service from the overall cost’ of
regular education, it is possible to compute ADM cost estimates for regular
education that are essentially equivalent, in terms of costs involved and
.method of calculation, to those prepared for special education. ' These
ADM costs then were used tq calculate the indices in Table 15 which express
1 the ratio of regular educationicost per ADM to special education ‘cost
per ADM, * v

In 1974-75, the statewide regular education ADM costs3 usedgio calgulate
the indices were $951 for elementary, $1,273 for secondary and $1,191 for a
' combined elementary-secondary total. In 1975-76 these overall ADM costsé were
$Q 057 for elementary, $1,389 for secondary and $1, 314 for the combined total.

TABLE 15 N T @

. * SPECIAL EDUCATION COST INDICES

[

——

\

TR ‘
1974-75° 1975-76  1974-75 1975-76  1974-75 1975-76
Elementary 2.38 2.10 3.43 3.39 ' 3.64 4.17
 Secondary 1.66 1.64 2.00 2.21 3.25 3.18
. ' Total 1.83 1.71 2.50 2.56 3.08 3.36
) SED _ : BI . T
1974-75 . 1975-76 1974-75 197576 \
Elementary 4.45 4.76 3.53 3,62 . -
Secondary 2.87 3.31 1.82 2.58
\\\ : _Total _ 3.41 - 3.71 © 2.67 2.88 '
. )

As Table 15 shows, the EMR category is the only one 'of the five examined '
with a total index under 2.00. Indeed, eaclf 'special education pupil in the* .
other four categories costs on the average at leajt 2 1/2 times as much to !
» educate as.a regular education pupil. The two' most costly categories were
AT PH and SED, whereigg;e than three times as much per child’was-spent.

. g Infevery case, elementary costs are higher than equivalent secondary
costs. dn most (10 of 15) of the comparisons from the first to the second .
year of the study, the inde% was higher during the second year. In those -

" . five cases where the first year JAndex is higher than the second Year 1ndex?‘

f three are in the EMR ‘category. N

R . ,
L} .
. +
. 4 . N 3
. . -
s .

r

3Source: Bureau of Information Systems, Division of Educational Statistﬂqg
) * Calculator Vol. 17, No 8. .

-
-

4Source: Ibid. Calculator, Vol.. 18,
, —_— .

T M .
o. 8. - * . ]
) ST ¢

5Souf’ce; Bureau of Ihformation‘Systems, Division of Research, DEAS 1340;
DEAS 2236-0T (10-76). .
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D. Relationship of Cost and Quality of Instruction to Student Gains
& .
Most of the sotial and achievement gaing of spepial education students are
statistically significant. It now beco equally dimportant to determine the
reasons for these significant gains.”” Three factors of particular. importance to
educators are (1) the cost of special education instruction, (2) the quality of
special education instruction, and (3) the initial abilities of -special education
students upon entering a special éducation program. Because all three factors
influence special education programs simultaneously, it is important to study
them in combination as well as individually The basic research question is:
g?un:amount of the significant social and achievement gains is explained, or
an be predicted, by the cost of the program, by the quality of the instruotioﬁsl
* and by the initial ability of the student entering the special education priogram?

'A method which explains student gains in terms of each factor and L
combinations of these factors is cominonality analysis.| Specifically, commonality
analysis was used to determine what per cent of the observed student gains is
uniquely attributed to cost of instruction, to quality of instruction and to
student pretest and what per cent of the observed gains is explained by these
three factors working together. Two year achievement gains measured by the
reading, mathematics and spelling subtests of the Wide Range Achievement Tests
were examined for the EMR, PH, SED and BI groups. Performance gains for the TMR
group were measured by the TMR Performance Profile. Social gains, measured by
the Vineland Social Maturity Scale, were examined for all five exceptionality
groups. o . .

The ‘commonality analysis revealed ‘that gain scores of the five exceptionality
groups were affected differently by instructional cost, quality of instruction
and student pretest scores. Table 16 shows the percentages of social and achieve-
ment gain scores explained by the combined factors
;' The combined effects of instnuctional cost, instructional quality and student
pretest score explained 21 per ‘cent of the social gains, six per cent of the reading
gains{ 21 per cent of the arithmetic ga and 26 per cent of the spelling gains
for the EMR group. The combined factors aignificaptly affected EMR social gains,
arithmetic gains and spe¥ling gains. - :

.

TMR social and performance gains were ignificanLly related to the combination
of \the three factors being studied. Some 49 per cent of the TMR social gaing and
~ 32 per cent of the TMR performance gains were explained by the combined effects of
cost and quality of instruction and pretest.

’

y

Substantial, though not statistically significant, percentages of the PH
arithmetic and spelling gains were related to thig factor combination. For the ,
“SED group, reading gains related most to cost and guality of instruction and

. prior background as measured by the pretest score. N

A particularly high percentage of BI’seocial gains and arithmetic gaina were
gggoﬁnted for by cost of instructjon, quality of instruction and- pretest score.
Arithmetic gains\fere significantly related to these combined factors.

13
)

. N

vy 2 . ‘ -

OFor a more extensive and detailed discussion of each separate analysis,

" see Appendix E. -

*
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R r— TESTS
. \ / Vineland o o ‘ f ™R
. £ Social WRAT WRAT . WRAT Performance
| .Maturity . .Reaaing Y Arithmetic Spelling Profile (
"BR = 132) 21% "6 a1k 26% C
AMR (N = 54) Loaok o . L e
PH (N = 32) ' 15 m 2. 34 )
SED (N = 28)" 1w, 27 3 .. a5
BL (N=20) 49 26 0% 30 .
- *Significant at the a = .01 level e . .

The unique contributions of cost of instruction, quality of instruction and
student pretest score to the social and achievement gains of exceptional students
also are provided by commonality analysis. For the EMRs,.social gains were
significantly dependent (p <.05)7 upon cost of’ instruction{ quality of instruction

‘and pretest score. About eight per cent of the EMR social. gains were attributable

to pretest scores, with an additional nine per cent attributable to quality of
ingtruction and three per cent to cost of instruction. Achievement gains in
arithmetic and spelling for the EMR group were mogt dependent, and significantly so,
upon pretest scores. About 18 per cent of the arithmetic gains and almost’17 per
cent of ,the spelling gains of the EMR group were explained by their pretest scores.
Spelling gains also weie significantly dependent upon quality of instruction.

The' most influential factor in the TMR's social and performance gains was -

. the student pretest score. In other words, the performance level of the TMR

student upon entering a special education program had a greater influence on social
and performance gdins than did cost of quality of tructfon. However, quality of
instruction was a significant determinant of social and performance gains; 13 per cent
of social gains and 14 per cent of performance gains were explained yniquely by
quality of instruction. ‘Cost of instruc¥ion explained only four per cent of social .
gains for the TMf\group, but this relationship also was statistically significant.

In general, cost of instruction,-quality of instruction and student pretest score
were highly related and predictive of TMR student progress.

Quality of instruction wds the best predictor of social and achievement gaias
for—the PH classrooms. Some 12 per cent of the PH social gains, five per cent, of the
rebding gains, 24 per cent of the arithmetic gains and a significant 32 per cent
of the spelling gains were explained uniquely by the quality of instrugtion.

Pretest scores and classroom costs had little direct, explaimable effect on achieve-

ment and social gains in the PH classrooms.
. . >
/ LI ’

fp <,05 means these findings would ﬁbt be due to chance more than five times
out of 100. This level of signiﬁicance holds for all following statements reporting
statis{ical significance. '

~
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The SED‘classrooms exhibited chataéteristicé very'different from ofher
exceptionality groups, ‘since no adgd}fican; relationships were found between gains
. and inputs such as cost and quality of instruction. Quality and cost of instruc-
tion did have a limited effect dn readihg gains in the SED classroom; about 14

per gent of the reading gains were explained by quality of instruction and
- seven per cent were -explained by cost of instruction.

-

Quality of instruction was the single largest influence on social and achievement

X gains in the BI classrooms. Some 33 per cent of social gains, 20 per cent of reading
" gains, 22 per cemt of arithmetic gains and 28 per cent of spelling gains in the BI

classrooms were uniquely explained by quality of instruction. Pretpst scores were

highly related to social gains (16 per cent) and arithdetic gains (A8 per cent,

wﬁich;was statistically significant). Cost of instruction was significantly

related to arithmetic gains (explaining 13 per cent of the observed gains). Cost

of instruction also explained about 12 per cent of the reading gains and seven

per cent of the social gains in the BI classroom. Overall, quality and.cost of !

instruction showed a moderate influence on BI classroom gains.

In conclusion, the commonality analysis has shown that gains for each of the
exceptionality groups were influenced differently by the’fac_:tors examined.” The
EMR, TMR and BI exceptionality group gains were more influenced by Btudent pretest

" scoresy quality of instruction and cost of instruction than were the PH and SED
groups. Table 17 shows which factors were most influential upon the gains observed
for each exceptionality group. Y

-, TABLE 17

RANK ORDER OF FACTOR CONTRIBUTIONS

-’ TO GAIN SCORE VARIANCES
»

g

1 GATY SCORE . —
Exceptionality Vineland ‘Reading Spe{ping Arithmetic TMR Profile

BEMR " 2,1,3 3,3, ° 1,2,3 1,2,3

™R ,2,3

" . 2
N

PH . 2,3,1 2,3,1 4§ - 2,1,3 . 2,3,1

SED 1,2,3 2,3,1 2,1,3 "2,1,3
\ LS
BI © -02,1,3 ' 2,3,1 2,3,1 2,1,3 -
ig ' !
1 = Pretest 2 = Quality Indicators . 3 = Cost
. Y ® .
As shown in Table ;7;JE§§t was never the best predicto¥ of gain score variance.
The most consistent pattern of factor influence resulted for the WRAT reading gains.

®.

In 13 of the aboge'18 combinations, quality of instruction had the greatest 1nf1uence~\a‘

student pretest scores had the greatest influence gn gain score vaxiance. Cost of
instruction had little direct influence‘on social and,achieéement g
. ! n -

o . .

- ' ’

(of the three factors examined) on gain score variance. In the‘iq::::i:z cases, .

ores.
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\ ' " IV.- CONCLUSIONS AND SUMMARY -
\
The results presented in Chapter I11° suggest several basic conclusions,
which will be addressed according to _the questions asked in the study.

Question 1l: Are children in Pennsyl nia s special education programs making:

st significant progress in the areas of ‘basic cognitive skills and
' social competence? T

-
-

The data gathered in the two-year- study indicate that the children e
in the sdmple did make significant progress in the ateas assessed. Although ~

 there were dome discrepanciles, consistent patterns of“student progreas were

observed during both years of the study. -
K ) R
Question 2: What is the level of quality, on dimenaions such as instructional
‘getting and process, of special education in Pennsylvania? .
The results of two years of observations in several hundred special education
classrooms in Pennsylvania indicate that the level of quality of these classrooms
can be generally characteriged as "goad,” particularly om the dimen®ions of instruc-
tional .process, instructional setting and administrative” support.
Question 3: What are the relative costs for the five’major categories of
exceptionality in special education programs in Pennsylvania?

- 'The ADM costs for the students in the five categories of exceptiohality
involved‘ﬁn this study ranged from about two to three and one-half times as tuch -
as the ADM costs for equivalent regular education, students. Within each category
of exceptionality there was often a fairly wide range of ADM costs across the

. IUs. ) . a 3

&
Question 4: Are there significant relationships among the cost, quality and
effectiveness measures on Pennsylvania s special education
N classrooms? .
. ¢ R
Statistical significance, in terms af epraining student achievement with
the cost and quality variables, was obtained in six of 18 separate commonality
analyses. Perhaps of more practical significance is that in 13 of the\ls
ang}yses the Indicators of Quality measure was the primary contributor 1in

“accounting for unique variance. In none was cost the primary contributor.

Probably the most useful conclusion to be drawn here is that the complexity of
the relationships being studied calls for variables more precise than those
availabIe in this study. - )

-a N

S .
The results of .the commonality analysee also indicate significant, unique‘
contributions by pretest scores to gain scores three out of four times for

‘EMRs, two of two times for TMRs and one of fo or Bls. - Significant, unique -
_contributions by quality of instruction t

in scores otcurred two of four
times for s, two of two times for and one of four times for PHs. .
Cost of instruction made a significatt unique contribution fo gain scores '
one of four times for EMRs and BIs fand one of two times for TMRs. Overall, ’
significant, unique contributio o] gain scores were made y pretests six
of 18 times, by quality of ipstrjiction five of 18 times and by cogt of \\

,
o

R g
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¢ . o « * Division of Research . ’ N
. . . Bureau/of Information Syst .
. N "Pennsylyafils Department of Edugstion N
. r
. Box 911
’ Ba/rrisburg, Pennsylvania 17126 .
. -
. i o ~ TINDICATORS OF QUALITY
“ - v . -
. . N . /
& A, Instructional Process and Related Components -

gsin the attention of the students, that meet the needs of the individual student. This incl tiy use of individualized instructional

‘techniques. There gre conprehenaive\and specific instructio

. » Definition: These involve.she skillful use and thoughtful preparation of teaching techniques that tivation and pa:.ticipltion, that
. 8 e sys
objectives suited to eac g:ﬂﬁi::z:

[T S
' 1. The teacher has’comprehensive and specific objectives for all pupj_.ls.
Al

v

vee 1 -0l 2 (18 ~9) 3 (27 - 3% V4 (22 - 32) 5 (27 - 25) .
. Some evidence of good Objectives quite com— . 0 an outstanding ¢
R objectives prehensive and gppecific’ gree "
4 ~
¢ . 2. The'teacher skillfully gains and mint;ina the attention of studen?’:
1Y
< o 1 a-o0 . 2 (6-3) 3 (2219 4 (35 - 4D 5 (35 - 36) .
. Host students Attention’obtained Attention obtsined -
inattentive from ux}y students -from all atudents
3 ’
. 3. The tealher encoursges esch student to partinac’e in ﬁarnmd' sctivities.
- -
1 (2 3 0) 2 (12 - 1) . 3 (23 - 16) 4 (32 ~ 44) 5 (32 -~ 38)
e — . . Achieved partici- Achieved some.partici- , Achieved maximum ¢
' pation by few ) patign by mehy ™ participation
/ ' 4. The work assigned is based upon needs, interests and ability of each child.’
1 2-0) 2 (5 -5) 3 (45 - 23) 4 (27 - 37) 5 (21 ~ 36)
Little evidenge of Work is adapted to Work is adapted to L
X adapting work to . , sttdents' needs, each student's interest
students ' interests and - and \abilities
,'/ “\ . abilities ;
5'. + The teacher adjusts the techniques uged to thé™needs of ¢ach student. . ‘ .
o > h
1 (2-0) 2 (6 -~ 5) 3 (32 - 2& 4 (35 - 34) . (26 -~ 33)
, Little adjpstment, A ome adjustment Techniques adjusted
if any . 7f techniques for each student
- Al
S . C L
6. The teacher checks individual student progress frequeugily. | -
£ . f
’ \ ~ y N
1 (2-0) 2 (5 ~a5) ' 3 (26 - 21) 4 (45 ~ 38) 5‘\ (24 - 35)
Little>checking Checked student pro- Frequently checked
. of gtudent progress . gress once or twice _» Progress of each
” B of at least half the : 1 atuden
. o class -, . |
7. The teacher encourages and effectively handles student qubkstions. K . ’ J
I+ @2-5) 2 -1y 3 (36 - 31) 4 (32 - 30) . s’ © (23 -19)
Little encouragemént ' - Mbdderdte encouragement Ski11£ally encourages
poor handling of .. . of and effective han- and ve,ty effectively
v questions . dling of questions handles questions
8. The teather uses training aids effectively. . ) 7 -
\ 4 N A i
’ ‘ 3
) 1 e-1) 2 .(7-8) 3 (37 -31) & (30 - 3%) /s (24 - 26)
Trasining aids not Training aids used Trsining Aids most
. very effectively reasonably well ' effectively used to
uged - . expedite learning
-
9. Programs for all special education studedts provided for individual differences.
' - S
7 f
‘ 1 (2-0) 2 -3 dl 3 (31 - 18) ! 4 (33 - 42) .~ 5 (27 .~ 37)
Makes provision for /'/ Makes provision for < // Teacher krows and
> less~than half of e at least half of the suggests next step
the pupils e pupils - for each student as .
. AN [ > . he or she needs it

» .
10. The tescher used individ}xgl diagnosis and prescription techniques.

s . ‘ \ * L
. 1 (-0 ':3’\ 2 ‘@-59) 3 (30 - 30) 36 - 30), - 5 (19 - 35)

' s Work adapted to few . + Work adapted to many > . kg Work well adspted to
students' ability and tudents' ability and each studant's ability
“experience xperience A and exferience

. - . .

S ; R - . .
\ N ’
1 The two numbers in parentheses aftex each response choice represent the per cent of classes assigned that rsting for the two years of the study.
For example, seven perceati of the clssses ohserved were given s rating of "L" on this item during the_first yesr of the study, zero.percent’werse given
s rating of "1" when observed the second year. ~

3 .
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11. The time scheduling of spacial education studants reflects an awsreness of individual capabi
- \
1 (G-0) 2, (s-3) 3 (3 - 26)
Some evidence o -

——r

Done rcu_ina y well

.

4 (30 - 43)

ities and tolerances.

5 (18 -27)
Optimum time scheduling
reflecting sensitivity to
individual capabilities and

A

tolerances

7
B. ripnal Settin, ’
. N . 74
" ): The-classroom is physically flexible, permitting diversity of activities related difectly to the instructionsl plans of the teacher,
i/e., on¥ that doés not place conatraints upon the implementation of any instructional strategy. shings are appmfriate to the characteris-
tics of the children to b3 served and deégigned to facilitate the instructional process. The clazsto ﬁs within a regular school setting or
withiy ready access to a regular school sdtting. Adgquate and appropriate space and facilities are provided for itinerant services. e
® 12, The special education classroon is flexible enough to allow a diversity of activities. , -
‘ . : . ‘ .
1 % -2) 2 (18 - 17) 3 (29 - 22) 4 (24 ~ 31) 5 (25 ~ 37)
Rigid, structured Some evidence of - Considerable flexibility
seating, nd carrels, - possibility of . is evident’ ~
no possibility of - . - alternati®e .
setting up special - settings ) .
areas ’ .
13. Space in the classroonm is adequate for the children earolled. . ',_'
1 (9 - 5) 2 (13 - 11) 3 (39 - 24) 4 (21 - 28) 5 (18 - 33) ' by
Constrained space - Adequate space Optimum space
14. Furniture in the classroom is adequate for the children enrolled. - 3
» Id
194 <
1 4 -2) ’ 2 (25 - 16) 3 (37 - 31) 4 (19 + 22) 5 (19 - 29) .
Il1-fitted, difficult . Suitable, easy to Very suitable, S
to use, insufficient use e easy to use ' A+
- L4
15. Equipment in the classroon is adequate for the children enrolled. .
- .
b
1 2-1) 2 (16 - 11) 3 (33 - 31) & -(27 - 28) 5 (22 - 29)
i Inappropriate or Adequate » Appropriate and % - .
idsufficient v S sufficient
16. The -special education‘room includes alternative learning centers.
o1 Ta-w 2 (28 -22) 3 (38 -25) 4 (18 - 22) 59 -23)
Not evident \ Evident to a +Very sffectively o
v satiasfactdéry ks included ,
. . ~ degree . - — N
17. Adequate classroom u'p/ace and appropriate fac\iuuea are provided for itinerant services. . X
—— A
. € (12 - 2) 2 (17 = 12) n 3 -7{e5 - 39) 3 (10 - 26) 5 (16 - 21)
Space not appropriate \ Space is appropriate Co Space designed and 4
\ . built for these purposes .
. [ 9 \ y — "
. \ ’ . P . .
, C+ Programcand Services N . .

- L)
Definition. Special services are availabl® to the student or his parents,-including the gervices of a certified wehool psychologist, a physical
therapist, a vocational guidance counselor, a speech and hearing clinician, etc.

These services are provided at every level of education.

The

programs and services provided are capable of meeting the needs of the total range of exceptional childﬁn. including athe multiply handicapped
and include a parent education progranm. - ¢ . ; .
v . 1
18. There is a continuum 4 programs and services through all school ages. .
* &
1 -(3-0) 2 (1-1) “ (18 - 7) 4 (18 ~ 19) 5 (61 - 73)
. None available ﬁ/ I, Available for some Available for all
19. The program has prévisions for t‘al range and incidence of exceptionality ix\zcludix:g multiply handicapped. . .
j 1 0 - 2) 2 (8-1) 3 (18 - 8) 4 12 -~ 22) s (61 - 68) -
No provisions - Provisions for some . Provisions for all
.o )
20.‘A parent education program is an integral part of the special education program. A /
. 1 (14 - &) 2 (17 - 20) 3 (38 - 39) 4 (23 -~ 23) 5 (9 - 13)
No planned effort or . Adequate effort made g ° ' ~Excedlent program ]
* planned program
2l. A spggch program is provided to serve speech impaired children of all exceptionalitias from kindergartan through 12th grade. .
‘ 1 6 - 0) 2 0 - 3) . 3 (10 ~ 10) 4 (6 -~ 25) 5 (77 - 62)
Hot available - Available for some | Available for all
22. Itinerant vision and hearing teachers work with kindergarten children. X
1 (13 - 4) 2 1-7 ) 3 (9 -13) 4 €6 - 19) 5 (72 - 58)
No kindergarten children Some kindergarten 1 Kindergarten children
< children ! - — \
38 ‘
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Records .And Reporting

'y
Definition.
strengths and weaknesses in ecach speci
This file should also in
.ing, and, where indicatef,
special educa
request And ate informed of this right

ssychiatric

L] ~ . 2 [y
5. Appropriate exuu.nation records for each child, including peychologiul, vision andy hearing scraeping sre .on file. .
1 -0 * 2 (S-Qq 3 0-9) ° 4 (18-32) 5 (58-59 %
The records do not Records exist for each’ o ., Records exist for each
exiu for every ¢hild child but in some csses - / child, are complete and °
not complete up-to-dste yp-to~dste snd are
N ne . accessible®Xo teaclsr
» . .
26. Continual records (cumulative growth) of the student's attainment and :progress are naingained. - r
- . @
' 1 a-1) 2 8 -3) » 3 (22 - 15) 4 (16 - 30) 5 (54 ~ SY) o
Not on-every child 2 Progress records on all . Progreh records on all
4_ . ™ " but irregularly maintained and regularly maintained
»
27. An educational assessment of each child 1nd1cat1ng strengths and weaknesaes in npecific akil]l araas are on fiYe.
= i )
1 (10 ~ 1) 2 (9 - 6) =3 (11 -~ 1Q) & (20 - 29) 5 50 - 54)
Education assessment not Educational assessment on : On file ssch child &nd
on file for every child file for each child but not made within last three yéars
alwdys nade within last N
} th$yeau ‘ .
Disgnosis snd Evaluation ‘ e, , )

Definition.
with immediat
by a psychiatrist, a neurologist, etc.

at intervals of two years.
parental request.

28, Preschool sc.reening is available.

wr 1
Done for some

s -'2)

LIS
and instruction.
1 (18 - 0)

- Some children are’
identified early

. soon . “ occurs
30. The educational‘usigmnent of every special education student, is reevaluated not le'u than every two yesra. - \
1 (2-1) 2 1 -0) 3 % - 3) 4 (15 - 12) 5 (78 - 84)
Done for some ~ A Done for many . Done for all
- | ] s .

Supervision and Administration

records o

fic sk

evaluations.

v
.

s

2 (-2

2 6 -2)

It should include gpny follow-up d
‘gion setting in addition to preplscement euluation.

area of concern.
results of professional examinations incly|

Such records are based

With proper safe

-

i

Parental consent is obtained for transfer.

N3 @-1)

Done fﬂ: many

v

- Fl

3 (-2
Most children are
ideatified early and
follqw-through occurs

~

.
-

.

&«

4

4

£
Comprehensiva evaluation for possible edu‘.atioml&euusﬁm
It 13 also conducted annually where. transfer to a different type of program or service is contupl;/ted, or upon

-

(19 ~ 32)

(42 - 19)

progran P

ppropriate normative standards and measures.

ion snd hesring screenings, neurological screen-
¢ findings that follow plac
rents or guardians srs given dccess to the file upon

The maintenance of syutm:i;?xexiodic gecards facilitates an accurste assessment of each child’u'eduutionll progréss, and his

Diagnosis and evsluation involves esrly (preschool, where possible) and comprehensive 1dent1£1ution of "high riak"” children coupled

llow-through of prescription, sssigmment and appropriste individuslized instruction, using, wherever possible, team evsluation .
The special education teacher 1s fully capsble of performing initis]l assessment
recognizing special problems for referral and specialized evaluation.

scadenic ststus and

-

A~

- 5 (38 ~ 39)
Done for sll

There is early and comprehensive 1dent1£1ution of “high risk" uhool sge childeen and immediate follow-through of individual prescription

5 (10 ~ 84)
All prob children
sre idgdtified esrly snd

iomedfate folto;—}yough

-~

.

of a child in the

ia conductedy

> . k]
~ ’ 2 . . »
i / ) : ’
. o s
N - ; . - + h .
P 3 , N
S N ' 3 N
23, The n_erv}cu of'a physicdl therapist sre nv’ilnbl’for students who require them. R
A - v
S a1 420 - 8) 2 (8-17) 3 (8-13) 4 (11 -19) S (54 - SB) )
~ Not avsilable Avatlable for some Availsble for all
3. A pudldc ulntiom sffort uintum comity swsreness of and interest 1n special educstion. \?
N "1 (18 - 8) * T2 (15 - 23) < 3 (24 - 32) 4 (29°- 22) 5 (14 - 15)
No planned effort f Adequate effort— Excellent effort with organized

Definition. The special education supervisor allits adequate time for and encourages staff/psrent conferences periodically. The administrativs
staff attempta to maintsin, by appropriate meana, community awareness of the program &nd to stimulate public interest in the special edukation
program. In working with the staff; the edministrator ax supervisor provides lesdership in the dntroduction of needed and beneficial pr
changes and is cognizant of legislative and policy criterie relative to the specisl edugé&ion program or planned chand®®

RIC.

31.

The supervisor provides leadership in introducing needed and beneficial program chsngasd.

1 9 -~ ZX% 2 (14 - 23) 3 (27 - 31) ' 4 (18 - 29) 5 (35 - 15)
Little leaderahip . Regular and sdequate ' Provides excellent
leaderahip leadership

=




32, Tha nupoz(lnor allots time for and encouragsa ateff/parant ccharancu.
+

Definition:; Special education atudants nri vhars huibh. integrated into ragulsr education programs. Children ara ndt placed 1n e ulfzeonuined
special education clasarcom as tha prehrud placement, but racher they ars given nacalsary supportive sarvicsa adjunctiva fo their regulazrg®ucagion o

- - o .
) w (2-12) 2 (16 -13) e 3 (26 -25). 4 (6-38) 5 (50 - 26) .o "
No time otted . . To a lizited extent - ’ “y Allots nacasgsry time and |
w— T - . allots time ~ . .+ _ encourafes ntn!!/pannt
o - . conferences .
* ' & . A ‘ : @ ’ I/Lﬂ
3. Tha teachar sharas informatioo with apacial education sasociatas and/or othar ataff. -, ~ > ,
1 (2-1) 2 (10 - 6) 3 (25 = 28) 4 (25 - 38) 5 (39 - 26) ~, .
2 N5 information is T . - - Some information  * R h K11 teachera ghara
shared with other . ia shared -~ information )
teachera st ~ : . . » |
- ° M iy |
\ . v . - - . _ , *
. -
G. Integr;ﬁcm with tha Regular Clasaroom Program . v ‘ - oo S ¢ . 4}
N o
|
|

experiences. Actfyities in which regular and spacial sducstion ocan participata appropriately ara sought snd routinaly ancoupsged. Nonhand d |
‘< children- ara, in turn, encours by faculty attitudes and curriculum £0 accept and help the spacial education child. A&aqf::e and appropriate” . . * ‘
aupportive resource ataff and icea are available to the children ther tha ulf—cont‘tned clasaroom o the regular clasaroom. R Y
A . ° 3
;6. There is evidence of a ayatemat to integrata aspecisl educ-ti atudents into regular educational programs. . L
1 @ -22) ~o2tas-1 s a3l \(z /(.)}“‘ Sh @ -1 5 (% -38),
No avidence . I r Hodu'ate evi ence s . ., Considerabla evidence
. » . - v . .
35. Special education children placed in regular classes ari ovtdnd helpﬂ by, ruource and/or a! ec‘hl eduution taachara. , a
- ¢ B - 4y .
d 1 (34 - 26) - 2 1z -n: . (16 - 19) -] 5 « 29) R X
No help b < ninnnc- givtn - + ATl necasBdry’ assiatanca .
. . given } B P
14 » .
36. Pupils ars given opportunities to participate in “ﬁ'.‘l arta Wi( and physiul edw.-tion mivitiu wuth nonhand&o-pped children.
- » e -
1 @3- 2 (6-8 b3 e ~4 L d-e 5 . as S R
, No prévision . Part of time __‘)‘ ' ~ On a rnguhr basia ‘
‘ ey T s o . ’
37. There ia evidance that nonhandicapped” children are encouraged to accept and help spacisl education children. . 4
¢ ' N . . i .
. by A8~ 26) A 2 Qs - 8) 3+ (26 - 19) D {15 = 24) - .5, (14 - 15)-
<« No evidence 4 Moderats evidsnce - ‘e ‘ Considerable evidence b,
- - - - - . -
4 38, Special education clauépare located within regular gchoola or have ready a’cceu to them. - N . - e
g . R , . . - !
¢ 'y 73328 2 . 6-3 3 (Z-2) ¢ s a<y 5 (8-65 " .
Doea not }mve ready access Hag ready accass < ~ ~~ Located within a ragulf5 \ N
- i 7 - <! school
“av

“ “ &
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N \ E APPENDIX B .
Divigion of Research
. Bureau of Information Systems ooon
Pepnsylvania Department of Education : wgg‘

e T

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING FORM DEAS-2236—0T (10-76) COSTS FOR FIVE CATEGORIES
*Special Education Research Study~-1976-77 )

B
> ~ ‘ '

~1. Where possible, use the specific cost for each budget liqa item such as'
salaries of teachers aides, etc.

b ~ : ® < N
2. When specific categorical costs cannot be determined, use the instructions -
. for the-Bagic Education Revised Handbook (draft copy) sent by the Division

of Special Education, to allocate the cost among the various categories.
' l \
3. Keep in mind to prorate costs for the total number of categories in your v
’ and post the proper amounts under the five~categories on'Form DEAS-1670. ‘-

i

4. Be careful to report the exact number of pupils enrolled from each teacher's
class record for each tategory. . s

~
N

i

ality. Use teacher's class records to obtain total days membership belonged
and divide by the number of days in the school year (full-time claases)

¢

of instruction per pupil per week to ADMs in accordance with -the following
child accounting instructions .
-3

Calculate ADMs for-part-time claasee/bz the following formula.

e —— ™y N

.Average number of pupils.taught by itinerant teachéie
per week times the number of periods per week that in-
struction is p: provided for the individual pupil times

» the number of minutes per pupil in special claas divided
by 1650 equals the average daily membership.

*’Check with the IU‘attendance~person\to'Sbtain the proper ADMs.

‘ \ E w ) ; .

7. Do not report any speech and hearing costs under the five categories even .
. though students may be receiving speech or hearing training. ~
. . N A

8. 1f elementary and secondary costs are not accounted for separately in your
records, report specific costs for teachers, aides, etc., and prorate the
remaining costs on a per pupil basis. .

9. Use the-.final financial expenditures and, 1if possible the andiird figures
\ for this report. :

3

tv

5. Be careful to meport the exact number of ADMs for each category of exception-

6. Report ADMs for part-time or itinerant classes by converting the total minutes

b

s




PR A o L
e N 2
N .5

"‘COMMONWEAQLTH OF PENNSYLVANIA — DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION -

B

INTERMEDIATE UNIT NAME

e Yy/ . ) SPECIAL EDUCATION COST/QUALITY STUDY TU¥

© v 1¥ [JELEMENTARY:S . (COSTS BY SPECIAL EDUCATION CATEGORIES .

( % [TlsecONQARY' 1976.76 DATE SUBMITTED

g DEAS-2236-0T {10-76) \

.. .} ylnstructions. Submut onginal to the Depargment of Education, Bureau of Informatnon Systems, Division of Research, Box 911, Harr.sburg, Pa, 17126. Att. Dr.. John G. ~
I fCober by December 15, 1976, Report the 1975-76 expend.tures by the various categor.es and the correct ADM'’s and enroliment figures based on the teacher’s records
E Prorate elem and sec. éxpenditures according o the spec. mstructuons for Spec. Ed. in the Basic Handbook.

s - EXPENDITURE ACCOUNT ' EDUCABLE l TRAINABLE Efﬂ%ﬁ’|lg';ﬂl;kvl.f¥ H';HNYosnlgﬁpLPtE% SRMNL%JURED/

R i i DISTURBED .

? - 0100 ADMINISTRATION &

0151  Contracted Auditing Services +
0154 - Contracted Legal Services -
b 0159  Other Contracted Services v
s~ Total 0100 , ) -
~— 0200 INSTRUCTION & '
‘0211 __ Salaries, Principals - . i
0212 _Salaries, Director, Special Education
: 0212.1 Salaries, Supervisors . ‘.
0212.2 Salaries, Instructional Advisers i ’ K
0213  Salaries, Teachers -1 ,
0213.1 Salaries, Teachers, Substitutes - .
=1 0216  Salaries_Other (Ex: Other Instructional Staff)
0218  Salaries Instructional Assistant N .
1219 Salaries, Clerical Lo
w | 0221 Textbooks i &
0224  Audio-Visuals ) .
0225  Other . - .
0222-0229  Supplies
0231  In-Service Training . .
0239  Staff Travel N - .
- 0239.1  Other Expenses ~ - - A
0250 Contracted Services . -
L Total 0200 . } .
. — ‘ 0300 PUPIL PERSONNEL SERVICES . '
0313  Salaries,Schoo! Psychologist Total 0300 1 . ] S E T
) . 0400 HEALTH SERVICES ’ =
0412 Salaries, Psychiatrist - '
0413  -Safaries, Nurses ) . - - . .
0415  Salaries, Clinical Psychologist *
0415.1 Salaries, Psychiatric (Social Worker) ' .
0415.2 Salaries, Therapists ' . '
~-0419  Safaries, Clerical ,
. " 1. 0422  Supplies -
0432  Staff Travel A _
0432.1 Other Expenses - 3 i .

Contracted Medical Services
Total 0400




“ DEAS-2236-0OT -Page 2

&3

=

: ’ DE!em.

[:] Sec.

5
EXPENDITURE ACCOUNT -

Educable

Trainable

Socially' &
Emotionaliy
Disturbed

Ky

Physlcally
Handicapped

- !

Brain
Injured/
L.O.

0600 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF PLANT

0612

Operation & Maintenance Salaries -~ ¢

0621

Operation & Maintenance Supplies.

Y

_ /£

- 0622

Fuel for Building ~

—

0631

Utilities

0639

Other Expenses »

0643

't

Instructional Equipment

0644

Noninstructional Equipment

0650

Contracted Services ~

\' o

Total,0600
4

"3

0800 FIXED CHARGES

0831

Employe Retirement T

T~

0832

Social Security ‘ ‘ 4 b

~_ Jd

0833

Workmen's Compensation

X
-~

0832

* Employe Insurance

0835

Fire {nsurance

0836

Other Insutance - S

0838

Rent -

al

T

Other Fixed Charges ..

0839

] Total 0800 .

-

M

-

70900 FOOD SERVICE
} #f

0962

Supplementary Feeding
R Total 0800

- .
bl

W
/1243

(nstructional Equipment .

1200 CAPITAL OUTLAY

1244

Noninstructional Equipment

Total 1200

TOTAL COSTS

-

Cost (for Department use) . .

»
AVERAGE DAILY MEMBERSHIP

Cost (for Department use)

e aet

/NUMBER ENROLLED

.

(S Y

Cost {fo{ Department use)

TOTAL ANNUAL-HOURS OF |NSTRUCT|0N

‘

FOR EACH PUPIL . .
Total Number of fU Classes in .
Each Category '

Total Number of Itinerant
Teachers-in Each Category

L 4

Total Enrelled Pupils in District
Operated Classes in Each Category
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5 . hd c‘.m“m‘ of Pcm;ylml. - ' B . . ADMIN. GXIT POE CODT
. o DRPARTAENT OF EDUCATIOH : - SPECIAL CLASS INSTRUCTION COSTS p— :
. cnauwm Suppen S«vln. , : . 19 - 19___OPERATION : > . o
. : > T T Y “
. s 3
. L .
! APPLICATION FOR REIMBURSEMENT IN SCHOOL YEAR 19__- 19__. ON ACCOUNT OF DISTRICT OPERATION
' DURING THE PRECEDING SCHOOL YEAR I9—- 19__OF A PREAPPROVED COURSE COYRSES FOR EXCEPTION?aQﬂLDREN 4
: v -
!NSTRUCTIQN;* Submit five cdpies of the completed calculazi to the rupoauble -upenn:enden: who wall forwasd four copies o( the compization to the Bureau of Scbool Accounting and Subdidies, Depmu
. _of Education, Box 3, Hasrisburg, Pa. 17108, cappmﬂona shduld be made in dance with digections o back of this foem. .
, ;e NSTRUCTIONAL LEVEL L. & 3TC. o l ZLEMENTARY SCHOOLS M - SECONOARY SCHOOLS
e SPECIAL CLASS INSTRUCTION COSTS ' coLUMN F 3° L cLasfrrauction cArs COLUMN & tHNSTR ] i | sexciap cuassinsTavCTION COaTE Yo vum q tnsta]
p { SPECIAL CLASS COSTS RTPOATED ON ATR LESS APPLICABLE . | recenal runos s#oun coLumn 2 coLumn s JEOITS. ExclLusivy rom CoLuian 1 coLumn 2 column s  [O8TS. EXCLUsIvY FOR .
R CXPENDITURES PROM FEOTRAL PUNOS XOT EACLUOEO FAOM %ot EXCLUDEO nOT ON APR o APR suUT 1ncusneo von | OF SPEC. cLAsS POK Usk NOT ON APR on Ara sVt tncunngo ron [ OF SPEC. CLASS PO USK
. ) THE SPECIAL COSTS AZAORTED OX THE AFR PLUS COLUMN FoM SPEC. cOBTq  suUT nor Costs, Inguraeol oLy (13 not costs, ONLY
. (3 LESS COLUMA (2) EQUALS COLUMX (3) . NEPORTEO Ok AFRE « vom sAse ron sast atwooLrgan | FOR PRECROIng roR sAsz ron sase scMooL vean | 7OR PrEcEotns
v Co. ’ N Jeas vean onr vear vean vean omy vear
,.\. ADMINISTRATION - SUPPLIES o1 . / H . .
. T INSTRUCTION . NE - N
B Selaries, Principals * o1 . N . . B -
. Selorins, Supervisers or Ceordinators 0212 B B N . B
Salerlas, Teochers, Other Professions! - 0 . N E - + .
tnstructien Steft : , 0214,0214,0216 :
M — N T v =
Calories o | . | end Nonel " 1 . , - R " . \ N -~
4 Assistents 10 Instruction Stetf P on1s.029 | t o , . :
B T Textbooks, Audic-Visue! Alds - 02210224 - " - . 1. : :
Supplieg Multimedio Units 9225 0222,0229 \ N . .
Contfacted Services - Instruction - T om0 . by A .
PUPIL PBRSONNEI: SERVICES - SALARIES ~ ™~ 2 | e 1
- Directors, Cootdinotors, Supervisors ot * . b 3
- ] S v - R
) Guilance & Psychological Pereonnet 0313 - -
Clericsl & Other Clossified Personnel 0310 .
OPERATION & MAINTENANCE SUF’FUES 0621 < : M ) N
“FIXED CHARGES - INSTRUCTIONAL ENPLOYES . o L, e o \ .
Employer Share of Rett ¥ (Prorate) ~* ¢ 0831 1 . * . = -
Employer Share of Sos. Security (Prorate} 0332 ER
TOTALS OF INSTRUCTION COSTS IRTNAINA: AT i .
EQUIV_FULL-TIME ADM_COMPUTED ON BACK W I TN /% — \
ACTUAL INSTRUCTION-COST PER PUPIL YIRS AN [
. . N FOR DEPARTMENTAL USE ONLY
’ . 1 ton codt per special :luu pupll os omovod for reimbutsement by the Deparfment
ADM Abproved for Payment « Division of Special Education Total Equivolent ADM « DEBE.S34 | of Educotion in 'ho budget fof pilonel thildren for the school
. . . yoor In which the elass Is operated, *
g €1 } . ." dory fiin kB - _Eilementory = Secondary — _ Elemgatery . Secondory M
1 hereby cernity thor the nstrucrion Costs per pupii 08 compured in ihis applicarion for re.mbuisemem on accoum of preopproved speciol closses opmnod by the designeted dhmn or sysrem during the preceding school yeor ore bosed on th. tecords for thar school yeor
and ere calculoted in accordonce \vl'h the grovllionl of Section 2509 of the 1949 Public School Code, as omended.
DATE SUSMITTED R . [ﬁonnuu AND AOORESS OF STCRETARY ~ h . SISNATURL OF RESPONSIS UFERINT. "y N
Ed - ” 0 . it
Y ” -

" ocex-e38'(3/79)

L ‘ ’ -, ’ : L. .
: - \ by _ . : 'y B ‘ ,
Q “ ) R “‘“‘ ) N RS -

pric | | S e e

. . - N
s - i .




D . - ;- ‘f_ P ' . s R
S . ’ Co . INSTRUCTIONS . oo :
{ . .
= t -~
, 1. Computailons shell be based on the Insftuction costs of pretapproved special cl i d for the preceding school yesr only, es repotted ond iremised
- on the } “', 1ol roport submitted for that school year, less + expendi feom federal funds for lol el not excluded from el "
. ary specigl ond/or secondary spaclel costs on the annuol financial re d shall fnclude unpeld obligations ial
‘ :cynoopl' s but shatl exclude those expenditures tor special closses m::wl.ng that school y’:u which were unfﬁﬁ'a‘o:gﬁti‘ef.ﬁi';"yﬁ.'ﬂ "l':':ou

~:", N (lp«lol class instruction costs shall be contrasted with the instruction casts of the school system, exclusive of these speciol class costs, as incured
: * \for that school yesr of the some level of instruetion. - . ’ .

)
% The showa In col 3 of the coleulati shall be opplicoble costs fog classesein specidl od c ‘
) school year onlys Compute soch item of epplicable instruction costs of speciol classes as folfows: F.&‘?ﬂf".f&[u"ﬁ?'ﬁi 'l: '.";.l'm'edl?.':l’. ﬁ:g.;‘o';'
_the designated level in the onnual financial report of the preceding schaol year, suby cureont expenditures from federol funds for special classes not
luded from €1l y Speciol ond Secondary Special costs on the onnuul financiel report: Add colvmn 1, special class costs for the jtem as incurred
for that school yeor but not included in expenditwres shown an the anndal finoncial report: 1 , speclal class expe ndituees for thy item
included in the 1 ial reportBut actually incurred for any school year other than the one immediotely preceding. If the exact expenditure for

:L\‘ . ,po;lo'l closses as shown on the annual financial report ts not the besis of the calculation, odditional data should be submittéd to justify the omount
Ct used, . e v !

. a certoin level of Instruction, combine the district coits os well as the equivalent full-time average daily membership of all special closses operated at
that levehto compute a single special closs instruction cost for that leve! of instructisn. The average daily membership of speciol closses must.be
= ‘ "¢oconclioble with the data reported an ottendonce Form DEBE.483. Report the equivalent full-time ADM in speciol classes operated
from federal funds in column F. ’ "
4. The sum of the net special class instruction costs (column 3) and the net instruction costs exclusive of specialicloss costs (column 4) at sach 1% of
insteuctian for eoch item’listed on this colculation should equal the amount shown for the corresponding item and respective level of instruction in
column 3 on the approved Tuitlon Rote Colculations, Form DEBE-634, <

. 5. The sum ok the. equivalent full-time aveiag¥ daily membership in speciol classes and the equivolent full#time overage daily membership in regulor closses

should squot the total equivolent full-time.average daily membership for each leyel of insttuction as reported on the onnual attendance reports and’used on
R Form DEBE-SM. ' " S '

> 3.’ Submit Spceiol-CIou Instruction Costs at ane elementory é«d/ov one secondory level of instruction only, If more than one sptelcl‘dcn is operoted at

. . 6. Exclude from the comtputation o} expenditwres for sum hools, adult education, Ity colleges, homebound instruction, extension recreatipn and
., other programs, and expenditurés from federal furis. N .
. - . - .-
& Py N
. ] 7 « * .
b ) PR «
L2 hi ) °
”_ . " COMPUTATION-OF EQUIVALENT FULL-TIRE MEMBERSHIP: . .
. A - - 19—+ 19 —_ Schaol Year A
- « A. Membership 1n Reimbursoble District-Operated Special Education lasses (Do not includ itinerent prog } ,
* g Federol Fundd ___ Elementory &?ndnn
J . ) Elem, Sec. Gifted Other Gifted~ ¢ | _ Other
. , Total days school wos in session during ths school ) . M N >
year . 1’- N _ .
Aggregote full doys of membership of spadiol class . « .
pupils reported on DEBE-482 .
Percentogh of school day which speciol pupils are¢ »
ossigned to special closses® : z e
[ Aggrogate day#of equivelent fullstime membership in . i ’
__special closses a . . - . ’
Equivalent full-time ADM in“specicl closses as 1 - ,
reported on DEBE-4B3 '
*When o pupil 15 assigned part of the day or waek to speciol cl with o speciol class teacher other thon an Itinersnt teacher end is essigned the remaind
of the day or week to regulor clossey, the per ge of time in special closs may be e?mpu'od by dividing the number af hours per week In speclal closses by
the total number of hours in the weekly schedule. If this p tog is not tant for all special class pupils, report the ge per e puted as
fotlows: . N . * '
Exomple: 20 pupils @ 75% = 15 Equivalent Full-Time Doy's * 40 pulp“l # 10% = 4 Equivalent Full-Time Days
' X pupils @ 50% = 5 Equivalent FulleTime Doys 30 pupils @ 20% = & Equivalent Full-Time Deys ¢
- ' N ’ 30 pupils = 20 Equivalgnt Full-Time Days < 70 pupils %10 Eguivalent Full-Time Deys
. - . . . .
overage percentoge = 20 = 66-2/3% average percentage =—°s-' U-2/7% -~
X B . 70|
ble District-Operated ltineront Sp_oelol Classes \
. . t 7‘ - . * L
. .. rgonizotion Toeow *Exomple S E.lomonlqy e ’ , Secondary
s Average number of pupils taught by itineront o {
teachurs per woek during term, . N 105
Number of periods per week thot instruction i$ 7 ) ° ‘
provided for the-ndividual pupil 1 -
Number ﬂfh’%’m per peribd in special N N o ‘ N
class , 25 n
- Total number bf mi in oll ¢l weekly for . R -, < . -
the: average pupil * 1750
? Equivalent fulltime averoge daily membership (Cols. . . - } .
) 1X2 X 34 Col, 4 . _ *].500
Y05 X 1X 25 +1750 = k500 . 1 M .
If the length of class '[mo varies, data may be computed in separate columns. ' S
. . " -
N . .ot , . . .
~ 7’
. * . . ‘ . ‘.
¥ - v o .
-~ 1 : - . .
° . - . . 4 v
: . - -
) ’ 4 8 s N ¢
. . / e ‘ - ~ Y

g ol > . !
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N APPENDIX C

# ' ‘ ‘ TABLE 18 -

1974-¥5 INTERMEDIATE UNIT SPECIAL EDUCAPION COST PER ADM

) ‘ . lsem'entary . a ' i
2 . - é * ‘ <
' U EMR Ww. ™R ..| W I . SED._ | BI °
- 23 $5,599 22 5$5,660 17 - $6,775 3 $5,679 .22 $5,353
~° 3 2,820 16 5,304 3, 6,070 "25 * 5,388 25 5,204
. 26 2,802 %6 4,255 | 23 5,570 26 5,304 - 26 5,131
4 2,619 27 3,861 16 4,530 2 .7 5,069 . 45,074
27 2,339 3 T3,822. | 2 G246 | 6 4,993 17 4,53
N 16 2,280 | 15 3,708 15 4,046 15 " 4,926 W0 b2
14 2,211 18 3,459 10 4,042 Lo+ 4,475 7 4,203
19 2,087 | 23 3,384 | 12 3,783 1, 4,247 2 4,7
<. 2,08 [ 100 3,261 | 26 3,713 22 4,103 19 3,91
24 2,043 | 11  '3,07s 13 3,446 | 10 3,985 16 3,822
’ 10 2,03 | 25 3,020 | 19 3,225 27 3,899 | 27- 3,745
¢ 5 .1,999 Y14 2,796 227 3,171 "éi 3,832 | 5 3,554
20 1,921 2 2,79 8 3,014 | _ 11 _ 15 3,530
21 1,912 12 2,695 6 2,984 | ¢ 13 3,73 ) C81 3,405
2 1,893 1202 |7 2,968 83,7087 | U3 3,150
18 L76r | 2562 [ 18 2,899 23 3,572 8 - 3,144
17 1,673 - 8 2,561 28 2,877 7. 3,544, 23 3,130
9 1,626 * 28 2,499 21 2,636 12 - 3,408 ~_ .- 18« - 3,079
6 1,597 | 1 2,498 5 2,532 8 . 3,290 20 3,041
.25 1,545 26 2,479 1 2,413 2% 3,202 12 -2,962
, 7 LS12,C{ -4 2,443 9 v 2,351 19% 3,107 |- 14 2,863
| .8 1,466 13, 2,288 2% 2,292 20 . 3,089 24 2,832
T 12 1L,397 9 2,215 14 2,275 5 2,99 1 2,788
- 29 1,041° 7. 2,174 G 2,170 | 174 2,947 8 2,585
AU S 20 2,155 25 2,144 9 2,593 13- 2,414
, - s 2,144 | 27 2,03 18 24,53 |, .6 '~-2,255/
L o [ °.19 . 2,028 20 1,928 29 . 1,812 9 2,168.
o . 6 15666 | 29 1,457 |-= 16 1,308 . | .11 2,151
. $29 1,435 gk _ ] 29 1,403
t * 4 K] !,
Average $2?09f§~." Average $2,926 Average $3,271 |Average $3,733 Avera'ge‘_f 43,449.
MedTan 1,960 7|, Median 2,602 | Median 2,976 | Median 3,720 Median 3,150

(Toxt Provided by exic [N

T
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- . ( - .
1974-75 INTERMEDIATE UNET SPECIAL EDUCATION COST PER ADM. >
.. N .

>

|

14

. Secondary s —
e .
4 - -
T " a— ‘ N ——
Il EMR W -m™R, -7 W PH Q IU  SED 1V BI'.
- == . - ’ * X M
27 $2,819 26 $4,349, 22 $6,621 | .20 $8,293" g 29 $5,334
' 26 2,761 3 13,2997 13 6,194 . 25 5,981 9 5,006 *
19 2,253 18 3,161 26" 5,791 ‘ 3 5,583 ° 15 .. 4,749
9 2,223 15 . 3,086 25 45,155 2 5,042 2 4,125 .
25 2,185° 10 2,849 20 4 621. qf 12 4,930 s b 4,017
15 2,105 2 72,840 2 4,247 Y10 4,924 10: 3,479 .
4 2,086 22 '&,7‘06 ) 15 . 4,138 29 4,131 12 3,117 » 7
21 2,060 14 2,613 29 4,117 18 4,058 16" 2,947
10 - 2,051 23 2,580 4,114 13 3,887 5 . 2,582
1% 1,916 27 . 2,531, 4 3,999 15 3,679 © 18, 2,459 C.
3 1,878 17. 2,386 21 3,754 “5 3,507 23 - 2,445
2 1,862 19° 2,341 5 3,531 21 3,421 -8 2,35
/7 .
1,854 .21 2,302 19 3,515 26 3,314 13 2,285,
17 1,708 |~ 20 2,293 1 3,388 23 3,090 ™ 25 1,783 .
12 12 2,161 18 3,201 | - 14 2,887 .21 . 1,529
B | 7 2,151 ‘27 3,165 19 | 2,463 “r 24 1,470
» 20 4 ; 2,151 T 3,115 " 2,438 37 1,403
5 25 z,elzsv « 17 ~ 3,067, 8 2,218 , '
18 524'— 2,103 23 2,962 7 2,049
7. 25 ¢ 2,076, 28 2,877 26 . 1,976
16 4 lﬁ - '2,004,- 3 2,53 |- .
6 T f L *85% 8 2,077 | -
o ' . .
) 29 7-7‘3’ - b I
! 28 \\5 , 118% ; .
: 8 1,506 | =", | 1 D
9 1,89 '} . .
.t 16 1;243 s - 5
» \ 1;2‘-&1 : [ £ ﬂ
- % v -
- - N R ,
Average" $1,847 Averagﬂkz,;%m § Average $3,918 | Average $3 894 Average  $3,005_ .
~ Median 1,858 Median ° 2 227 { Median 3,643 .| Median Q 593 K Median 2,582
L} P R '.ﬁ /' L. - . .\ - K
" ’ ' -] * . 7 <+
Y - - ‘ "
o S0
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TABLE 20
o ,
f‘ 1975-76 INTERMEDIATE UNIT SPECTAL EDUCATION COST PER ADM .
~ \} - Element:.a.;y ) ’
W OBR, |, I T w U SED w B ,
15 $3,505 3° 84,413 L 3 §7,974 2 48,532 26 $7,784
. .16 3,480 26 4,217 23 7,871 | /}& 6,183 25 6,531
26 _ 2,892 23 ! 4,201 26 6,360, | 16 ¥ 5,963 6,003
) "23 2,578 2 4,148 2" 5,768 26 5,467 19 5,672
4 . 2,458 12 4,029 g6 - 5,048 6 5,062 /2 5,143
1 2,435 16  3;960 17 4,793 27 4,709 |22 4,829
2 285 18 3,944 16 4,500 13- 4,569 12 4,316
3 ?1}&/ 15 3,680 8 4,055 | T 7 4,499 14 4,082
14 2,09 14 3,540 21 3,702 14 . 4,475 5 3,982
19 2,060 22 3,49 25 3,699 18" 4,331 17~ 3,891
17 2,021 1 3,350 18 3,660 3, 4,293 9 3,872
5 1,954 /10 3,289 % 7 3,589 18 4,255 24 3,713
18 71,940 20 3,263 15 3,513 1 3,963 10 .3,667
. 12 1,911 21\ 3,113 20 3,423 17 3,940 20 3,628
o 21 1,897 11 _3,069 13 3,39 100 3,830 6 3,571
, 2 1,848 6 2,952 53,377 9 3,802 18 3,546
10 1,8%0 | 8 2,925 28 3,323 20 3,788 .| .13 3,503
. 9 1,708 2% 2,924 22 3,146 23 3,753 7° 3,460
27 1,696 4 2,811 29 2,989 21 3,718 11 3,449
8 1,685 ~g" 2,816 12 2,902 28 3,663 16 3,380 .
7 1,683 o 13 2,802 9 2,868 25 " 3,534 L 3,367
‘ 25 1,597 7 2,769. 27 2,711 8 3,489 8 . 3,364
6 1,460 | 2,742 4 2,593 4y %,m’o 23 3,303 -
* 29 1,405 |\ +19 2,664 24— 2,532 2 3,31 15 3,297 -
200 1,371 | - 27 2,469 10 2,402 5 3,336 2 3,213
’ .28 2,456— 19 2,398 24 3,204 4/: 2,737~
, o9 2,39 1 2,297 19 2,967 3 2,420
N 5~ 2,225 & 29 2,500 28/ 2,166
‘ 29 '~ 2,034 29 2,096
Average $2,079 Average ~$3ﬁ96 Average $3,885 ]@verage $4,EZ38 Average - $3,931!
‘Medi_an 1,940 Medjian 3,069 Median 3,423 Median 3,875 Median 3,57]7'
Y —t —— ;
- : ) 80 o ) '
\ S ~5_l T
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‘ “TABLE 21 L
' "1975-7¢' INTERMEDIATE UNIT SPECIAL EDUCATION COST PER ADM ' :
s ‘ . " Secondary N
W BR W ™R I PH IU ° SED W BI
15  $5)381° 26 $4,215 12 $8,507 2 $6,560 1 $6,528
23 4,188 3 4,211 26 - 6,365 |- 24 5,914 20 5,917
14 27937 2 4,017 22 6,227 26 5,412 2 5,493
26 2,892 15 3,590 37 4,807 |7 3. 5,374 12 5,262 -
4 2,667 20 3,369 | | 13 4,646 - 20 5,190 15 5,110
21, 2,565 |, 6 3,165 | \ 4 4,63 15 4,928 3 4,142
9 2,502 22 3,025 1. 4,519 14~ 4,363 16 4,03 '
17 2,478 21 3001 18 4,318 N 25 . 4,233 5 3,982 .
. 28 - 2,385 23 2,958 17 4,277 |T 18 4,165 23 3,801
12 2,226 10 2,938 | 8 4,045 10 4,084 T8 3,473
3 2,137 8 2,930 . 19 3,582 12 3,552 10 3,248
16 2,120 27 2,910 28 3,506 29 3,498 17 3,233
‘19 2,097, 4 2,904 | 5 3,377 27 , 3,477 14 221/
2,078 f‘ 9 2,840 21 3,366 5 3,366 25 Z,o4o '
’ 2,065 18 2,702 | 25 3,260 13 3,286% | 9 2,986
18 2,000 6 2,698 | 7 3,186 8 3,068 2,747
27 1,959 //ig 2,655 20 3,087 19 2,93 8 2,559
5 1,924 25 2,425 2 3,081 23 2,929 21 2,380
2 1,863 28 2,327 15 3,007 21 2,615 19 .2,285 -
70 L85 70 13 2,317 L 21 2,016 7 ° 2,413 13° 1,999
1. .1,833 | 1 2,308 29 2,558 22. 1965 24 . 1,655 )
C1o 1,601 | 2,225 23 2,542 '
20 1,647 -- 14 2,100 2% 2,249 _ )
j;<\25 1,539 | 24/ g,o74 | v iy .
N29 1,452 12 2,059 <:\Q‘~_/,\\/f* ,
’ 7 2,054 ’ . . L - )
17 2,031 ’ : :
\ 29 1,796 vk - ‘
SR—— ) - :
Average $2,338 .Average $2,780 Average §$4,007 | Average $3,968 Average $3,675
Median 2,097 Median 2,771 Mefiian 3,506 Median 3,552 . Medff.an -3,248
” ;
’ 4
,
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" TABLE 22
’ , ~/
* 1974-75 INTERMEDIATE UNIT SPECIAL EDUCATION AVERAGE CLASS COSTS , .
. 3 « "
. . , Elementary 3 ) ' . ,
- Q Y
* . o / .
Number of - Numberyof - Number of # Number of Number of . . g
I0 EMR’ Clasges IU TMR Clagses U PH Classes IU SED Classes IU BI Clagses .
3 $34,017 47 © 16 $46,932 9 3 $53,620 6 10 $42,376 5 \ 16 $29,726 18 - P
- 26 33,592 254 12 41,760 14 23 47,516 5 6-  20,991. 1 20 29,197 . ®*16 - |
mmars 16 29,642 . 6- 27 41,279 7 17 33,877 2 16 36,335 \ 5 26 29,129 | -~ 34 : i
. 5 14 28,140 &9 3 40,136 20 15 _ 31,421 3 26 33,595 66 27 28,949 9 . . 4
23 27,490 1 11 37,926 6 21 31,367 2 2 33,229 4 23 22 26,104 ~ 13- N
20 25,905 11 22 36,414 3° H,409 2. * 1 30,066 .9 15 25,447 ° - 49
27 24,856 N 14 18 34,186 10 ~28,709 5 15 29,39 11 — ] 25 - 25,410 . 29
21 24,639 3 2 33,833 10 25 , 28,518 4 20 29,325 13, 17 ,25,104 15 ~
2 23,510 79 26 33,597 164 2 28,491 12 23 29,823 28 ‘\f,l 3 24,208 . 76
- 10 22,175 11 23 31,442 5 7 27,651 4 3 , 28,139 44, ' 2 24,091 ., ‘25 %
e — 19 21,453 = 31 15 31,426 16 22 27,641 6 21 27,064 6 12 24,009 © 41 :
¢ 1 21,107 6 . 20- 28,695 8 16 26,047 2 13 26,946 9 24 +23,930 40
o 5 20,479 20 14 27,979 8 28 25,890 2 . 14 26,366 4 7 ».23,610 11 '
O 19,935 18 |, 8 27,105 X 12 13 25,841 2 28 25,956 1w 21 23,217 13 .
' 6 19,814 3 17 26,895 12 T4 25,605 1 27 24,084 4 ~ 23 22,746 Y39
24 " 19,407 2 7 25,726 12 6 .24,976 1 24 23,' 4, 15 ‘ 4 22,715 13
18 18,657 22 4 25,286 6 26 24,914 ° 76 22 . 22, 2‘ 5. .13 21,614 22 « S .
’ 25 18,072 4 28 24,390 9 27 24,458 ‘2 4 22,175 '3, { 10 1,601, 21 Y
12 17,625 1 21 23,975 . 6 26 .23,683 3 12 21,294 . _ 17 b1 ®Ra,514 2
. N 8 17,364 32 ‘24 23,547 1% 10 23,530 . 2 °8 20,565 4 29; 21,441 4 -
. R 17,307 39 .10 23,033 10 8 03,355 ' 4 5 20,439 10 % 19,757 17
29 16,995 1 - 13 22,253 11 1 23,233 7 11 20,224 1 8 18,631 25 ) 4
- . 17 16,950 24 L1 21,490 17 12 20,002 3 19 20,153 7 6 18,437 SRt /
- - 9 20,572 3 19 ° 19,605 5 9 19,546 .1 5 18,419 22 .
bR - - 5 ,20,514 11 5 ~38,413 30 7 18,815 9 18 18,283 16 [
“ 6~ 20,438 8 14 17,061 1 29 18,139 4 19 16704 14
B 19 20,153 17 ¢ 9 16,456 1, 25 17,459 ; 15 1 * 16,665, 16 «
. . © .25 19,264 13 29 12,795 3 * 17 16,913 2 9 14,430 « 22
29 18,759 4 . . 18 . 13,440 ° 7 28 13,204 5 . .
Average $22,571 658 ., | Average $28,586 445 Average $26,099 199 Average $22,767 324.5 | ,Average $22,358 631 .
[ Median $21,107 Median $26,895 Median = $25,605 - Median $24,087 af Median 322‘,749
. . . \ . N | ‘/ - .
L " N ‘ , N
53 ¥ 7 '
- » ) R ‘ J . . "
| | | ’ . 54
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) . TABLE .23 ~ . ’ .
. ’ ' - . ’ . ~ ) -
. . ) "-1974=75 INTERMEDIATE UNIT SPECIAL EDUCATION AVERAGE CLASS COSTS . A
Wt . : . (d - ” . -
o L ’ - - . Secondary . . 4
2% . . 5 . - . . N . s . . -
- Number of | " . Number of |- Number of Nunmber of . Number. of
s B EMR Classes 0 ™R Classes Iu PH - Classes |  IU SED Classes Iu Bl A Classes
. , - - - 13 . ° B . -~ . .
L. T T 26 $33,595 238 . 15 $45,773 9 . +29 $44,789 1 26 $33,596 8 s 14 $33,970 _ - 4 )
. 25 28,418 - 2 3 38,443 23 « 15 36,410 , - 3 25 32,746 . 8 25 27,116~ . 5. iy
S0 3 28,233 < 68 2 '36,955 5 22 - 35,089 1 21 29,485 + 1 <24 26,872 -, 7 < .
- . 2 -7, 27,683 82 ~ , 17 34,687 4 Jo 23 33,910 1| 16 26,984 27 . 25,567 2
: 27 . 24,567 18 . 26 33,597 40 2 33,671 L1 .24 25,687 4 2 23,572 2
; 21 21,993 8 ) 25 32,093 7 18 33,176 2 13 25,655 . 3 21 22,990 .2
- . 14 20,585 - 15 29 31,671 2 v 7 32,915 1 12 * 25,364 5 18 22,893 2
- ) + 5 20,464 19 1% 30,565 4 1 30,495 2 21 25,188 . 2 -6 16 22,595° 3°
. . 1s - 20,338 35 2 29,537 14 26 29,130 i3 8 25,140 1.5 13 : 20,568 N¥5
= 10 ., 20,327 Te A6 27,349 3 21 28,290 2 20 24,877 T4 23 19,677+ 19 -
‘ 20 20,131 20 24 +.26,710 10 "25 27,116 5 15 23,376 8 10 18,900 8
PN > 4 19,889 15 22 26,431 6 . 19 27,068 2 2 23,442 20 5 18,441 4
Ly “ 28 19,642 2 28 26,389 3 24 26,998 ., 3 14 - 20,880 5 20 18,192-° 1
A "1 . 19,413 17 35 "7 10 25,988 3 17 25,928 * 1 2 5 7 20,458 7 . - 29 17,782 3 g P
N 16 . 18,854 ¢ . 1 13 24,954 7 13 24,775 1. 3, 20,39 25 | . 8 17,276 6
ew " 18 48,086 ‘16 A | 24,725 4 27 * . 24,559 1- « 19 20,339 z 12 16,705 8
) : 7. 18,024 47 1 24,249 _ 8 4 233996 1 23. 19,950 19 Y 15,196 2 .
' 29 17,954 10 7 235781 13 20 . 22,643 2 -18 19,053 - 2 3 13,960 20 S
17, 17,535 2, 23 23,311 10 8 21,305 2 7. 18,556 2 9 - 11,965 7
g ‘ 12 17,317 13° 4 122,591 6 3 18,862 16 29 17,971 4 .o " .
N .o 9 17,309 17 12 22,234 - 14 . 3 18,434 S v . . T
O . 8 17,185 48 420 22,089 6 R , « . : .
LA . 6 15,119 3 - 18 21,633 9 '
*‘ 15 12,627 ~ 1 19 20,339 10 ’ SoA . . . .
, . 5 20,276 5 - . —_—
) : § 19,119 1 . ) ' - ’
R . 8 17,248 . 13 ) .
~ . 9 15,612 . . ‘ L . o - -
' © . Average $20,683 759 Av.erige $26,727 - 252 Average $28,574 91.5 | “Averdge $23,907 143.5 Average $20,749 110
. aMedian $19,765 - Median §$25,471 , . Median $28,290 Median $24,126 Median $19,677
. . . ) '
- . N ‘ P ) Sb
(J . ' * v N
- . /( .
?\ - -
. '&0 B " ] . . \- -
. ! o s - . ¢ - T '
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TABLE 24

L ’ -
1975-76 INTERMEDIATE UNIT SPECIAL EDUCATION AVERAGE CLASS COSTS

. . Elementary . . .0
: » ) Number of Number of . Number of Number of * Number, of
U EMR Clagges IU TMR Classges U PH Classes IU - SED Classes IU BI Classes
;‘ 16 $34,799 6 3 $45,230 20 23 $60,34 6 20 $39,922 13 27 $34,285 7 .
26 29,625 .+ 15 38,779 13 26 59,36 45 14 38,785 3 6 32,141\ 3 . ,
15 28,041 1 .2 j7,675 . 12 16 40,500 1 9 38,024 1 18 30,259 11
— 14 28,040 9 26 36,884 170 17 38,346 “ 1 26 37,098 56 2 30,189 30.
. v 3 27,999 44 14 34,614 9 - 21 37,024 1 25 35,138 14 24 28,622 48 ’
o 19 26,784 21 20 34,466 10 20 36,516 3 2 35,074 27 21 28,422 13
o, 23 ° 25,777 1 18 34,179 9 22 36,483 5 23 28,697 34 26 28,409 97
21 25,288 3 16 33,333 12 3 36,382 16 6 28,682 3 11 | 27,592 L 02
. 24 24,019 1 27 32,104 7 2 34,285 18 10 28,344 . 5 16 - 27,224 © 18
2 23,355 85 23 31,511 4 18 33,670 5 3 28,286 ~ 43 23 26,424 . 36
18 21,634 20 22 31,456 3 7 33,200 T4 24 27,833 16 22 26,400 15 -
~ 10 21,299 11 24 30,950 12 - 19_ 31,969 3 22 126,968 5 20 26,085, . 21 =
s 7 20,829 37 7 30,464 \’/II ¢ 24 30,379 3 7 26,939 10 - 19 25,743 7 N
6 20,446 1 21 29,625 5 6 230, 2 18 26,709 6 -17 25,601 19~ -
4 20, 368 . 14 6 29,149 8 27 29,822 2 4 26,683 - 3 , 15 25,399 44
- 17 19,951 23 12 29,070 14 13 28,849 2 1 26,091 12 « 25 ¢ 24,937 22
° 29 19,923 11 17 29,016 12 8 28,384 3 21 26,025 , 6 3 24,668 .77 .
’ 1 19,883 6 10 28,501 9 « 12 27,569 ﬁ 13 24,924 11 13 24,520 25
" N 25 19,740 4 11 28,005 7 15 26,931 ° 3 ©16 . 23,851 4 7 . 23,924 15
20 19,198 15 8 27,672 13- 28 26,585 1 15 23,207 11 5 - 23,719 » 23 M
9 18,994 17 25 27,220 12 4 25,670 .1 27 22,367 4 12 23,655 ©52. !
8 18,730 35 1 26,601 17 25 25,101 4 28 21,976 2 10 23,419 . 23
. 27 18,087 15 18 26,295° 13 - - 10 24,015 2 12 21,902 19 4 23,121 15
* 12 17,7717 10 . 28 25,170 8 29 51,923 ) 3 17 . 21,669 2 9 22,739 24
5 17,679 21 29 24,911 , 4 9 21,507 2 5 21,497 9 14 22,676 27
19 23,178 10 5, 20,935 5 19 - 21,141 - 8 29 22,533 8
* 4 22,968 7 1 17,996 6 ° 29 21,000 5 8 20,854 . 30
9 22,706 4 Yo 8 20,937 4 1 20,737 16
5 21,140 10 < - * 28 17,763 . 5
Average $22,731 611 Average $30,099 - 445 Average $31,964 148 Average. $27,492 . 336 Average $25,692 733
Median $20,829 Median $29,149 Median $30,289 Med;an $26,693 Median $25,399 R
4 - " . .
. ~iy
¢ - ¥ » ‘e . . ) ) ~ .
> - 5% ' .t . / . 98
s 5 " L, LN ,1 U ’ .

“ERIC
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. TABLE 25 . - - ..
. . R . _ - ~———y, 4 ,
\ - 1975-76 INTERMEDIATE UNIT SPECIAL EDUCATION AVERAGE CLASS COSTS
» ' 9
., : \ Secondary <N 4
- - . S > .
. . : . N
Nunber of .Number -of { Number of f Number of Number of
b1 EMR ' Cl IU%, TMR Classes Ib PR Classes U SED Clasges ei] Bl Clasges -
e N "
3 $33,151 ©62 ¢ 15 $48,624 11 .26 $57,535 25 2 $40,253 22 23 $35,017 '/15
' 14 29,919 16 . 27 43,725 5 1 42,929 2 20° 7,302 2 2 32,223 15
-26 29,724 234 3 41,089 33 * 3 40,402 12 26 37,257 26 15 30,662 5
2 29,398 - 76 2 39,944 18 2 38,738 7 15 36,332 9 16, 30,255 4
. 16 28,329 11 26 36,698 51 . 7 <+ 38,232 1 24 31,048 - 4 14 28,988 3
21 - -25,288 7 5 - 35,605 5 22 *37,361 1 23 30,047 12 24 28,957 6
19 . 24,334 38 14 33,594 4 21 37,024 1 3 29,624 37 _’ 5 27,078 - 5
15 ., 24,214 4 20 32,184 7 29, 35,811 1 5 29,464 6, 12 *24,993 8
10 23,144 16 28 q.)g,Ml 5 25 34,770 3 % 29,089 6 20 ° 24,695 1
23 23,035, 2 ¢ 17 - 731,487 4 . 18 34,547 2 13 28,749 8 18 24,308 4
27 22,790 19 23 - 31,274 "7 2 33,730 2 18 27,078 2 . 10 123,821 9
! 4 22,578 15 *16 30,578 3 . 25 33,039 1 10 24,505 2 } 21 23,80Y ‘3 -
A7 21,402 22 13 30,347 10 0 32,780 1 .25 21,637 9 8- 23,050 6, ‘
& 18 21,204 15 6 29,894 ¢ 13 5 30,389 1 . 22 21,615 2 - T3 22,780 34,
1 21,159 35 P 21 29,265 4 29,940 1 19 Y 21,53 9 17 22,630 5
20 2¥%,129 21 22 29,238 6 1 29,775 2, 21 20,921 6 25 20,771 6
7 21,006 - 44 © 29 27,839 /2 2 29,162 1 27 20,864 1’ 13 20,272 5
29 20,473 ‘10 8 27,050 13 19 , 28,657 2 12 19,891 5 1 19,585 .2
6 /19 »621 2 ) 25 26,678 9 la -28 28,051 \ 1 7 18,338 5 , 1 16,485 2 .
25 19,244 2 12 26,030 1 13 27,873 + 1 8 14,315 3 19 14,852 L2
8 18,704 47 7 25,915 13 4 27,826 1 o, . N
o2 17,955 . 15 4% 24,889 7 15 27,061 3 ¢ ¢ )
9, 17,932 18 1 24,469 10 .8 25,284 4 - -
P28 17,491 .1 10 23,506 4 )
5 16,931 15 18 23,420 9 ' ! .
19 22,234 16 ] . *
’ ©2% . 21,797 9 ’ . . -
. S ! 9 20,283 3|, . - '
"Average $22,806 747 Average $30,332 297 k Average $33.953 76 Average $26,581° . 180 Average $24,506 k 142
- 7" Median $21,402 Median $29,579 - Median $33,039 , . ' Median $27,078 - Median $23 821
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CORRELATION MATRIX ~ EMR
(R = 132)

o o ¥

1

8) 9]10111]12}13

i
2.
A 3.
; 4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
. | 10.
1.
12.
13.
14.
15.
s

17.
® | 1s.
.| .
< | 20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
¢31.
oo 3z
. 9.

Instructional Level

Type of Comaunity s B .
Administrative ‘Costs -
Instructional Costs

Other Instrudtional Costs '

Support Costs -

Haterials Costs v v
Remaining Costs

Salary Costs .
Total -

Instructional Process .
Instructional Setting .
Administrative Support
Integration in Regular Classroom
Total Score

Years of Teaching Experience’ .
Years of Speczial Education Experiend
Sex . .

IQ

Chronological Age .
Years in Special Education
Pre Vineland

Post Vineland

Pre Reading .
Post Reading .

Pre 8pelling . .
Post Spelling .
Pre Arithmetic

Post Arithmetic _~

Vineland Gain

Reading Gain

‘Spelling Gain ~ ®
Arithmetic Gain .

.

! [

~13
-07

1 00

19
01
15
-06
00
01
-18

-13
03

01
09
-01
02

~-06
-17
-19

L14
o4
L02
11
11
08
04
L11
05

-47% 02
-18.

04

-304-01

04
04
-00
02

84%-18
7p41-08
74*¢:10
71412
72409
62%1-12
72%-09
694113
744108
714117

03
-08
05

-254-18

19

07
16
12

13
04
-1.0
03
-06
=12
17
-18
05
17
13
19
13
16
13

06
11
09

24%
754
524
814 814 564
754 414 734 574
264.23%-11 [ 08 | -

304 384-08 | 19 | 64%
264 204 01 | 12 | 294 499

274
244

234

L 04 .

|-214-264-254 07 | 07 | 14

298 264-17 | 06 | 784 854 644

L 01 | 714 464-12 }14 |15
07 | 704 49M-218-19 |18
07§01 03 J-03}03}06
09 }-11 15 |11 [osf-05
110 | 04 |02 }17 |-47%-14

09 | 04 |04 [-204-404-229

117 | 08 }-07 }-234-478-24%
Lo4 | 10 | 04 F19 }Faan-11
.13 1-05 |13 H1L |-414-214
08 | 02 [-05 }-06 |-344-13
L14 |03 |11 {416 45419
12 | 03 |04 15 |-41%-06
14 |02, 109 17 |-43%-224
124401 +-08 }16 F45%-19

244 254 04 | 214 09 | 06 | 254

10} 214 19 |12 § 14| 17
07 | 128} 16 |04 | 16 { 264
08{01f04f07}05f11

ERIC

N,

4

EY
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XIndicates significance beyond ,

7
[

05 level.
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2 CORRELATION MATRIX - TMR , ,
. ! (N = 54), ' g
' M H '_ - . e [
- : 1 314 s fe 17 I8 1o J10l12t1211311414sta6l27718T 19120121 22723 2412526727
. * 1, 1Instructipmal Level . . 1
2. Type of Community -11 X .
3.. Administrative Costs -03-| f2 , | ’ .
4. 1Instructional Costs 11 |-18 | 31% 1
5. OtHer Imstructional Costs ~17 | 09 | 634 544 - s .
. 6. Support Costs - 10 23| 44%=19 | 16 5 . -
7. Materials Costs - 10 § 18 | 22| 324 544 25 | | ' 1.
8. Remaining Costs -01 |09 | 554 324 494 00 | 38+ b
9. Salary Costs . 11106} 15] 714 21 24| 09| 04 -
10. _Totel - 02 |-02 | 664.804 76% 04 | 514 74% 578 ) i} P ) -
. 11. ’Inatructioner‘l’rocess . . 1912111311408 }17}04 )16 24} 20 +— , . - *
12, 1Instructional Setting 141271251 23|14]06{ 474 20| 354 354 364 - . .,
'Q ——.13.._ Adminigtrative Support 08 |27 1 344 16 | 14 |21 | 14 | 304 25 | 324 554 514 . . .
14. ‘Integration in_Regular Classroom =04 23 | 13 101} 09 22 | 02 22' 211181474 20} 37% v , .
15, , Total Score 13 [/334 28| 18 | 15 1-16 | 25 | 284 364 354 80N 734 79X 664 .
16. Years of Teaching Experience ° ~03 F 06| 18 | 534 28 |-06 13 }-10 | 698 35%-01 }~00 | 04 |14 -04._.
17, Years of Special Education fxperience }-01%02] 137 564 22 }-13 |13 |-12 | 764 354 01 | 06 } 04 |18 [-01 T 934 < ) ) .
- 18. Sex . |03 020212 08 | 16 |-07 [-11 |08 |12 |-05 02 {-13 |18 |11 | 00 [-03 —
~ 19. 1 Q g 24 | 081 06 | 04 1~04 }-17 .11 |-08 | 06 |-03 | 39% 11| 22 | 364 36% 09 ] 06 {08 <
20, Chronological- Age 81%~00 09 01 |15 |08 }-04 1 09}03|j01f10] 21 14 15112 04 | 06 (08 #20 7
) 21, Years in Special Bducation 714 12 |-03] 04 |F08 | 21| 01 | 11104 |07 | 03|11} 02 |26 }~01 | 13| 15 |04 29 | 834 - .
22,. Pre Vineland 64%-08 |-23 | 03 }-24 |03 |-02 { 01 | 11 [-04 | 121 07 | 03 [~11 |'05 { 08 | 14 | 01 | O -794 68 .
23. Post Vinelapd 71%-01 123 |-00 |-20 | 04 | 03 }~08 | 01 |-10{ 08 | 14 | 18 |09 | 11 |-04 01 1-06 } 03] 794 624 86
. 24, Pre Performance Profile 394 26 -02 | 10 07 | 06 | 14 [ 03106 | 05 | 27 | 24 | 28 |03 | 27\| 07 | 08 | 20 348 56 47%' 714 64
25, Post Performance Profile 394 244 11/15{03]09}14|00]07]10]| 30| 384 43’1 04 | 404 05| 01 | 14 | 374 504 404 558 594 85
2§.' Vineland Gain R ~10 | 15| 07051 14 [ 09 | 07 |-17 18 }~09 |-06 | 1D .25 | 07 ] 11 {~20 24 +~10 =10 27 [-334-59%-09 |-384-15
27, Performance Profile Gaip 07 1-081 2210617 [{05102-05101{06[02] 19 21|12 18 104 |-12'+13 | 00 $~19 21 |-464-25 4284 13 | 49*
. . - 8 . . . . . Y .
< 7 v . ¢ ' ) '&
]
) " ¢ * - ' ) ) ’ §\
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CORRELATION MATRIX ~ ‘PR

» I

13

8%’

13,

16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24,
25.
26-’
21.
28.
29,
30.
31.
32.
33,

Instructional Level - ="

Type of Communjty \\
Administrativé Costs -
Instructional Costs -
Qther Instructional Costs .
Support Costs *

Materials Costs . .
Remaining Costw

Salary Costs ¢
Total

Instructional Process
Instructional Setting
Adainistrative Support

Integration in Regular Cf’jsroon
Total Score « *

Years of Teaching Experience .
Yoeprs of Spacial Education Experience
Sex

I1Q .

Chronological Age .
Years in Specfhl Education
Pre Vineland ¢
Post Vineland

Pre Reading

Post Reading

Pre Spelling

Post Spelling

Pre Arithmetic

Post Arithmetice.
Vinéland Gain -

Reading Gain .
Spelling Gain .
Arithmetic' Gath

L3

-13 20
~11 01 10
|-22 [-27 102
-31 (-28
05 15

12 16
06 115
17 24
-11 |16
-24 11 07

704

484 34
754 594
894 734

33
04
19

27 | 34 |02

90% 85%

30

11121 129
33 | 40%-12
28 | 31 |-16

14

19
31§ 40414

11

09 | 26 }03

13128

03 |10

05 03

02

-24 40 14

15
02

02
19
11
06

13
10

22| 25 15

lojm

19

17 [-08 20

374 26

56%
15

09
03
06

09

12 /93

05
12
09
18
02
22
10
19
20
34

71%
23
17
05
26

‘03 08
09 |10
01 |27
-18
11 104

17
10
34
21
32
09

514
19

504 484
444 434 914
504 484 94
48% 46X 484
584 504 874 764 904
544 86

45K

004 03

07
11
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- % ~ . '
v . r :
v - -
’ CORRELATION MATRIX - SED - . .
- » (I‘ - 28) .. 4
Y 3141576778109 o Jit 32 T13 114 15 [26 137 {38 [19 J20 [21 122 Jz3 [2& 25 [ 2012’ ] 28] 29]30] 31] 32133
1:; Instructional Lived~ . ’ v 1, b
2. Type of Comunity - , i 4
3. Administrativé Costs * R , ,
4. Iastructional Costs *
5. Other Instructional Costs . - .
6. Support-Cos . . =419 -
7. Materials ts 21 }-47% - J w
8.+ Regaining Costs , . 05 | 424-19 . .
9. Salary Cost: . [ 794 47%-36 [-10 |-13 . . ’
10. Total N 504 04 |-18 | 704 584 ’ -
il. Instructional.Process A 6127 [-15 [ 12 f19 | 17| o3, ‘
12. Inatruct/ional ing - . =15 ~24 | 31 {-26 |-20 [-384733] - "
13. Admihistrative Support . 24 09 |07 (604 32 [-20 | 44%-07 . ’ .
14. Integration in Regular Classroom 430 32 [-42% 374-11| 394 24 | 40N 29 | 27 . ‘.
15. Total Score . . 25 |34 | 29 [-39% 24 [-10 | 81N 61N 54% 744
16. Years of Teaching Experience , [-29 | 21 |-05 |02 | 27 | 07 |-05 [-30 +-07 [-41 }-28
17. Years of Special Education Experience =32 1201 | 07 |-02 | 434 14 [-06 |21 [-13 [-13 {-17 | 664 5 .
18. Sex . - 41[-35| 371 21-14} 30| 18} 19|19 14 | 12 [-29 |-33
a9, I 0 T <07 [-361 411021 29} 17 [-26 | 24 [~23 | 39| 04 {02 f 23| 03 *
20. Chronological Age : =36 [-02] 16 [~21 [-21 [-35 [~42 [-43 [-08 [-42 [-474-04 | 03 |09 |18 1 , §
21. Years 4n Special Education =594 37 1-14 |-15 [-03 {-23 {-21 [-454 07 [-494-38 | 37 | 51432 |-34 | 48% -
22. Pre Vineland -47% 07 | 19 |-15 }-14 [-27 [-48%-554-17 |-49%-58N 09 | 04 |12 1-08 | 84N 474
23. Post Vineland [-559% li% 14 |11 |-12 |24 |-474-518-16 [-52%-574 27 | 15 +-17 [-01 | 694 50N 894
24. Pre Reading N -32 |- 484~13{ 10 [-09 [-38 [-28 |-17 [-03 |~29 |-07 | 12| 03 | 43 | 63X 13 | 684 554 ~
25. Post Reading ' =30 [-19 1 534-10| 19 | O} {~33 |-24 ~15 | 09 {-21 |-03 | 22 ] 01 | 49% 49% 06 | S9N 464 96 1
26. Pre Spelling =20 1-36 | 524-17 | 13 =10 [-35 [-22 [-17 [-02 [-26 [-15| 04 ] 13] 36 | 674 05 674 514 954 874
27. Post Spelling Q -23 (31| 534-07 | 14| 02 |-36 |-28 [F14 | 04 |-25 }-16 -01 | 18 | 46M 504-06 | 564 43 | 944 914 924
28. Pre Arithmetic ~34 (=15 | 48%-11 | 05 |-09 [~46W-444-14 |11 |-39 (<06 { 14 | 02} 25 | 784 33| 818 684 904 834 994 824
29, Post Arithmetic -39 |~01| 43 |-12| 07 |08 [~39 [-33 |-11 |-03 }-29 | 00| 14 }-08 | 29 | 594 27 | 66% 4794 86‘L84* 80N 774 83
30., Vineland Gain =14 111-131 09| 051 081 07| 13| 03 1~03| 06 | 38 | 24 [-10| 15 (=39 | 04 {~30 | 16 |-39 |-36 [-458-36 (4} [-49N
3 Reading Gain -04 | 03 30| 09 . 35(31]07]06|02}40| 20§11} 0506} 35 [-31 |-19 |-12|~16] 15| 42 ] 01 ] 20| 02'] 17 |04
. " Spglling Gain 1-10| 131 03| 26| 04| 30 {-02 |-16] 06 | 15| 03 [-03 |~11 | 11| 29 |-42 [-29 }-26 }-18 }-01 | 13 |17 | 22 }-16 [205 | 21 | 484
-33. Arithmetic Gaim, ~23| 20 09 {-05 | 04 |-02 |-06 | 031-011 10} 02 | 09 ] 05 {17 # 03| 02| 03 |-10] 29] 35 19| 24| 10] 638-31( 29| 15
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- ~° ’ - CORRELATION-MATRIX - BI s - °
. 7 , AR (N = 20) -
I 4 » s
T . ! 1 12 13 ts 15 te J7 18 to t1ob11t12013t14b15116(17118639720021322123024125°126127]28}129f30131132133
. + 1, Instructional Level . 1. N ;
. 2. Type of Community 25 . . R ~
3. Administrative .fosts -594 22| * -1t d
*  4,~JInstructional Costs . 06 |-704-23 .
5. Other Instructional Costs -49% 16| 714-16 ! -
6. Support Costs -04 ) 01| 44|-35] 29 :
7. Materials Costs N 58#4-684-604 40 [-37 [-01 - ‘ ’ - .
8. Remaining Coats ‘ -08 |-07 | 574 15| 574 04 [-08 I3 . . -
. 9. Salary Costs M 02 |-43 [+46% 77%-40 |-534 30 [-03 3
. 10." Total -09 |45 37 594 45(-01| 19,859 38 ‘ ~ I 1 '
[ “11. Instructional Process . 21 {05 =36 | 10 |-21[-22 | 43 |-12{ 17 |-03 .
> 12, Instructiénal Setting 101{-03]-39] 07 ]-40|-484 41 }-23| 19 [-17 | 694 N
’ 13. Administrative Support 08| 34{-27 }-03 |-11{-43 }-00 [-11) 13 ]-15| 60% 494 . .
. . ° 14. Integration {n Regular Qsaroqm 04 | 44 -34 |~ i -20 [-01 | 29 [-34 |-06 }~30 | 724 534 584 B i
15. Total Score T 13§ 15 |-41'| 01 {-30|-33 | 37 |-25| 13 |-19 | 914 844 747 844 ! .
16. Years of Teaching Experience . =30 |-31}-21] 42 |-23 |-45] 06 |-12 | 744 19|-32 {-04 |-25 -‘Sg -21‘ B *
17. Years of Special Education Expérience }~22 |-704-04 | 584-14{-21| 09 |-08 | 574 26 ~#2 [-09 {-514-534-40| 674 . .
w 8. Sex -25| 51} 544-43] 31]-05 |-564 32 |-37{ 01|19 |-14 |-10]-31 {-22 |-16 }-18 < ¥
© 19. IQ T 14 |-02}-17 |+08 ] 06 27 ] 35| 001-00| O1 | 654 659 42 42| 641-15|-20] 08 ~ N
20, Chronological Age 93801 |-664 O1 [-54% 12| 53%-36| 00 [-34 ) 34| 15| 30| 48 36 [-34 }-37 [-30| 18 -
21, Years in Special Educatidn 34 {-211-41| 19 |-48] 6b | 25}-33 16 |~23 [-25 |-10 |-22 {-04 {-16 | 121 16 [-31 {-17 | 49
’ ) 22, Pre Vineland 874-07 |-28 |-03 [-25| 23| 41 }-04 [-18}-10|.31] 04| 16] 26| 22 |49 [-38 |-00 | 19 | 844 25 -
23, Post Vineland 734 02§-23| 02}=13} 13| 38] 06 }-121 02| 36| 03 .36 | 41] 31 |-46 |~554 05] 36| 774 21| 854
« 24. Pre Reading 694 01 {-684-05 [=584-14 | 30 {-624 06 |-614 31] 21{ 37| 31{ 33 [-27 [-20|-24 ] 33| 774 44 | 564 554
25. Post Reading { 37 09 |-644-22 [-45 |-17Y 27 1-584 02 [-624 42| 26 | 39| 36 | 40 |-11 |-20.1-09 | 534 644 29| 44 | 49{ 914 1
26. rle Spelling a 704 19 ]-644-14 [-50 1-20{ 30 |~51 [-03 |-58% 48| 28| 48| 49| 48 [-34F-381-051 38 | 844 24| 744 71% 894 834
- 27. Post Spelling 44 | 281-51|-26 |-33}-37 | 11 {-41 |-04 |-531 48 § 35| 491 36 | 47 |-23 {=31] 16 | 554 564 01| 524 534 804 844 514 .
28. Pre Arithmetic 764 12 |-594-16 |-35 |-00 | 45 |-38 [-12|-44 | 42{ 24 42| 50| 44 -?Z j-44 =14 | 47 | 8594 381 734 Jgﬂ 864 824 924 80%
29, Post Arithmatic . 614 19 }-574-22 |-34 }-13{ 28{-42 |-07 }-49] 42{ 21| 3871 38| 38 |-32 |-32|-05] 48| 714 33| 634 65X 874 85N 904 864 94M
30. Vineland Gain K -34| 16] 12| 08} 22}-21}-08) 18| 12| 22| 07 |-02 Q& 25|15} 09 }-28} 09| 28 |-20 |-10 -35( 19 }-07 | 06 {10 -22 or| oo
. . 31. Reading Gain ’ Q-11 20}-15 [-42 | 11}-12} 03 |-15}-09 }-25] 36} 209 18| 24| 29| 09}-08| 28| 61M-04 |-20}-10| 06| 16| 554 18| 4042336 |29} | _{ _ —_——
32, Spelling Gain - -29 | 33| 09|32 | 22|-47}-34]| 07]-04}-08| 15{ 25| 19|-15| 12| 17| 05| 48| 534-36 |-48 |-25 |-17]| 07 29| 11 /5” 0325116574
/ 33, Arithmetic Gain 341 231-43|-26.]-25|-30}-02{~38 | 01 }-47| 32| 13| 25| 12| 22|-11{~08| 08 40] 37| 19| 35| 36| 704 784 69N 81N 664 884-01 | 46 | 51
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Y . APPENDIX E

LS
> 0
2

o h -~ ' -+  FURTHER DISCUSSION OF COMMONALITY ANALYSES

4
1]

. ‘The primary focPof this portion of the analysis was to determine the
. relationships among the cvost, quality ard effectivenggﬁ measures gathered during
the study: More specifically,.an effort was made to determine the effect of the
) cost and quality variables upon the achievement of the pupils in the study. The
2 gna}ysis tgchnique used was comﬁonality analys%s.l N\ji e -
-, ] . . .~ e e . ’ . 7 3
Separdate analyses, using classroom meanvgs the unit of analysis, were peYformed
for each category of exceptionality and each type of gain score ,obtained. For all

these analyses,/ the-same three gets of variables served as preédictors of the. .
" criterion (gain) variance. These.sets were: :

(1) Backgrqund - pretest score on the meagure for which gain was calculated.
oL ’ 27 - ‘ .4

{2) Quality Ihdicators - two-year mean, scores on the four suﬁsca}es:
(ay INSPROTO - Instructional psscess

. ©

. (b) INSETTO - Imstructional setting

o«

(3) Cost — Total classroom cost. : ’

! i. EMR - : . ‘ - ‘

« General. The‘analysis of EMR two-year gain scores (Vineland and(WRAT
reading, spelling, and arithmetic subscales), using the three specified
Ky . .variable sets, accounted for 21 per gent (p = 0.0001) of the Vineland

gain score variance, six per cent (p = 0.2092) Jf the WRAT reading gain
score variance, 26 per cegt (p = 0.0000) of the WRAT spelling gain
,”,,:n,”.fsﬂgcpreﬂyariance,.and*21,pep,cent.(p“quD.OODl)“of.the”HRAt_arithmetic
A gain score variance. In general, the reading gains‘for EMRs are
not pearly as subjeot to school effects as are the arithmetic and
spelling gains, at least for this specific data base., However, reading}”
¢ gaing cannot be attribﬁizd with any significance to pretest score;

", -therefore, an additiona) background variable (or variables) is needed e
SFL ' to account for the read g gain variance. ’

.

¢

s

’
- ' .
. Vineland Gains. A sample of 132 classrooms responded to the Vineland
instrument for two consecutive years? Results are shown in.Table 26. .
' "ot T ' " L -
hd [N ~ \/ﬂ a /,\ . , v
e / . .
*. . lThe Correlation Matrices used in the Commoni%ipy Analyses arquHan‘in
” Appendix: C, p. 38. o ' L
r N t,‘ -~ . ' .'\
) ,. L * , N , .
[N . . . . 51 )
i 2 :

(c) -ADMSUPTO - Adminig)tratiire support C
. . /,\\__,/
X (d) INTCLATO - Integration with regylar classroom "
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s o  TABLE 26 ’ //
) Proportions of Explained Variance of 'Three
O . ’ Variable Sets on Vineland Gains
/- : . . for EMRs after Partitioning
T (Total RSQ = 0.2124) \ .
) ii €
ariable Set
! : 1 j 2 3 .
Unique to Set 1 - .0775 .
Unique to Set- 2 o .0984
Unique to Set 3 ) .0276
Common to 1 and.2 -.0071 -.0071 »
Common to 1 and 3 -.0055 " ~.0055
+ .Commen to 2 and 3 .. ‘ - -.0081 -.0081
. Common to 1, 2 and 3 .0135 .0135 46135

PS

o .
All of the above unique contributione are significant at a = .05. Quelity
- of instruction appears to influence EMR social gains most, followed by pretest’

achievement and cost. A negative correlation between Vineland pretes® and gain

scores agdin raises the possibility of regression toward thie Wean. The slight
negative common contributions of the variable. sets are negligible in view of
the significant unique contribftions. ,What is puzzling here is the lack of
background: (pretest) influence on the/Vineland gain scores. However, this is
consistent with the exceptionality ategories which follow. The cost factor
is slightly influential on gain score infervals even on the school level.

Most likely other direct school Yariables must influence student performance.

’ N

*+ It might also be noted that correlations between the four pretest
measurements for the EMR group are very highly positive In fact, ,no

‘discernible difference between the social and achievement pretest correlations
is noted. *However, Vineland gains do not corrélate with achievement gain scores.

. - v . AY

LI r .
Reading Gains. A sample of 131 EMR classrooms responded to the WRAT
reading subscale for twogponsecutive years. According to this specific

data base, school factors contribute very little uniquely to EMR ©
' reading gains. These result® are presented in Table 27,
TABLE_27 ’
@? , Proportions of Explained?VaFiance of %hfee
. ' .Variable Sets on Reading Gains ' -
A , , for MRs after Partitioning . .
. (Total RSQ = Q. 0645) °
N N . , Variable.Set : .
. 1" 2 3 .
Unique torSet. 1 . ‘ .0013 o {
Unique to Set.2 . . . .0254 .
~Unique to Set 3 ] A ' - .0193 '3
Common to 1 and 2 ' . 0034 .0034 . LT
Common to' 2 and 3 - . ©.0115 .OI15) T
Common to 1,.2 and 3 : - . 0035 .0035 . .0035 P
: - — e
' : ¢ ’ ‘
4 ’ Y T o ‘Q’
Vel * o ! . °
t4 [ - ' ,
’J( 7@ 4 S r—rt—
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A more iﬁportent task than trying to analyze -thesg gEager results is to
‘determine what factorg significantly relate to EMR reading.gains. Perhaps
the home environment or intellectual ability will account for a great deal of
gain score variancé.

Reading pretest score with gain‘score correlations are negative, indicating
regression toward the mean. There is a low correlation (0.1856) with cost, and
only low positive correlations with the quality indicators are recorded Gith
reading gain scores, except for a negative correlation with INTCLATO.

Spelling Gains. A sample of 132 EMR classrooms responded to the WRAT,

spelling su cale withvresults presented in Table 28.

TABLE 28 ‘
Pgo ortions of Explained Variance of Three
Variable Sets on Spelling Gains
for EMRs after Partitioning
. (Total RSQ = q .2567)

- .

Variable Set
. i - 2
Unique to Set2” .1659
Unique to Set 2 .0591
Unique to Set 3 . - . .0175-
Common to 1 and 2 - °* . 0057 .0057
Common to 2 and: 3 \OA -.0048  =70048
Common to l, 2 and 3 ., .0325 .0125 . .0125

- The unique contributions for variable sets 1 and 2 are significant at the '
a = .05 level. Negligible common contrjibutions are observed. Prior ability
has the greatest influence on spelling gains, while significant fnfluence is °
also provided by quality of instruction. Cost shows little relatiopship to
spelling gains, correlating only 0:1613; Low, but consistent, positive
correlations are observed between quality indic tors and spelling gains, with
the greatest relationship (0.2572) being wi‘th AD SUPTO. ’Reading and spglling .
‘gains correlate as expecteoM5225468)

’

7

A moderately high negati%e correlation is obseggyed between spelling

pretest and gain sgores. This suggests a regrebs@towafd the mean effect.
Arithmetic Cains. A sample of 131 EMR classrooms responded to the WRAT
arithmetic subtest with results presented in Table 29

soe

o *TABLE 29 b
Proportions of Explained Variange of Three.
. Variable Sets on Arithmetic Gains‘
for EMRs after Partitiorning
(Total RSQ*= 0. 2125)
. Variable Set
.. .
to-Set 1 . 1764
to Set 2 ' .0455 |
to Set 3 L
to 1 and 2 .~ =.0110  -.0110

O
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For arithmetic thére is almost no’ overlapping of wariable set contri-

% butions. Pretest accounts for 18 per cent (p = O. 0000) of the total gain

score variance in arithmetic. WNeither quality nor cost serves as viable
contributors; in fact, ;pst and arithmetic gain correlate 0.0403. Arithmetic
gain is related to quality indicator scores in a low positive manner, except
for the negative correlation with INIQE%TO

. The correlation between arithmetic pretest and gain scoreq is -0.4086;
therefore, regression toward the mean is a serious pgossibility. The negative

~ common contribution is, most likely, dye to suppressor variables

3
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General. The analysis of TMRstwo-year gain scores (Vineland and.
TMR Performance Profile), uging the three specified variable sets,’
accounted for 49 per cent of the Vineland gain score variance

(p - 0.0000) -and 32 per cent of the Performance Profile gain score
(p, = 0 0028) .

s - , K
Vineland Gains A sample of 54"TMR classrooms was administered
the’ "Vineland Scale two consecutive years (l975-l976) Results are
presented in Table 30.

. v
- ~ €
]

TABLE 30 .
Proportions of Explained Variance of Three ‘
P .Variable Sets on ¥ineland Gains
_ for TMRs after Partitioning
- . » (Total RSQ = 0,4903) - -
- [
o ’ e ‘ Variable Set
' - 1 2 - 3
\Unique‘ to Set 1 (Pretest) .3353 .
i Uniqué to Set 2 (Quality) ! 1343 ., .
. Unique to Set.3 (Cost) . ’ . .0439 <
" Common to 1 and 2 .0131 - .0131 '
Common to 1 and 3 -.0128 \ -.0128
Common to 2 and 3 . -.0320 -.0320 -
Common to 1,:2 and 3 .0083 .0083 .0083

"~
As would be expected "school effects" accounts for .only 49 per cent
of Vineland gains. Of these school effectsg/prior learning or experience
,accounts for about 34 per cent of Vineland aéps and quality of instruction
accounts for 13 per cent of Vineland gains. ost of instruction accounts for
T” four per cent of the gain and is still statistically significant at tje, .05’
alpha level. { SO
The ‘common contributions are rather pgmall when examined er uniqueness.
'»However, sets 1 and 2 account for almost dll the variance associated with
gdins; the cost factor adds very little to the overall formula. The negative
joint contr¥butions are, most probably caused by an unidentffied .guppressor
¢ variable, since.the correlation between variable sets 2 an€ 3 is moderately

n  high positive and the correlation between sets 1 and 2 is a very low negative.

3 L4

*+A serious problem arises in the TMR data‘concerningcthe'preteSQZéain
. .score relationship While-pretest accounts uniquely.for 34 per-cent of the

(L ) gain score wariancee the actual correlation between gain score and pretest

. i ’ 54 ?4 "..' f,:
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scoxe is -0 586 . This suggests a serious regression rtoward the mean effect
"or, possibly, a ceiling-effect imposed by collapsing over all grade levels.
However,. the same patterns are obtained when elementary and secondary TMR *
. data are examined separately for both years, Therefore a ceiling effect, if
- it does exist, stems from chronological age’ rather than grade level. Regression
toward the mean remains-a challenge to the validity of the analysis.
~ MR Performance Profile Gains? A sample.of 57 TMR classrooms responded
on the TMR Performance Profile for two consecutive years. Results are

shown in Table 31. ) . .

¢ )

, TABLE 31 , .
Proportions of Explained Variangg, of Three '
Variable Sets on TMR Performance
Profile Gains After Partitioning

(Total RSQ = 0.3225) )
}l - ]
\ I
Variable Set
C - 1 2 3

Unique to Set 1 v U .2437 . - ) '
: Unique to Set 2 . .1420 :

Unique to Set 3 T, .0039 "

' Common to 1 and 2. ’ -.0671 ' -.0671
Common to 2 and 3 ‘ .0033 ° .0033 . .
Residual Effects i -.0033 -.0033 -.0033 '

S -
ﬁere school effects account for 32 per cent of the gain score variance.
Again, pretest scores account for the greatest amount of variance as ‘one might
expect. A .very strong suppression effect is seen between variable sgts 1l aﬁd
This could possibly be attributed to IQ, age or.school instructional policy. ,
d/st,does not appear to be a source of gain prediction at all for the TMR group.

~" Perhaps achievement gains are too far removed from cost’ factors in some special

éducation programs. © » &
. v . < M . . ,
) 7 B

‘3. PH ‘ . ) . . \
, - .
General. The commonality analysis of PH two-year gain scores, using the
‘ three/ specified variable sets, accounted for 15 per cent (p = 0.6462)
< * of the Vineland: gain score variance, 11 per cent (p = 0.7942) of the
) WRAT reading gain score variance, 34 per cent (p = 0.0881) of the
¢/ WRAT spelling gain score variance, and 26 per ¢ent (p = 0. 2331) of ,
the WRAT arithmetic gain score variance. Little effect for the | ~
Vineland and WEATtreading gain is seen for these variable sets; as
such they are incdmplete for these subject areas for this group.
E For the PH group' the Vinelaﬂd scale correlated moderately and positively
v with the WRAT subscales, though not nearly as high as for the EMR
group. For this group, then,vthe social and academic sgales ar®
- measuring differdng constructs. .

!

* . Vineland Gains. A sample of 32 PH classrooms responded tb the Vineland ¢
© scale. Results are found inTable 32.

a
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’ . TABLE 32
- . Proportions of Explained Variance of Three _
. Variable Sets on Vineland Gains i L
for PHs after Partitioning ' . ’
- L . (Total;RSQ = 0.1456)

Variable Set i .

: ’ . T 1 . 2 3- N

. Unique to Set 1 % ..0018 " , . 4

. Unique to Set 2 1244 . ~d
Unique to Set 3 - . S ' .0549. -
Common to 1 and 3 : .0054 .0054 -
Common to 2 and 3 -.0330 -.0339 .
Common to 1, 2 and 3 0.0074 =.0074 -.0074 . S

.. There are no contributions above significance at the a = ,05 level.
There is some overlap between variable sets 1 and 2 with the negative value -
dué to a supprebsor effect, since all cost-with-quality’'correlations are
moderately positive. - .t ..

‘ o’

" The negligible pretest contribution is particularly puzzling here;
additional background variables must account for.the missing influence, yet
Vineland pretest scores corrélate negatively with most other variables (for
instance, -0.4818 with INSS#%0). Quality is the greatest unique contributor
to gain score variance; and cost ,is slightly related to gain score variance.

No unique contributions are significant at the a == ,05 level; and the tested
school effects, in general, seem to exert little influence on social gain .
scores. The influential variables for this group are yet to be identified. ',

’

\
LY

Gain score and pretest -seore correlate -0.1383, Indicating regression or ~

ceiling effects. For secondary schools only V nd gain correlates with
chronological age -0.6826; indicating a ceiling effect~ds at work here. ,
.. o ) ) ) "4
Reading Gains.. Reading. gain acore analyses for the PH' group are
sinconclusive. Results for a 32 PH clhssroom sample are présenmted
in Table 33. : - )
4 ¢ ’ . L i
TABLE 33 '
Proportions-of Explained Variance of Three
Variable Sets on Reading -Gains
. for PHs after -Partitioning . .
. . . (Total RSQ = 0.,1095) ‘
‘ . L e Variable Set ‘
: ° -1 2 3
Uniqué to Set 1 - - A - .0004 \
Uniqié to Sét 2 * ., 0531 ;
. Unique to Set 3 . , ; .0373
. Common to 1 and 2. . ' ..0011  -.0011 , - ,
Common to 2 and 3 : .0183 20183
C4 A
. \ L L d . ; . a -
N ¢ S —
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general, it may tentatively be concluded that the variable ‘sets

"and a very small contribution for cost.

“ In
egamin L are not the most influential ones' possible. A check of simple
correlation coeffi¢ients shows IQ and chronological age ‘to ‘account for more

of the reading gain variance than do quality and cost, None of the variable

set contributions approach significance' however, the game patterns do appear --
almost no, contributions ‘for pretest, the 1argest contributions for quality, ,6
There is a relativelz large over-

lap of yariable sets 2 and 3‘% . ' ,
Spelang Gains.
spelling subtest two consecutive years.

A sample of 32 PH classrooms responded tb the WRAT
Results are presented_ in Table 34.

~ T LE- 34 . .
Proportions of Explained Variance of Three oy,
" T Variable’ Sets on Spelling Gains ,’ :

‘ for PHs after Partitioning
.~ (Total RSQ = 0.3357) ¢

Set 1
Set 2
Set 3° ’ ' ;

1.and 2 -.0267
2 and 3 /.

+0383 o e
.3150

to
to
to
to
to

Unique
Unique
- Unique
Common
Common

[ & ~

. .- Jooos 7
-00267 :

.0058 '0058-
kY

’ Almost all the explained variance is attributed to quality of
instruction.. Negligible cost contributions and very small pretest
contributions are ohserved. _The upiqueness (0 3150) contributed by set 2

is significant at the a = .05.. A high overlap between variable sets 1 ~
apd 2 is seen and some moderately.high positive correlations between
pretest and quality are found- (0.05064 with INTCLATO).- Reading gain and
gelling gain for the PH group eorrelate at O. 4643 and spelling gain wfbh
ithmetic gain correlates 0.4788., ~ - ) S

/ Spelling pretest and gain scores correlate -0, 1208 suggesting that a
regression effect may be present: - A correlation of -0. 3760 between spelling
gain and chronological age also suggests a ceiling effect. There.appears to
be no statistical relationship-with'IQ. - ' :

A Y

* s
Arithmetic Gains. A sample of 32 PH classrooma responded to the, WRAT
arithmetic subtest:"two consecutive years. . Resultsvfrefpresented in °

Table 35, T ~ b . oL

-~ . .
1 ' ]
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0 . TABLE 35
Proportions of Explaihed Variance of ‘Three . J
Variable Sets on Rritnmetic Gains * . .

L ' - - :
s - . . © (R .8 .
R < A Variable Set ) A\::}
PR 1 2 . 3 3 R .

G -

- R for PR after Pantitioning -~ O ~
A (AT RSQ = 0. 2590) ‘I
< . . N A - . A
P , . Variable Set ' AR
) : s R R = SR P ’
Unique to ’ L0043 T e '
"Unique to MY ‘.240% N o .

" Unique to - .0628 - ) a 4
- Common to - 4'0033 a7t ~.0033 el
Common to i — 0457 - 0457 o

- S S N
N _ . .o 57 ERCIPI 4 >
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None of these contributions is significant at a = .05. The quality of//
sinstruction accounts for almost all the explained variance. ,For the PH '
group reading, spelling and arithmetic gain score partitioning follows the
same pattern, althqugh reading has much less wvariance explgined - Arithmetic
gains correlate with all the quality indicators in a positive moderate manner’
(0.38 with INSPROTO, 0.24 and INSETTO, 0.34 with ADMSUPTO and 0.19. with
INCLATO). Pretest and gain scoresdo not correlate for arithmetié. A
suppressor variable is responsible for the negative common contribution of
variable sets 2 and 3. .

;

4. SED - : 4
General.. For the SED group the three specified variable gets accounted
for 14 petr cent (p = 0.7635) of the Vineland gain score variance, 27 per
cent (p = 0.3121) .of the WRAT reading gain score variance,\;iyper,cent~

-~

(p = 0.7121) of the WRAT spelling gain score variance, and \three per cent

(p = 0 9933) of the WRAT ‘arithimetic gain score variance
’ . Oﬁerall,\less conclusive résults are obtainéo for *the SﬁD group than
for other exceptionality groups. N

A .

Vineland Gains. A sample of 28 SED classrooms responded to the Vineland

instrument. Results are shown in Table 36.
TABLE. 36 . .
h ) ")/” Proporqions of .Explained Variance “of Three C
a Variable Sets on Vineland Gains - .
. i Y for SEDs after Partitioning ; :
e (Total RSQ = 0.1365) ' -
‘ .t . Variable Set
, -, ’ 1 .2 - 3 b H
" Unique to Set 1 .0582 ‘ T
‘Unique to Set 2 - . 0452 ’ -~
. Unique to Set -3 = A 0004 . .
Common.to 1 and 2 % .0266 0266
~ Common to 1 and 3 .0511 .0511 .
“)~“°Common"t0’i;j?:gnd'3*>" - > ”*>"‘*ﬂﬁ46°"*’w*0&¢6“""-?04#6”'“ prrmersess T
’ None of the above contributions is’significant a = 5. The -above

results are especially disappointing for the sdcially and gm§tionally disturbed
group. . It would be hoped that significdnt school effects would be identified
yﬁkhe Vineland scale for this group. It is interesting to note *that the
Vineland pretest correlated 0.68 with the reading pretest, 0.67 with ,the spell-

" ing’ pretest and 0. 81 with the arithfietic ‘pretest; yet, Vineland gains correlate °
-.04 with reading- gains, 0.21 with spelling gains,qand =0.31 with arithmetic
‘'gains., The xeason for, these correlations must be dtudied very carefully--if the
,..gxin score correlations’are due to larger gaine in sdcial scores than cognitive
scores, SED programs may be viéwed as "successful" since cognitive gains seem
acoeptable 1f, however, cognitive gains outweigh social gains, a less favorable’
interpretation may or may not be warranted. Some caution is due becayse of the
differing score ‘metrics ihvolved (correlation ‘of WRAT grade equivalents with
Vineland raw score gains) Also disturbing is the low overall RZ for SED Vineland
gains and the observation of higher contributions for pretest than §Ehool effects

’ ‘ I ¢

. N . . N
" : - . 7 - B I
< * 8 * . Fa .
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The high negative common contributions of variable sets 1,'2'and 3 is
unusual and difficult to interpret. MPerhaps the correlation between X
Vineland pretest and gain score (-0. 30) is responsible., Further, Vineland
Y eremee—gain wdth, chronological age correlates (-0.39) yet only 0. 15, with IQ. . This
may account for the relatively low amount of explained variance produced by
»the variable sets, -

B

Reading. Gd&ns. A sample of 28 'SED classrooms _responded ‘to the WRAI
» reading suhscale with results shown in Table 37.

v

‘ TABLE 37

Proportions of Explained Variance of Three
Variable Sets on Reading Gains

for SEDs after Partitioning
(Total | RSQ 0.2664)

. -\; Variable Set =
v 1 2 3

Unique td Set 1 : .0446 ) .
Unique to ‘Set 2 0 o N .1381
Unique to Set 3 .0748
Common to 1 &nd 2 <.0120  -.0120
Common to 2 and 3 . ‘ +0302 J0302
Common to 1, °2 and 3 . 0204 .0204  ..0204

. . “ e . .

None of the above contributions is significant at o =-05. For the SED,
as_with other exceptionalities, the, quality of instfuction accounts for ‘the
majority of the explained. variande wed by cost and pretest. The
negative*common contributions of sets”l and 2 are due to all negative
correlations between pretest and quality indicator scores. Cost and pretest
(sets 1 and 3)° also correlate negatively, Variable set 2 and 3 correlations
kide a difference of INTCLATO from other quality indicator relationships.

{ . "

+Pretest reading scores correlate very highly with all other pretest scores,
but reading gains. correlate much lower with other gains and negatively with
Vinel&hd gainss All SED gain scores correlate negatively with chronplogical
age (-0.31 for reading) and positively with 1Q (0. 35 for read}ng). ® Cost and
gain correlate’ 0.31., o

i e - .
Adding the unique ang common contr\Bﬁtions is most favorable’ to variable
" gets 2 and -3--the school effectsoverlap relatively highly for .the reading
gain score variance. Fhe ‘readin pretest and gain scores correlate 0.15, yet
the gain—age correlation of -O.3i 8:::1 suggests a ceiling effect. .

e

{

\

if L §pelling ‘Gains. A samplzgof 28 SED classrooms responded to the WRAT -

g the results presented in Table 38.

o

-spelling subscale, {ield

\

.




< ' ' TABLE'38- e 3
Proportions of Explained Variance of Three
Variable Sets qn Spelling ‘Caips a
for SEDs after Partitioning

& .

0 contributions .are significant at a = .05. Again, quality of -
“instruction accounts for most of the gain score variance, followed by
pretest and cost. ‘School -effects (2 and 3) are betteg put in context by
combining unique and common contributions. Spelling pretest and gain scor
correlate -0.42., A ceiling effect seems’to be active here in addition to
possible regression toward the mean., The joint negativq contribution of
sets 1 and 2 is due to all negative correlations between pretests and

Arithmetic Gains. £ sample of 28 SED classrooms responded to the"

WRAT arithmetic subscale with results given in Table 39 .
. ‘ TABLE 39 \
' i Proportions of Explained Variance of Three N
R ‘Variable Sets on Arithmetic.Gains
) .. \._ for SEDs after Partitioning \
%) //f . (Total RS™= 0.0299)
» . 1
. : T Vartable Set
Do LY . ‘1 2 3 &
. .Unique to Set 1 o .0049 : ) ’
//ynique to Set 2 - : 0199 »~ 7
4? Unique to Set 3, - L0002 ¢ .,
Common to 1 and 2 .0p46 . 0046 o
. Common to 1 and 3 .0022 e . 0022 N ¢
Y c,ommon tol, 2 and 3 -.0019 -+ 0019 -.0019. -
~ &

es

—

quality indicators. Spelling and reading gains-jprrelate 0.48 as. expectedi .

¢

The taék here is to suggest reasons why no variance is explainéble in -

- terms of the specified Variable setg, although the contributions sho
abeve do follow patterns similar to previous analyses,
are the correlations betwe
age (-0,03). .

even modérately with any other‘!%riab , including pretest (0.10). While,
some variable suppression ig, ev othing obvious would account for t

. observed ‘extreme suppression‘ Perhaps the variable sets need to be great y

expanded for this omne particular group--a notion which is not practical

Adding to the puzzle
gain-and-IQ Y(0.18) and gain and chronological '
n fact, arithmetic gains for the SED groups does not correlate

5

i

A

80

~

A

6

N . CoL ' ... (TReal RSQ = 0.1510) « o -
. . X £ - - ) .Variable Set . S
; . . 1 -2 ’ 3
s . 5 Unique to Set 1 .0333 ", P
- e Unique to Set 2 ~  .0420 < .
. Common to 1 and 2 - -.0139  -,0139 s P
. Common to 1 and 3 .0269 .0269 . v
.y Common to-2 and 3 .0562  .0562 g
. Common to 1, 2 and 3 ,=.0178 -.0178 = -.0178
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General. The commbnality analysis of BI two-year gain scores nging the
i three specified variable sets accounted for 49 per)cent (p = 0.1257) of
— the Vineland gain score variance, 26 per cent 0.6185) of the
WRAT reading gain score variance, 30 per cent (p = 0.0074) of the arithmetic -
, gain score variance. The BI group in general’ seems most sensitive to the
variable sets in this study. The Vineland gain scores correlate 0.29 with

A I readingoggin scores, 0,16 with spelling, gains and -=0.01 with arithmetic
i . ‘gains. Why this should be so is uncerfain. The Vineland does not correlate *
. as well with the cognitive measures ag do the cognitive measures among .
themsebves. - )
Vineland Gains. A sample of 20 BI classrooma responded to the Vineland -
~ 7, ékgie\ producing the results summarized in Table 40, A . T, .
’ R . » -
t ’ _ TABLE 40
Proportions of Explained Variance of Three
~— , : Variable Sets on Vineland Gainsg
. \ for BIs after Partitioning -
- : ; . (Total RSQ = 0.4903) - .
- . Variable Set . '
. . 1 2 * 3 - Lo
Unique to Set. 1l o .1615 . . . -
Unique .to Set 2 . . , .3323 . -
- Unique,o Set 3 ° ‘ . . -.0923 .
& Comton to 1 and 2 -.0507 -.0507 ‘
Common to 1 and 3 -.0399 . .0399- . ~
AN ¢ Common®to 2 and 3 h . -.0591 -.0591
. Common to 1, 2 and 3Q N -.0261 ~.0261 + -.,0261
B . « . , ) P N %
None of the contributions is significant at a = .05. The unique values
far outvalue the common values, yet overlapping is quite evident here. . ¢
) Variable sets 1 and 2 do not correlate negatively but, variable sets 2 and 3 ) ~
~--..--Xo; --Hence; -a -suppressor variable-appears -present- for-variable--gets--1- -and-2:- -0 Frravases e >
J The BI pattern for Vineland gains follows the previous pattetﬁg--variable i i
set 2 contributes most to the explained variance, followed by pretest- and
cost. However, for the BI group pretest and cost contributions are not -\
negligible. For this group the quality indicators correlate rather, highly Lt ’
among themselves. . ) : T
. - .7 . .
The Vineland gain with pretest score correlations is -0.35; this ’ .
usugge'fé regression or ceiling ef¥ects. Over all combinations BI Vineland ’ "
¢ . gain with chronological age correlates -0.20, indicating a cedling effect. /(,
Regging Gains. A sample of 20 BI classrooms responded to the WRAT . i

. subscale, yielding the data presented in Table 41,
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TABLE 41

Propo,rtions of Explained Variance of- Three

Variable Sets on Reading .Gains
fot BIs after Partitioning’

(TotaleRSQ = 0.2583)%_ )

o
v

-0

s

. © ) L oa -
’ N Variable Set .
v : £ ¥ . 1 ! + 92 * 3 . r P .
. Unique to Set 1 e o 40337 s e ot
. _ Unique to. Set 2_ > . ~.1"997 ‘
Unique to Set 3 - J .1156 ( i .
> + Common to 1 and -.0335  -.0335 & .
Common to 1 and 3 -.0303 ~b305  ~ 299 '9
~ Common' to 2 and 3 - ~<.0806  ~.0806 ey O
. Common to' 1, 2 an®3 .0557 .0557 - .0557 . :3\’ _f'j
y -
. e v
° None of the above contributions is significant at-a = .@5. Varfab\ke
sets 2 and 3 account for most of the contribution, but there is'a large . : ’
- overlap of these sets. This is due to moderately high negative cortelations . .
v between reading gain and egch of the quality indicators. This is difficult
to interpret from a statistical viewpoint. Apparently, variable sets 2 and
3 erijoy a common correlation with a third factor which is unidentified.. Over- '
- lap of sets 1 and 2 as well as sets l%aad 3 can also be observed. ’ The L -
. negligible pretest effect is puzzling. . T r o
Reading pretest with.gain score correlat.es 0. 16 While low, it is in~ * ' ’
\{' ‘the expected direction. . L , o ]
‘ AdR
’ Spelling Gains. A sample of 20- BI classrooms responded ‘to thé WRAT . s
gbelling subscale with the fesult shbng' in Table 42. L ’ . ‘]
' TABLE 42 : 3" C oy SR
. ‘ PropOrt;;Lon§ nf’Explained Variance ‘of Three ) -~
v LB -  Variable Sets on ‘Spelling Gaind z Yo T %Y.
. \ for BIs after Partitioning ‘ g
. ., (Total RSQ = 0.2964) \/ 1 A
Y- N, . Variable Sét ~ @ .
¥ T 1 C 2 , ¥ L) ’
- Unique-to Set 1 . .0010 ;o . , Lot
;o Unique to Set 2 428634 . R
. . Unique to Set 3 ~ < ¥ <7 - .0283 L v
- - %Common to 1 and 2 < ' S °r .0056 ' ..0056 AN o
. § cw to 1 and 3 .0106 ' fo g 0108 & .. "
- Commdpn to 2 and 3 . . -.0281 - "50281 ", . N
] Common to 1, 2 and 3 | -.0052 . -.0052 “*-,0052° -~ % . ,
‘e ° . %' , ) ' & Tt - ’-l—-’;\ LA
TN ... Almost all, the explain var:bé_nc?i.s attyibuted ,to:quality of | in.&g:ructign ~o
for spelling gains. Sp i-;Ln $*%s Ior the BI group~seem to be mor¢ v “@
associgted with school than with home envirorftent, as were reading gaips. In_ . o
- fact, eading gains and spellingﬂgainq.&corrtlate 0. 5682 -for t:he BI grj)s‘ : i
‘ - ,; >
. ) ' / - hY + L . ’
z N ) ’. - .. ',:‘
I 82 © . o TS
. “ | . , - . % *
- , 2. -
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While none of the abale contributions is statistically significant at )
» these contributions are not directly comparable to other exceptionality |, . |
group with larger sample ‘sizes. For instante, the uniqueness of variable set |

2 is certainly significant\and might also be statistically significant were

\ the sample size inereased.from 20. X .- .
The very small contributions of sets 1l-and 3 are offset even more by

their negative common contributions The negative common contr{bntionsgbf
. sets 2”and 3 stem from negatdve correlations among all quality indicators and

cost. There is also a negative correlation bétween cost and spelling gains.

Spelling pretest and gain scores correlate 0.1093} however, ‘a ceiling or .
" regression effect is still a possibility since spelling gain and chronological . .

age correlate -0. 3642. Also, IQ and spelling gain correlate 0.5293 which Ms _ "

. significant at' a = Ol ! This significant relationship helps held down school
: effects in general. . . L . ‘ AR

»

<

| 'Arithmetic)Gains A sample of 20 BI classrooms responded to the WRNT ‘
. arithmetic “subscale with results‘presented in Table 43.
> S P . MR ] '
S ’ ) TABLE 43 - ‘ N
. , . PxOportions of- Explained Variance of Three .7 ) .
' . .+ Variable Sets on Arithmetic Gains - ' ‘ ' 1
Lo , . 4 for BIs after Partitioning il :
T . % . (Total RSQ = 0.6993) -

H
[ 4 . A

< . . .

_* Vadidble Set  , . - - .
) . . ‘-1 . 2 .3.}. ’ N
"-Unigue to Set 1 - . .1785 - e ! '

N Unique to Set- 2 C .2195 .
/43 .Unique to Set 3~ . R 1309 |, L

* . ° Common. to 1 and 2 - ‘ - ,0806  .0806 - . . . . ’ ’
Gommon to 1 and<3 - .2352 : , .ggsz L L
Common to 2 and, 3 .. . s 4 -.0919 ., -.0%19 . = . v
Common to 1, 2'and 3 ° - =.0535 -.0535 -.0535 s ot

~ -

w
. " - . a . .
‘ ' . 4

Although“variable set 2 uniqueness is the greatest, it'is not signi .
Jat a = ?s are variable sets 1 and 3. . is due to the higher' deg . ST
B of freedom &ssociated gith variable set 2. (there are four quality indic tors). . |
- The gegative overlap between sets 2 and 3 gfems from moderately high negative
correlations between cost and quality.indicators for .the BI group. However,
ar{thpetic gains and quality correlate positively (0.32 for INSPROTO, 0,13
~ 'fok INSSETTO, 0.25 for ADMSUPTO, and 0.12 for INCLATO).' Cost.and gain . |
: correlate 0. 66 and’EEins with chronological age correlate positively (0.37). . |
¢ Arithmetic gains, also correlated less intensely with IQ for® the BI group than = =7/ . '
A7ith other other| cognitive .measures, leaving more variance to be accgunted % |

for by thesé spegific school effects. THere seem to be no ceiling: or regresgion
effects here which may produce the much higher R2 for arithmetic than the otker
three BI scales dbserved ‘
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X BAC'KGROUND oo

f’he Pennsylvania Department of Education has completed a two-year,

s intbknsfve, -large-scale research study of. five major special education progtams.
This study involved testing Studepts and observing special educatjpn classrooms.
FOr example, in’'the first.year (1875) of the study the Department of Education
tested about 3,900 Students and observed 388 classrooms as a statewide represen-
tative sample. .The,second year the department was able to evaluate about 2,300
of the same studéhts and 300 classrooms for the following types of childreﬁ’
Educable Mentally Retarded (EMR)—-Included in this category are those retarded
children with an I.Q. range of 55-80. Such children suffer from retarded mental
development and exhibit impaired adaptive. behavior in(learning, maturation or

~ social adjustment > s . —_ . .

)

Trainable Mentally Retarded‘( --Incldded in this category are retarded'chil—

dren with an I.Q. range of 25-55. They also, as do the EMR's, exhibit impaired

adaptlve behavior in learning, maturation and social adjustment but the, degree -
_of iﬁ#érity is greater ,as the I. Q range indicates " *

¢

Physically Handicapped (PH) -~This. category includes those children with orthopedic
" disabdilities and/or other mild-to-profound health impairments in such areas as °

speech, hearing or vision. These comditions are of ‘such magnitude that they limit
th%catio@al perfm;mance and normal classroom accommodation of the child.

Socially and Emotionally Disturbed (SED)--This category is mide up of ‘those )
children who exhibit sufficient emotional and atypical social behavior to require
special placement. , Their deviate behavior may range. from overt destruction to
withdrawal from reality. These emotional difficulties may result in educatlonal
deficits. o - . ® . ; ..

N < - : W - - Rt .
Brain InJured (BI)-- children in ghis. casegory are learning disabled because
rof deficiencies in the acquisition of basic skills sueh as‘reading, writing, e
spelling‘and arithmetic. They .may have\neurological brain damage, but their: -
learning problems are not primarily the result of mental retardation, physical

handicaps or emotional factgrs. . -~ . ‘

* . P + [; ) - M ' \ \--
e . TABLE1 .
. ‘ DES@RIPTION OF SAMPLR J
g .~ ¥o. of Average - \Average No. Yrs. = . Average°
Excgptionality : Students . Age - "\in Spec. Ed. - . Ijl

. EMR: Elementary ©11)58 4,18 ) 68 73
EMR .Secondary ’ ] 16.5Q . . 6.75 =~ 69.29
. DR Elementary  , . v12.22° 5.5 & ° 43151
TR Speondary | h .. 17461 945077 .o "+ 40,29
PH ementary C ' o 11,53, " 4.98 : ‘
PH Secondary ¢ ‘. 83 16.80 N 8,35
SED Elementary. ‘. Tl . . 11.31 ’ ‘;!!§5
.SED #condary’ | : 15977 3.83
BI Elementary . .07 ¢ T 2.9
* BI Secondary - : . 1466 . 3,99

-

86

P
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. génera; rating procedures and, finally;‘praqticé in special educ tioﬁ.clgssrooms.

.. special education. N ~N . -

\

. s s - N ¥ * »
‘Basic Skills--TherWide Range Achievement Test (WRAT) was used to assess pragress

. - OBJECTIVES
. °. The major reason for the study was to measure and analyze three cfitidal
areas: (1) learning outcomes of students, (2) quality’of special education '
programs and (3) costs associated .with the administration and operation of -

. 3 S

o N 5 s . [

) Further.research was pldcéd on galning insights into the relationship-' ( i
apong the student learniJg out&mes, quality’'of programs and costs. For example, . "
do good quality programs coensis ntly contribute to student learning outcomes

and do gapd quality programs necessarily call for higher costs? . hY

.

- . o . . .2 .

', . , ,

Fl . . N ‘ . .
o .. «: MEASUREMENT OF OBJECTIVES - ;®

i

T

’

in basic skills'fior all children in the study except 'TMR's. _This instrument,
apprggriate‘fdr use with children of extrepely varying ability levels, piovides_
in a'Teldtively short period of testing time measures of three basic cognitive . -
skills: . (1) &eading, (2) spelling and (3) arithmetic, N . C

. . - < Y . -

& children the WRAT was considered inappropriate. Théfgfbne,.
gﬁe TMR Performanc Profile (TMR PP) was us with this categor This inétfumept -
es a‘checklist to\allow soméone familiar with'\the individual 1d, usually the
eacher, to identify the child's performance\ley on“240°itegs which assess six;
jor areas:/ (1) social behavior, (2) self-dare, X3) communication, (4) basic
knowledge, (5) practical skills and €6) body sage.
was seored t givygne total indicator of performancd.

For the

o F i a . : A
Social Competency--The'instrtment'uséd to assess this characteristic for all
children was the Vineland ‘Social Maturity Scale. This medsure, like the TMR PP
uses g checklist to allow someone familiar with the child to report competence
on J47 -items ‘covering six. areas: (1) self h » (2) locomotion, *(3) occupation;®
(4) communication,«(5) self-direction and (6) Socialization. -The instrument, can .
‘be scored to prodice a measure of "social age." -+ e Coe . é?\‘ PR

’
~ i N : -

fQuality ggnggogfams——This variab®® was measured by the Iﬁdicators-oﬁ.Qualit? h . 2

.
At

«
L
'

instrument, devql@fed especially for this study. Combining both observétion-anqv
interview techniques, the measure contains 38 item¥ which are scored to yield four
subscale scores and a tbtal summary score. The four subscales are: (1) .

Instructidnal Process, (2j Instructional Setting and Programs, (3) Administrative
Suﬁpofq, and (4) Integration with regular Classréom. L, )

v N P
~ H

2o S
)

In both years-bf the study, the observers/interviewets ‘who used the - ‘ -
‘Indicators .of Quality underwent common traiging 'to assure ingér-lugge reliability.

These training’‘gessions included familiarization with the instrument, discussion

of criteria for assessing ingividual items, suggested ineerview bechnfgies, SRR

L4

. . e ’ RV . I I Y R e
* *+ Each of the 38 items was rated on a scale of one’ (the: lowest ra@gngx to .. >
five'(the‘highest).' A . \ . ’ o '".//

- . o ' B
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N &, '
/ : Costs-—The dep&rtment collected and analy ed budg:t line ite costs for each .
"+ type of exceptionality wat the elementary a secondary\levels Average clasg
‘5* ~ costs per school distrigt and intermediate unit for each exc tionality were ’
=, ® . adjusted by agtual teacher’ salaries to obtain a more accurate cost for each
o " classroom. Although co lecting actual cost for each classroom pay be theoretically
N feasible, ‘the department found. this to be impractical. \

PN ‘0. "' ; LI ,. . %f ,’ to
L ! ] . -t 4 -
M : ’1‘ HIGHLIGHTS OF RESEARCH FINDINGS ., -+ - . ® .
. - 7 ~ !
9 Learning,Qutcomes of S;udents—-Student attainment in social competenciezﬁ)nd i
. - bagic skills was generally very impressive. Far example, the average cable ) *
’ ,-° mentally retarded studént at the secondary level "gained close to four yedrs in .
i social maturity, while the average "socially and emotionally disturbed student
T, . gained about three years during the two-year study period.’ Generally, the social
maturity gains at the elementary level were less than the secondary\levol but the,
average social gain amounted: to the two years ‘expected for the nonhandicapped.

el . ’ )

L ¥
O

.
Y 4 .

., Basi<_[ skill gains were also impressive, despite the fact that these
T . students have different levels of handicap. Fdag example, the I. Q level of EFR N
+ Students rapnged from 55 to 80, while TMR ‘students were in the 25 to 55 I.Q. range.
€ - L . < . o Y . ,
s . . i N o ) " , ) - -
oo - ,Iables 4 and 5 (See pgs. 5 and 6) summarize the l*earning gains., R
. Qualij of §pecial Education Programs--The ovérall rating of quality was 3.6 in .
.. t . 1976 and 3 84 in 1977, so bhe quality of special edueation in the Commonwealth
s L-N good ) ] #

o . - .
L . 4 - . . >

4]

i ‘- % ¥ -

oo s e ‘ «  TABLE 2 \

s L - INDICATORS OF QUALITY RESULTS - ) .
" Ny . - F b (.Average «Igat ngs on 5-¥nt Scale) . oL
Ve ' *  Scale’ R : 1976 ngs ' . 7
X - M
: S : .
N Instrr%ional Process . . s 3.68 .

. 3 .. . Instrdctional Setting f .. ,3.58 - -,

* + de - .Adminisgtrative Support ' -. , 3,89 B . ;‘

o Integration (}*Iainstreamihg) 2,94, s . ‘

ST Totalg""‘i‘ 3.60% ¢

& e ” . - .. - .

) T . -

- ’
. . ‘ / "
¢ . . - ” .
-t & 4 f i’ . - v Y 4 .
- . < ' . —
i ! <y ~ : B - FY 2
v 4 ? [ ' ] . -
L. ¥ - . /

. > Gosts—- Costs vary considerably For example, TMR elementary costs p‘er class .
g"range from $21, 140 to’ $45 »2}0 Such differences appegl to be due to ‘variations .

" in.class size¢ and to teacher saliries that reflect di erences»'in geography, ) N
. popnlation density and so‘oeconomic climgte. e .

- . 0 ! 2 “ ., T .
. ° - L
o Researchgrs 'also compared costs of ecial, education with costs of regular e

'\ . education.' Fa example, Tabls 3 indigates It costs 2.38 times .as much.to educate )
s . an. elementary educabj,.f .retarded stude j,t-does to educate a regu'la‘r elemencary
K * gtudent. - -, o " oL . \ . 2 -

bR
r
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\u IO,' . - i . oTABLE‘3 . -D‘

- IS X o A
s . L SPECIAL EDUCATION COST INDICES : _
. . , Elementary ~ Secondary ! ) Total
s Exceptiomality 1974=75. 1975-76 . 1974-75 1975-76 1974-75  1975-76 A
: -~ BR “2.38 2,00 1.66.  1.64: 1.83 1.71
AR T™MR 3.3 3.39 , 200, 222 ‘= 250 . 2,56
o SED . 4.45 . 476 - 2.87 ° 3.31 . 34 3.1
PH 3.64 4.\7 3.25 - 3.18 . [ 3.08 3.36
$ BI 3.53  .3.61 -. 1.82 2.58 . 2.67 2.88
3 \\, . K T

‘ : ‘ - o 7 AR ' W/
v Relationshifs~--Collectively, pretest scores (fall 1975), quality and cost L
related -significantly to two-year-gains in social maturity for.the'educabgg
mentally retirded and trathable mentally retarded. The combined effect of pre-
test, scores, quality and cost related significahtly to gains for TMRs on the °
. performance prqfile. Pretest scores contributed significantly to gains for :
« @ IMR's in arithmetic and spelling. Quality, of imstruction significantly comtri-
& buted to educable mentallyqretarded and the physically handicapped spelling gains. ’
. In addition, costs and pretes¢ scores signgficantly related to brain jured -
.arithmetic gains. - - \é LT - y

P

gregter influence on gains than did
costs or pretest scores. Costs of instruction had little direct explainable R
influenceljon student progress, and costs did not I;ela}fe consistently with quality,
pretest stores or posttest results.  This diffictlty inexp ing the relationship

‘ ( Overall, quality of fnstruction had é

e of costs to quality of instruction and stucientjprogres.s should not be allowed to
overshadow the results which clearly documented the consistently signi{ficant gains'
LT, in student learning and social maturity. , L .
~ N ! i &
B SRR ‘ SUMMARY ) - \«"

v ' I3
v

. . . . 3 _ . . .

\ The _Dgpﬁrtment of Education's research indicates that gpecia} education
students, for the most part; are making signiéficant progress in both social compe-
" tencies and basic skills,, D ' T

’

)
_The quality.qf speci’a’]‘.’, education programs is-generally g'ood.\ On d- "
. scale of 1 (ow): to.3 (high) the average combined rating of instructional-process,
. instructiomnal settin'g, administrative supp_or.t;‘and‘ gffor_:t's Lo mainstream the
handicapped ‘§\th the nonhandicapped was 3.8. .= ..
¢ . .

3
.

° P On the other hand, cost of administering and bperatinngecial education »
programs wvm:"ies a lot, and jt does cost. two td four timeg more’ than regular,
edacation. ot N . -

* " A detailed technical reﬁo}:t in limited quantity is available from the
Division of Research, Bureau of Information Systems, Pennsylvania Department of
Education, ,Box 911, Harrisburg, PA 17126. . . AT

. ' A9 [ ’
! . . . , ..--'. . ‘.'“‘
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Tablé 4 ' ;

Socia‘l/a{cbgnitive' Classroom Gains ,

‘1. §3 is. a’ grade equivalenj: score average gain of. elightl,y over 1 year,

5 months between - the— Pall of"l975 and .the spring of 1977.

I, .

Elementary Pupils -
. Fall 1975 Spring 1977 s
Achievement Average / Average Gain N

. B > °§\‘ P B . i < . ] . .
M; I. Sgcially «and Emotionally Disturhed %,
Social Age  ° 9.20 . 11.50 2.302 110
Reading = . 3.2% . Tt ot 4,73 . 1.53 104
Spelling -2.85- . 4.00 ~ 1.16 i 102
Arithmetic 3.10, ° /~3.98 0.97 102
. " > "~ "

II. Brain Injusled | - oL

. ' < . N
Socidi Age ' 9.70 , 11.80 2.10 132
Reading 2.78 3.95. ' 1.19 " 135
MBpelling 2.52 3.64 y 1.13 136
Arithgetic 2,98 ar =~ 3.97 e 1.07 . 127
A . 'y L i .

) III. Physically ﬁandicasged 0 2,

. . ' s e
'Social Age - 6.80 8.00 ° 1.20 134
Reading’ 2.50 i 3,56 . 1.15. 130
Spelling p 2.25 ' 3.85 1.65 , ' . - 126,
’Arit}hn;etic_/_ . 2.30 o :3.22 " J?.OZ ’ ; 129, h

.’: v. Educable Mentalfg lgeta‘r'c}ecl L e Q ) -

- ’ " : ’ . : . ¥ Y ' 1\ ‘ ’
' Social -Age 8.50 10.40 " Y 1,90 530
Reading o °1.93 2,637 ' “0.74 525
Spelling 1.92 ° 2.60, ~ ¢ *0.73r. " L7 578 L
- Arithmetic 2,07 2.86 R 082 o, 521;: _
o R % Trainable Mentally Retdrded - S v
. . : ; N - e, ¥ -
' Social Age & 4 80 ~ 6 {;0 RS 1.60d“ . go
TMR Ptofile 391.90 - 49270 + . . 98.50 &4
‘ S PR G v
. - ’ - .1
‘aRepresents the number of same pupils te‘sted each time for gain score -
computation. ‘e }‘ o N . :
b s ' (.Y . r n B l /2
2. 30 equals 2 years, 3 months average gain in sociai ~age between t;he
fall of, 1975 and the sprigg of 1977. O s .,
u,._, . i ) P

7
EEEERY

s

-
- r

d'98 50 repr sents an average raw score gain of about 25 per cent pn ~the

TMR Perfo

ance Profile-between the fall of 1975 and the spring of 1977




.: . ~4 N (__' : Sy, " .~ , P >
N ‘ s e Rgmante’s - T
' . e Social and Cognitive Classroom Gains i
: > Secondary'PUpils ) L o7
/-:. ’ ' : .QAI"\ ) B oo ) ) R L
. . ~ Fall 1975 Spring 1977 - - E - -
‘s . AchiBfement - _Average Average Gain ? Ne

- . P

. 3 . « o .
: . I. -Socially &nd Emotionally Disturbed
- | Socidl Age. 14.10 ‘ © . 16.80 L2780 ¢ 697
N " Reading ., 6.14° 7.13 - 1.10° .70
Spelling ' 5.17 5.92 0.83 * 69 ~
. + Arithmetic ~ 5.00 5.98 . 1.16 68

.II. Brain Injured . - ~

X . . \ . . - . . ‘ ) . i ' ;}:
Social Age . 14,40 , " 1610 - . 170 81
: Readin ‘ 4,15 5,100  ~ .1.01 . 81 . -
* ‘Spelling . . . -3.56 : 4.13 0.72 78
| 5.41 1.21 84

Arithmetic . 4.29
i ‘e ~ ¢ L d
III. Physically Handicapped-

- Social Age'¥  8.40 " 9,90 1.50 78
' , Reading - 5:02, . 5.99 0.93 71
o Spelling . 4.45 = . 5.32 . 0.94 oo 67
' o Arithmetic 4.12 . 5.10 . gﬁ 1.12 . 64
N , . N R ’ . ‘a A 3 : v
N, - - : V. Educable Menfally Retarded . =~ - R
. 7. Soctal e \13. 60 17.30 ;- 3.70 . - 560
o Befding C 375 430 0.60 507
R -*  Spelling” . 3.70 o 424 0.62 . %56
L > .Arithmetic 3.82 ) S 4,45 0.74 476.
Y ! R % . ~ . \ .. ) - ° _ L \.‘f I
Ve T . V. Tpainable Mentally Retarded
» - . c T v
- ) Social Age . 1.50 ) E[ 8.30 0.80, &° 139,
I - - TMR.Profile ’ 495.7 _ SN - 8&29 . 177
; , ' 1,: - : .
/'f L aRepresents the number of same ﬁupils testeﬂ each time for gain~score
: computation. -

) 2 70 equals 2 yeals, 7 months average gain in’ social age/between the fall
o of* 1975 and the spring of 1977.

/\

1. 10 is ‘a grade- equivalent score average gaip of one year one month
between the fall of 1975 and, the spring of 1977.

o )/‘. 88 29 répresents an average raw score gain of qver 12 per cent on the TMR
?erformance Profile ietween the fall of 1975 and the spring of 1977.

L




