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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this project was to determine what factors contributed
to and predicted mainstreaming of handicapped youngsters and to stuiy
the impact of early intervention and PL 94-142 on mainstreaming, For
this purpose, two separate studies were conducted.

Study A sought to determine what factors contributed significantly and
predicted tte mainstreaming of handicapped children, Specifically, it
examined the characteristics of children who returned to the mainstream
and whether or not they differed from children who remained in a

special education school regacding: type of handicap, age, sex,
ethnicity, parent SES, status of family and other family characteristics,
academic tests, school behavior, age of special education intervention,
and length of time in special education. :

Study B was a longitudinal study of 300 children who were used to
determine the impact of PL 94-142 and early intervention on mainstream-
ing. Students ages 5 to 8 who were enrolled in BOCES at three differ-
enf. time periods (1974, 1978 and 1982) were divided into three comparison
groups; (those with early intervention special education at ages 3 or &4
those with normal preschool experience, and those without early inter-
vention) to determine the impact on educational placement and type of
mainstreaming. In addition, the study compared the amount and -type

of mainstreaming before the implementation of PL 94-142 and afterwards.
The specific objectives of the two studies were as follows:

Study A

Objective 1: To determine what factors contributed significantly and
predicted educational placement (mainstreaming) of handicapped children.
A discriminant analysis using a specific set of discriminators was
performed to distinguish youngsters who were mainstreamed from those
who remained in a segregated special education school. Separate
discriminant analyses were also performed for different types of handi-
capping comditions,

Study B

Objective 2: To determine if handicapped children who received early '
intervention (special education at ages 3 or 4) differed from handicapped
children who did not receive special education until ages 5 through 8.

Objective 3: To determine if handicapped children who received early
intervention (special education at ages 3 or 4) were more likely to be
later mainstreamed or placed in a less restrictive setting than handi-
capped children who did not receive special education until ages 5
through 8.




Objective 4: To determine if handicapped children who received early
interveation were mainstreamed at an earlier age than children who
did not rec:ive special education until ages 5 through 8.

Objective 5: To determine if more handicapped children in a special
education school had been mainstreamed and received early intervention
after PL 94-142 was implemented than hefore this act, and whether the
act had the same or different impact on children with different types
of handicapping conditions.

This final report addresses all of these objectives. Volume I
contains all informaticn pertaining to Study A. Volume II contains
all information pertaining to Study B.
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ABSTRACT
STUDY A

This study idenﬁified criteria which would discriminate between handi-
capped children who would be mainstreamed versus those who would remain in
special education schools, The records of all the children (434) enrolled
in the Nassau County Board of Cooperative Educational Services (BOCES) spe-
cial education elementary school in 1982-1983 were examined for this purpose,
A camprehensive set of student background achievement and behavioral data
was collected from these records. All of the children were followed up in
th§ fall of the 1983-84 school year to determine if they had been recommended
to remain in their present special e@cation school or to be returned to a
regular school in a self-céntained o.f mainstreamed setting. Discriminant
analyses were then performed on the data derived from the student records
in order to predict student placement. i

In sumary, these results indicated that the variables which tended
to discriminate the most between handicapped youngsters who were returned
to district in less restrictive educational settings and those who remained
in a segregated special education school v;rere primarily the youngster's
current IQ, followed by the family's stability and a rating of the young-
‘ster's hostile behavior. Therefore, handicapped youngsters with higher
IQs, greater family intactness and showing fewer signs of hostile behavior
were more 1ikely to return to the district in less restrictive educational
settings. | |

For two specific handicapped groups, the multiply handicapped and
the speech impaired, only one variable, Current IQ, tended to discriminate
between those youngsters who returned to district in less restrictive set-

tings and those who remained in the special education schoul. More




specifically, IQ discriminated to a slightly greater degree between rhese
groups with the speech impaired than with the multiply handicapped sub-
sample.

Though the varicbles of Curvent IQ, Family Structure and Hostile
Behavior played a statistically significant role in discriminating ameng
the educational placement groups, it appeared that their degree of dis-
criminating power was relatively low., Perhaps if the sample of youngsters
who were returned to distcict had been larger, the originally examined
variables may have produced a higher degree of discrimination among the
groups.

Furtier studies which exarine factors related to mainstreaming
should consider using larger sauples when looking at specific handicapped
groups. In addition, other variables such as degree of parent advocacy,
severity of the youngster's handicapping cordition as well as other rele-

vani. facwors should also be examined.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION AND RELATED LITERATURE: CRITERIA FOR MAINSTREAMING

It is the policy of the United States that the purpose of the
public schools is to provide all children with the opportunity for a
free, public and appropriate education (Abesoq, Bolick & Hass, 1977).
The passage of PL 94-142, the Education For Al;L Handicapped Children
Act of 1975, is an outgrowth of the civil rights movement and a cul-
mination of legislation and litigation designed to insure the rights
of all children to receive a free, public education under the equal
protection clause of the fourteenth amendment to the Constitution.

PL 94-142 calls for procedures which require the schools to consider
all program alternatives and to select the setting for each child
that is least restr:‘gct:ive. This provision assumes that a continuum
of services is available for each child which emphasizes "... special
education and related services designed to meet their unique needs. . ."
(PL. 94-142, Federal Register, Sec. 3C, 1975).

- The concept of least restrictive envirorment and mainstreaming
are often interpreted as being synonymous; however, Anderson, Martmez
and R.Lch (1980) have stressed the need for defmltlons of terms in

 order to resolve the confusion. Mainstreaming is presented as a de-

scriptive concept of edi sating handicapped chgldren with their normal
peers whenever this is appropriate. Least restrictive emvirorment is
defined as a program placement concept wherein handicapped childrer.

are educated in erviromments as normal as possible, with mainstreaming
placement in regular classes considered the most normal or least re- -

strictive placement (Anderson, Martinez & Rich, 1980).

10
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‘ The notion of least restrictive alternatives assumes that a con~
timam of services exists, and PL 94-142 mandates that the alternatives

- are considered for each child. Several authors have proposed an opera-
tionalized continuum of educational envirorments ordered by the least
restrigctive concept (Chiba & Semmel, 1977; Deno, 1970; Lowenbraun &
Affleck, 1978; Reyriolds, 1962; Reynolds:& Birch, 1977). On a nominal
scale from the least restrictive to t1:1e most restrictive, these alterna-
tives iﬁclude regular classrooms and self-contdined classrooms in the
regular school to commumity-based residential institutions. In addi-
tion, the New York State Education Department in 1982"‘3Aet forth a
contimmm of placements for the handicapped which operationalizes a‘,‘,‘
full vange of alternative administ-ative and instructional options
being used in the State. ;

‘ | The Education "vfor All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 has also
mandated special education placements based on multidisciplinary and
multifaceted assessments (LaVor, 1977). This stress on multifactored:
and multisource assessment of the handicapped has been reflected in °

* the more recent research related to entry placement criteria for the
handicapped into special classes and exit mainstreaming placement
‘criteria for the handicapped into less restrictive .educational .
sattings. |
RELATED LITERATURE: ENTRY CRITERTA T0_SPECIAL EDUCATION

Investigations pertaining to entry criteria focused on those fac-
tors which appeared to be frequently available for children referred to
~ special class placement (Hammaford, Simon & Ellis, 1975). In addition,

factors emanating from three other sources were examined: those

Q 11




typically found in state education agency policies governing special
education; those identified in the professional literature for educa-
tional placement; and those identified by the Office of Civil Rights

as being important in assessing minority groups (Matuszek & Oakland,
1979). Drawing from these four sources, the following variables were
identified for §tudy Aof ehtry placement decisions: agé, sex, ethnicity,

socioeconomic status,. intelligence, achievement test scores, classroom
174

- achievement, teacher referral information, number of grade retentions,

habitéti behavioral charéc_:teristics; language characteristics, self-
concept,’binterpevrsoual rg}ationships, anxiety at home, anxiety-at
school, und values of parents. Additional factors examined in the
latest study on entry criteria included: an interview with the child )
visual-motor abilify, neurological exam information and income levei
(Knoff, 1983). L )

The choice of particular entry tevel criterié. in mzking special
class pl\;acemant decisions appears to be moving away from using IQ as
the singie detezmiriing factor. Hamafotd, Simou and Ellis (1975) as
well as Matuszek and Oakland (1979) found that IQ and test achievement,
along with certain behavioral and/or emotional indicators were most
critical in entry placement decisions. Knoff (1983) noted that the
most important -potential determinants in making special class entry
placement decisiohs to be: assessments in language and interviews with
the child, alone with certain behaviorai and/or emotional indicators.
Furthexmore, Knoff (1983) reported that IQ was considered to be of
less importance than eight other factors in the making of entry

placement decisions.

12
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‘ RELATED LITERATURE: EXIT CRITERIA FOR MAINSTREAMING PLACEMENT DECIS.ONS
OF THE HANDICAPPED

| The studies mentioned in the previous section focused on criteria
for entry placement decisions of the handicapped into special education
clas ves. Few stucies have been devoted to the determination of exit
criteria for the handicapped fram special education classes to less
. restrictive placements.- This section examines th\qse exit criteria
suozested by clinical experience and research to ciate, which are re-
lated to mainstreaming placement decisions of handicapped youngsters.
Based on clinical experie;nce, Forness (1979) developed certain
criteria upon which to make decisions of whether or not to mainstream
a given handicapped child. The first of his criterion related to the
age of the child and the timing of the referral. Forness explicated
' that the earlier the mainstreaming decision is made the more beneficial
to the child. At i:his earlier point, the interruption of special
interventions provided in the regular classroom context is less evi-
dent to other classmates than when classroom routines and pattems of
social felationships ace already well established.
The second criterion designated by Forness refers to the degree
of severity of the child's problem and its specificity to the school
situation. Mildly handicapping conditions (behavior problems, learning
disabilities, mild mental retardation and speech handicaps) have been
more readily considered as appropriate for mainstreaming into the regular
classroom than are autism, severe levels of retardationm, aphasia and

multiple handicapping conditions.

13




The potential of the youngster to form social relationships was
also set forth by Formess as an important criterion in mainstreaming
decisions. Furthermore, familial support was considered critical.
Without the encouragement of other family gembers, it was felt that the
handiéapped youngster would be more vulnerable to secondary emotional
reactions and social isvlation within a regular classroom setting.

Palmer (1980), from his clinical and research experience, focused
on the consideration of academic skill attairment as well as the func-
tional characteristics of the handicapped child prior to making main-
streaming placement decisions. He discouraged the use of intelligence
and achievement test scores in reintegration placement decisions, since
correlation of these scores with school achievement remained relatively
low for handicapped youngsters.

Palmer and Hewett (1973) conducted a study to examine the relation-
ship of demographic, IQ, achievement, and teacher ratings of em?tionally
handicapped and mildly retarded pupils with the length of time /these
pupils were reintegrated and were maintained in regular classrooms.

They found that the actual length of time these pupils were maintained |
in a regilar class program correlated significantly with the sex of

the pupil. Trdditional assessment measures of IQ and achievement were
not significantly correlated with the dependent variable length of time
reintegrated into a regular classroom. In fact, of the data collected,
full-scale IQ scores hiad one of the lowest correlations with the length
of time a pupil was mainstreamed into a regular classroom.

Other clinicians also regard examination of functional character-

istics of the handicapped to b2 important when making mainstreaming

14




placement decisions. Such characteristics which were mentioned in the
literature as fostering or exacerbating learning problems in potential
mainstreamed settings included: inrpulsivit;y (Keogh & Donlon, 1972;

Meisser, .1976), attentional problems (Keogh & Margolis, 1976; Tarver &

- Héllhan, 1974; Tuwrnure, 1970), temperamental behavior patterns (Hall &

Keogh, 1978; Thomas, Chess, & Birch, 1968), and motivational problems
(Keogh, Cahill, & MacMillan, 1972; MacMillén & Cauffeil, 1977; Zigler,
1966) .

Wilkes, Bireley and Schultz (1979) attempted to define specific
criteria that could be used as guidelines in determining the readiness
of learning disabled youngsters for mainstreamirg. They studied the
opinions of four groups of professional educators: learning disabili-
ties supervisors, school psychologists, learning disabilities teachers,
and regular class teachers from school districts where iearning dis-
abilities programs had been well-established and where mainstreaming
was an accepted part of the program. The criteria used in this study
represented refinements of a larger list generated by the educational
consultant for learning disabilities and behavioral disorders from the
state in which the study was conducted as well as from other learning
disabilities and psycholinguistic evaluation checklists. The list of
criteria contained statements concerned with the child's academic work,
behavior and placement process. |

All four groups agreed on the importance of the need for a team
decision on pupil mainstreaming placements. Moreover, results in-

dicated that the learning disabled child's behavior in the classroom



had a greater bearing on the decision to reintegrate than did the
student's academic performance.

Bullard (1982) investigated the mainstreaming practices and
decision-making processes used by elementary school persommel in an
urban school system to determine whether learning disabled students
who were assigned to academic classes in the mainstream differed in
certain acadam.c anu behavioral characteristics from learning dis-
abled student:s who were not mainstreamed. Participating in this
study were learn:mg disabilities teachers, elementary school prin-
cipals, mainstreamed learning disabled students, and normainstresmed
learning disabled students.

This study was conducted in two phases. The first phase incor-
porated the selection and assessment of a sample of mainstreamed and
nomainstreamed learning disabled students in selected target schools.
Three instruments were used to assess the academic and behavioral
characteristics of these sample students: The Ginn Reading 360 Initial
Screening Test; The McMilligan Mathematics Placement Tests; and The
Walker Problem Behavior Identification Checklist. Math and reading
scores of mainstreamed students were compared with those of the total
student group and with those of normainstresmed peers in each of the
target classrooms. The second phase consisted of an examination of
mainstreaming decision-making processes through the use of a structured
interview. This interview was administered to school persommel in
target schools who were responsible for making mainstreaming decisions

which involved students in the sample.
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Results of these analyses revealed very little dirfference between
mainstreamed and normainstreamed learning disabled students in the
subject areas of math and reading. , Results of the behavior checklist
data revealed no marked behavioral differences between mainstreamed
and normainstreamed students. On the other hand, .responses of princi-
pals and teachers in the second phase of the study indicated that
decisions to mainstream were based on both academic and behavioral”
characteristics, though the data in Phase I of the same study did not
seem to support these perceptioms.

Algozzine, Whorton and Reid (1979) chose to identify a linear
composite of scores whose application would result in the most accu-
rate separation between mentally retarded children in regular and

‘ . special class placements. A second purpose of their investigation
was to determine the extent to which that composite accurately pre-
dicted class plécenent for those mentally retarded youngsters.

Class placement (regular or special) was predicted from IQ,
Adaptive Behavior Score (ABS) data, achievement discrepancies in
reading, spelling and arithmetic (the discrepancy between each
child's actual Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT) scores and ex-
pected achievement level), and grade placement. The IQ and ABS
were considered important based upon their salience in identifi-

\ cation practices; the discrepancies were thought to represent a
'”\H\\‘measme of the extent to which a child had profited from schooling,
and the grade placement was thought to be a useful measure of general

‘ school ¢xperience.
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To ascertain the extent to which these retarded children in regu-
lar classes could'be differentiated from retarded children in special
classes, a d::Lsch‘minant function analysis was performed. Since there
were only two placement groups, one discriminant fimction was derived.
The obtained linear composite depicted ABS, spelling discrepancy, IQ,
and reading discrepancy to have the m&st significant weights in the
prediction of placement, with approximately 427 of the variance in
placement accounted for by the obtained composite. Furthermore, 837
of the children were correctly placed by the linear composite obtained

by the discriminant fimction analysis.

Clinical experience has highlighted the following factors as being

- critical to the mainstreaming of handicapped youngsters: ;age of the

child, ,,I’ength of time in special class, degree of severity of the
handicapping condition, potential to form social relationships, family
support, academic skills, and_ functional characteristics. Research
related to mainstreaming criteria have focused on a more limited set
of variables which owverlap somewhat with those factors derived from
clinical experietze, and include: 1IQ, academic achievement and

student behavorial characteristics.

Researchers have only begun tc empirically investigate exit
criteria related to mainstreaming decisions. Moreover, this research
has been ccnducted on only two handicapped groups, the learning dis-

abled and the mentally retarded. Furthermore, a limited set of

18
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criteria have been utilized for these studies. Lastly, this research
has focused on the identification of placemen. criteria relative to
Teentry into 4 mainstresmed regular class placement and not across
the contimnm of mainstreamed placement options available to the
handicapped.

Study A will examine a comprehensive set of exit criteria,
enamating from the literature, for children with different handi-
capping conditions and for placement across the contimmm of main-
streaming optiohs. The results should have significance for the com-
plex assessment and disposition processes that influence educational
programuing efforts for handicapped youngsters. It ?ﬁould also have
significance for the contimious reassessment and placement of handi-

capped children especially regarding exit from special education settings.

19




— . ing disabled students into regular classes from special classes, none

11

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM FOR STUDY A

The purpose of this study is to identify those exit criteria which
are important to the reentry of all groups of handicapped youngsters
from a special education facility into the continw.nn of less restric-
tive placement options within local school districts. The exploratory
nature of the proposed study reflects that, to the best of the author's
knowledge, there appears to have been no prior research addressing the
relationship of a comprehensive set of student characteristics to the
placement or different groups of handicapped students in a contimmm of
less restrictive placement options within local school districts.

Although several investigators (Algozzine, Whor .n, & Reid, 1979;
Bullard, 1982; Wilkes, Bireley, & Schultz, 1979) have reported on a

limited set of criteria for mainstreaming mentally retarded and learn-

have specifically focused on the relative importance of a more compre-
hensive set of exit criteria for all of the different handicapped

groups from a special education facility into a contimum of less re-
strictive placement options within local school districts._ Further-
more, though Bullard (1982) examined specific criteria sp \if~1°;d A
teachers and principals for making mainstreaming decisions, the set™-

of criteria was limited to academic and behavioral char;t/:eristics and
to one handicapped group, the learning disabled. Therefore, the examina-
tion of criteria deemed necessary by school persormel in making main-
streaming decisions for all groups of handicapped students also appears

e to be warranted.

20
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The present study will attempt to identify criteria suggested by
the literature whose application would result in the most accurate
separation among children with different handicapping conditions into
the contimmm of mainstreaming program options from a special educa-
tion facility. It is hoped that through the identification of an
extensive linear camposite ‘'of criteria predictive of exit placenent‘
decisions for each handicapped group, that the complex assessment and
disposition processes that influence educational programming efforts

for the handicapped into the mainstream could be made more effective.

21
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' | | HYPOTHESES

—————

Study A will present information related to two main areas:

Hypothesis 1: | |
It is predicted that there will be differences in placement
criteria distinguishing those handicapped youngsters remaining
in a segregated special education school from those returned
to Jocal school district educational settings.

Hypothesis 2:

It is predicted that there will be differences in terms of
criteria for distinguishing placements among different handi-
capped groups. Although there will be a limited set of common
criteria across all handicapped conditions, there will be dif-
ferent patterns and weights of criteria evidenced for each

specific group.

_2
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CHAPTER IT
Subjects'
The subjects of study A consisted of the total number of chil- o .
" drenenrolled in the Nassau County Board of Cooperative Educational
Sexvices (BOCES) spec:.al education elementary school in school year
1982-83, which totaled 434. The Nassau BOCES elementary ‘program
serves hand:.capped children from all of the 56 school districts in
Nassau Mfounty ranging in age from 5-12 years old with physical, emo-
tional and mental handicaps (see Appendix A for complete descriptions
of categories of handicapping conditions). It does not serve the
severely mentally retarded, or the severely vision and hearing im--
. paired or cerebral palsied youngsters, as other BOCES schools serve
R these special populations. -
| Design

Through the use of discrim.nant function analyses, with a relevant
set of discriminiting variables as the independent variables and educa-
tional placement options as the criterion (dependent) variables, linear
camposites of the discriminating varizbles which most accurately deter-
mine specific mainstreaming placement alternatives were formulated.

The discriminating variables consisted of a set of background
criteria emsmating from the literature and retrievable from student
records. In addition, child behavior ratings, achievement test scores
and intelligence qtmtientst were used as discriminators (see Appendix B

o for the entire set of discriminators). The major dependent variables
. were the educational placement options, namely: regular class program

R - 23
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placement; regular class program placement with related services: re-
source room program; special class program for 50% of the school d;.y;
special classes within the local school districts; special classes

within BOCES, and residemtial placement. (See Appendix C for a

description of these placement options included in the New York State
contimum of alternative placements for the handicapped). !

Instruments

The instruments used for this study included:‘ a data recording
instrument and a teacher checklist developed by the author as well as
the School Behavior Checklist, Metropolitan Achievement Test and the
Wechsler Intel.ligence Scale forv Children-Revised. Each is described
below.

Data Recording Instrument

All predictor and criterion data relevant to the purposes of this
study were recorded for all subjects on a data recording instrument
developed by the author (see Appendix D).

The School Behavior Checklist (SBCL)

The School Behavior Checklist was developed by Miller (1972) and
was based on the work of Ross, Lacey and Parton (1965). The SBCL was
designed for children aged 5 through 12. The test contains 96 items
for rating socially and emotionally deviant behavior in the classroom

(see Appendix F).




Miller (1972) identified six factors based on a factor analysis

- of a general population sample of 5,373 boys and girls in grades
~ kindergarten through six. The six factor scales are: (a) Low Need

Achievement, (b) Aggression, (c¢) Amxiety, (d) Academic Disability,
(e) Hostile Isolation, and (f) Extroversion. A seventh séale, iden-
tified as Total Disability, consists of 95 of the 96 (except no. 10)
items on the SBCL.

‘ The SBCL was chosen because of its carefully documented reli-
ability and objectivity. The standardization of the test included
an extensive normative sample and great care was taken to make certain
that the general school population was répresented. According to Miller,
it is reasonable to assume that children who rated one and one-half |
standard deviations above the mean of any of the scales (except Extra-
version) would be candidates for remedial attention: In addition, both
split-half and test-retest reliabilities were reported and reached
acceptable limits (reliabilities ranged from .70 to .90 for all scales,
except for Hostile Isolation whiqp has a .40 split-half and test-retest
reliability).

The Metropolitan Achievement Test (MAT)

The 1978 edition of the MAT published by the Psychological Cor
p‘at,ion was used to measure achievement in reading and mathematics
for all children enrolled in.the BOCF3 elementary school. The Metro-
politan Achievement Tests were designed Ly Prescott, Balow, Hogan and
Farr in 1978, to evaluate what was being taught in the schools at that
time. The content development for the tests were based on extensive
analyses of current curriculum materials. Teachers at the BOCES ele-



mentary school chose the MAT since its objectives and items adequately’
covered the curriculum sreas taught in their school. Therefore, the
content validity seemed well-matched with the curriculum areas the

test was intended to measure.

Kuder- Rlchardson Formula 20 reliability estimates fall within
the .90 and .95 ranges for reading and mathematics, respectively.
Moreover, the standardization sample was selected to provide a set
of nomms which would accurately reflect national levels of achievement.
Over 5,500,000? students were tested in the standardization programs
for all components of the series. |

The Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Ch&ldren-Revised (WISC-R)

The WISC-R consists of the same ;welve tests (six on the perfor-
mance scale and six on the verbal scale) that constituted the 1949 .WISC
with certain modifications. These subtests include: Picture Completion,
Picture Arrangement, Block Design, Object Assembly, Coding, Mazes, Infor-
mation, Similarities, Arithmetic, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Digit
Span. ' The WISC-R noms were derived from groups representative of the
United States population of children taken £rom the 1979 United States

census. The range of the scale is from age 6 years 0 months through
16 years 11 months.
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Procedure .

A comprehensive set of student background data was collected by
the author for each student enrolled in the Nassau BOCES elementary
school program within school year 1982-83. This information was
retrieved from student records through the use of data recording v
forms, described above. Other relevant information ertaining to
student behaviors and: achievement were gotten from teacher agministered
behavioral observation ratings and achievement tests in reading and
mathematics given in the late spring of the same school year. These
latter achievement test scores were then recorded by the author onto

the recora reading forms.

To esi:ab}.ish the criterion for this study, the author then follow-
ed up on all the children in the fall of the 1983-84 school year to

'determine if they had been recoumended to remain in their present
settmg to be placed in another special educat:.on sehool or institu-
_.tion; or to be mainstreamed into a reguloar school.. If the child had
been mainstreamed, his/her home district.was' then contacted, by the
author by phone and letter, if necessary, to determine the school that
the_child, was attending and the degrke of mainstreaming. Moreover, in |
order to;assm'e access of this information for those §tudelznts that had

returned. to their local districts, a letter seeking parental permission

. Was sent:to each of the 56 superintendents prior to mak:mg the follow—

up phone calls.

[
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CHAPTER ITI s
RESULTS

The problem under investigation was that of examining whether measures
that were rkadily available to school persomnel could be used to determine
the later educational “placements of the handicapped from a special education
elementary school to the logal school district. Four-hundred thirty-four -
'youngsters were followed after placement decisions were made in order to
discern whether ddetermination of placement was possible from certain rele-
vant data.

The results of Study A are presented in one major section consisting
of several subsections. Within the major section which utilizes data de-
rived from student records, descriptive statistics of the entire set of po-
tential dsicriminating variables are premented. Results of factor analysis
of this entire set of poteatial discriminating variables ere then reported.
These %actor analytic results were used to det: .. : the specific set of
; pOtentiaL discriminating variables employed in the discriminant analyses
with two categorical placement groups (those that remained in the special
education school and those that were returned to district) and with three
cgtegorical placement groups (those that remained in the special education
school, those that veturned to district in self-contained classes and those
that returned to district mainstreamed) for the entire sample which are re-
ported in the next two subsections. Results of discriminant analyses with
the same specific set of discriminating variables with two categorical
placement groups (those that remained in the spec@al education school and
those that returned to district) for each of three handicapped groups
(multiply handicapped, speech impaired and emotionally disturbed) are
presented in the final subsections.
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DATA DERIVED FROM STUDENT RECORDS

Descriptive Statistics of Potential Discriminators

Table 1 shows the means, standard deviations and number of valid
cases for all the potential continuous discriminating variables derived
from student records. Table 2 shows the frequencies and percents for
all the potential categorical discriminating variables derived from
student records. ’

Factor Analysis Qf Potential Discriminating Variables

Factor amalytic techniques were used on the aforementioned variables
to see whether some underlying pattern of relationships existed such
that data could be reduced to a smaller set of.discriminators prior
to the discriminant analyses. All categorical Qa:ziables that were not
ordinal in pature (family structure, primary language and ethnicity)
were collapsed into two categories for this analysis, An iterative
principle-component solution was employed to carry/out the factor
analyses, using estimates of cormmalities in the main diagonal. All
factors with eigenvalues ) 1.00 were retained, and an orthogonal rotation
to a Kaiser normalized varimax criterion was performed.

It sho::ld be noted that Bairwise deletion was used to process
missing data prior to the factor analyses. Under pairwise deletion, a
case was omitted from the computation of a given correié.tion co-
efficient if the value of either of the variables being consi.ered was
missing. A case was therefore included in the computation of all |
simple correlation coefficients for which it had complete data. Pair-
wise deletion had the advantage of utilizing as much data as possible
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TASLE 1

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND VALID NUMBER OF CASES FOR CONTINUOUS

VARIABLES DERIVED FROM STUDENT RECORDS

VARIBALE MEAN

''''''' ——rewm——

Student Backgrouwd Information

District Valuation 131,707.19
Current Age (in wonths) 106.35
Time in BOCES Sp. Ed. (in months) 22.41
Time in all Sp. Ed. not incl.

presch. (in months) 26.28
Time in all Sp. Ed. incl. presch.

(in months) 32.52
‘Time in presch. (in moriths) 9.19

Family Backeround Information

Mumber of Siblings 1.70
Number of Hzndicapped Siblings .23

Student Behavior, Achievement
) ormation -

Low Need for Achievement 57.01
Agressive Behavior 63.19
Anxiety Behavior , 57.79
Academic Disabilities 64..58
Hostile Behavior 33.10
Extroversion Sociability 44 .12
Arithmetic Achievement 1.65
Reading Achievement 1.31
Current IQ 78.30

30

D

45,398.
25.
17

19.

22.
13.

1
21

.00

36
27

45

.57

.27
.42
.97
.18

Ol
.85
.72
.16

VALID N

432
434
434

434

338
338

420
423

434
424
434
434
434
434
375
362
398
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TABLE 2

FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTS FOR CATEGORICAL VARIABLES
DERIVED FROM STUDENT RECORDS

Student Background Information

UENCY
Sex
Male 322
Female 112
Valid N Cases . 434
Preschool Experience
Not, including preschool ' 188
Regular preschool 115
Special Ed.preschool 89
. BOCES Sp. Ed.preschool 39
o Valid N Cases 431
. Type of Placement Prior to Entxy Into BOCES
e District Regular Class 87
' Private School Regular Class . | 19
District Special Ed. Class : 68
Private Day School Special Ed. 42
Institution or More Restiic. Setting 2
None 216
Valid N Cases 434
Family Background Information
Mother's Education
" No schooling )
K - 3rd 0
4 - 6th 2
7 - 8th 6
high school incamplete 9
hi%h school complete 48
college incomplete 175
college complete 45
. post-college experience 56
4 Valid N Cases 339

ERIC 31

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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TABLE 2, continued

FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTS FOR CATEGORICAL VARIABLES

DERIVED FROM STUDENT RECORDS

Family Background Information

Father's Education

No Schooling
K - 3rd -
4 - 6th
7 - 8th

high school incauplete
high school complete
college incamplete
college complete
post-collexe experience

Valid N Cases

Mother's Occupation

laborer

service worker

operator

craftsman, foreman

sales, clerical

proprietor, manager and official
professional, semi-professional
housewife

Valid N Cases
Father's Occupation

laborer

service worker

operator .

craftsman, foreman

sales, clerical

proprietor, manager and official
professional, semi-professional

Valid N Cases

32
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TABLE 2, continued

FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTS FOR CATEGORICAL VARIABLES
DERIVED FROM STUDENT RECORDS

Family Background Imformation

FREQUENCY PERCENT
Family Structure

Intact 262 61.8
Single Parent 126 29.7
Foster Care 18 4.2
Other 18 4.2
Valid N Cases - 424 100.0
Primary Language
English " 411 95.1
Spanish 9 2.1
Other 9 2.1
- Noriverbal 3 7
. ” Valid N Cases 430 100.0
Ethnicity |
White ' 319 74.2
Black 87 20.2
Hispanic 14 3.3
Other 10 2.3
Valid N Cases ' 430 100.0
Handicapping Conditior. :
Autistic 19 4.4
Em>tionally Disturbed 144 33.2
Learning Disabled 54 12.4
Mentally Retarded 26 6.0
ard-of-Hearing 0 0.0
Speech Impaired 65 15.0
Visually Impaired 0 0.0
Orthopedically Handicapped 19 4.4
Other Health Impaired 3 7
Multiply Handicapped 104 24.0
Valid N Cases | 434 100.0
Q 33

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




in the coupﬁtation of each of the simple coefficients prior to factor
analysis. Since the mumber of cases in this analysis was large, it
was concluded that missing data occurred at random and did not sig-
nificantly skew the analysis in any way.

Table 3 presents the major factors in the varimax-rotated factor
matrix. Factors accounting for at least 57 of the variance were in-
cluded in the table. Item loadings of + .3 or greater within a given
factor were considered as appropriate in interpreting that factor.

Using this criterion, six factors emerged for the sample.

Factors 1 and II accounted for the larger percentages of variances, ‘
13% and 127, respecti\}ely, while Factors III, IV, V and VI accounted:
for 9.6%, 7.5%, 6.2% and 5.5% respectively of the variance. These factors
(I - VI) were labeled respectively: Age and Tim2 in Special. Educatior,
Achievement and Aptitude, Socioceconomic Influence, Preschool Experience,
Covert Negative Behavior and Cultural Influence.

Discriminant Analysis

Since the main purpose of the study was to determine those poten-
tial discriminating variables that best distinguished among educational
placement groups, discriminant analysis was computed. The mathematical
objective of discriminant analysis is to weight and linearly combine
the discriminating variables in some fashion so that the groups are
forced to be as statistically distinct as possible. Discriminant
analysis attempts to do this by forming one or more linear combinations
of the discriminating variables. The maximm number of functions whirh
can be derived is either one less than the number of groups or equal to
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TABLE 3

MAJOR FA(:.RS FOR THE SAMPLE

FACIOR I - Age & Time in Special Ed.

FACTOR II - Achievement & Aptitude

(13% of the variance)
Time in Sp. Ed. ot inecl. presch. 91

Time in BOCES Sp. Ed. .89
Time in Sp. Ed. incl. presch. .77
Current Age .72
Mathematics Achievemmnt .33
Academic Disabilities : 31
Achievement .30
Current IQ _ -.30

FACTOR III - Socio/Econcmic Influence

(127, of the va.tiance)

Mathematics Achievement .83
Reading Achievement 81
Current IQ J1
Aggressive Behavior .45
Current Age .43
Academic Disabilities -.35

Sex ' - 31

(9.6% of the variance)

gat:he s Education . g;
ather's Occupation .

Mother's Education - 73
Number of Siblings -.37

Number of Handicapped Siblings -.35

FACTOR V - Covert Megative Behavior
(6.27 of the variance) |

Hostile Behavior vy
- Anxiety Behavior 74
Low Need for Achievement 74

Academic Disabilities 4l

FACTOR IV - Preschool Experience
(7.5% of the variance)

Time in Preschool .91
Preschool Experience .89
Time in Sp. Ed. incl. preschool .58

FACIOR VI - Cultural Influence

(5.5% of the variance)

Family Structure .67

Mother's Occupation ~.65

Ethnicity .58
o
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the mumber of discriminating variables, if there are more groups than
variables. In addition, if there are more discriminating varianles
than necessary to achieve satisfactory discrimination, the stepwise
discriminant analysis procedure can be utilized.

The stepwise procedure was employed in- this study. The process .
comnenced by choosing the single variable which had the highest value
on the selection criterion. The criterion utilized 1n this analysis
was the overall multivariate F ratio for the test of differences among
the group centroids. The variable which maximizec¢ this F ratio aiso
minimized Wilks' lambda, a measure of group discrimination. This test
took into consideration the differences between all the centroids and
the cohesion (homogeneity) within the groups.

The initial variable was then paired with each of the other vari-
avles, one at a time, and the selection criterion was computed. This
procedure of locating the next variable yielding the best criterion
score, given the variables already selected, contimed wmtil no additional
variables provided a minimum level of improvement .

For the following discriminant analyses, six potential discriminating
variables were selected frcm the six factors of the aforementioned factor

analysis. The variable with the highest factor loading and having
the fewest mmber of missing cases was chosen from each of the factors,

namely: Time in Special Education - not including nreschool, Current

IQ, Father's Occupation, Hostile Behavior, Preschool Experience and

Family Structure.




It should be noted that cases with missing values were deleted in
a listwise fashion in the computaticn of the stepwise discriminant analyses.
That is, listwise deletiocu caused a case to be cultted from the calcula-
tion when that case contained a missing value on any variable entered
Into the computation. For the calculation of the classificaticn routine
all cases were included as follows. If the placement group code was missing
the case was treated as @classified. If data were missing from the dis-
criminanting variable, the total mean for the respective variable was sub-
mitted. Therefore, at times, the rmumbexr of cases used in the stepwise dis-
criminant analyses were different from the number of cases used in the

classification routines. -

For the first stepwise discriminant analysis performed on the
entire sample, two educational placement groups were useci - those that
remained in the special education school and those that were returned
to district. For the second stenwise discriminant analysis performed
on the entire sample, three educational placement groups were used -
those that ramained in self-contained classes in the s special education
school, those that were returned to district in more restrictive place-
ments (self-contained special classes for the entire school day with
teacher -to-student ratios equal to or less than 1:12) and those that
were returned to district and mainstreamed in less restrictive place-
ments (regular classes, resource room : rogra:ﬁs or special classes for
at least 50% of the school day with a teacher -to-student ratio of 1:12).
For the succeeding stepwise discriminant analyses performed on three
separate handicapped subsamples (the multiply handicapped, speech

impaired and emotionally disturbed), the  aforementioned two educational

placerent groups were used.
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Stepwise Discrininant Analysis With Two Placement Groups With The
Entire Sample

Results of the first stepwise discriminant analysis (using six
potential digcriminating variables and two educational placement groups)
for the entire sample are presented in Tables 4 and 5. Table 4 shows
the group means and standard deviations for each of the six potent.al
discriminating variables by each of the two placement groups (returned
to district and remained in special education school) with the entire
sample. .

-
TABLE 4
GROUP MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR EACH SELECTED POIENTIAL
DISCRUMINATING VARIABLE FOR EACH OF THE TWO PLACEMENT GROUPS
WITH THE ENTIRE SAMPLE .

6 o L Remained In Returned to

Special Ed. Schuol . School District
Variable M=236) (N=41)

Mean S. D. Mean S. D.
Time in Special Ed. 29.53 20.24 26.07  18.29
(not incl.preschool) a .
Current IQ . 75.52 19.11 '89.02 18.20
Hostile Behavior 54.01 10.10 49.58 9.28
Father's Occupation 4,13 2.04 4,12 1.86
Preschool Experience 1.59 .49 1.51 .50

Family Structure ’ 1.26 N7 1.09 .30

The stepwise discriminant procedure resulted in three variables, -

Current IQ, Family Structure and Hostile Behavior entering into the

| analysis at steps one, two and three respectively. The remaining three

variables added very little to the discrimination between the two groups

and therefore were not forced into the analysis.“ Current IQ, Family

Structure and Hostile Behavior were selected before Wilks' lambda
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became nonsignificant and produced a relatively low degree of separation
among the groups as indicated by the final Wilks' lambda of .89. The

standardized canonical discriminant function coefficient contributions

‘of the three discriminating variables to the one fimction represented

primarily Current IQ, (-.77), with Family Structure (.52) and Hostile
Behavior (.42) playing secondary roles.

The one significant discriminant function ()'2 29.23, df = 3,
p = .00), with its elgen\;alue (.11) and its associated canonical correla-
tion (.31) further commoted a relatively low degree of separation between
the groups. Further evidence about the group differences was derived

from the group centroids which summarized the group locations in tie

(reduced) space defined by the discriminant fimctions. It appeared
from the group centrbids that the groups were not that widely separated,
with - .80 for the group centroid for those that returned to district
and .13 for the group centroid for those that remained in the special

education school. Since most of the children remained in the special

'ech.xcat:ion school, it was not possible to get a high degree of separation '

among the groups with such an uneven split. This is also evidenced in
the rest of the discriminant analyses performed in this section.

’ “Table 5 presents” ‘the class:.flcat:lon routine which Cla.SS]_fZLEd the

or:.gmal set of cases to see how many were correctly classified by the

varlables used. Appoximately 867 of the cases were correct:ly identified
by the class:.flcatlon routine as members of the groups to which they
act:ually belonged, with a larger number of errors made in misclassify-
mg those, ymmgsters who returned to district as cwared to 'those
remaini.ng in the spec1al education school.
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TABLE 5
CLASSIFICATION RESULTS FOR TVO PLACEMELT GROUPS

WITH THE ENTIRE SAMPLE .
‘ Predicted

Group Membership

Returned  Remained in

; to “ Special Ed.
Actual Group N of Cases ‘District Sthool
Returned to Distxict 47 1 46
- a 6.1% 93.9%
Remained in Sp. Ed. ‘ . ’ ,
School 305 2 -303

Sy 0.7% 0 99.3%
Percent of "grouped'’ cases coryectly classified: 86. 447, '

S
Stepwise Discriminant Analysis With Three Placement Groups With The
tire ample Y . o

b

Results of the second stepwise discriminant analysis (using
six potential discn'mhating variables and Vhree educational place-
ment groups) with the entire’ sample are presented in Tables 6 and 7.

Table 6 shows the group means and standard dev1at:3:ons for
each off the six potential discriminating variables by each of the

‘three placement groups (mainstreamed in district, self-contained in

distn‘.ct and remained in special education school) with the entire sample.

»
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TABLE 6 ‘ )

GROUP MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR EACH SELECTED POTENTIAL
DISCRRMINATING VARIABLE FOR EACH OF THE THREE PLACEMENT GROUPS

WITH THE LWTIRE SAMPLE )

Mainstreamed Self-Contained Remained In

Variable ( In District In District Spec.Ed.School

| (N=13) (N=28) (M9=236)

Mesn bD Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
Time in Sp. Ed. ,. ~

~ (not inel. presch.) 22.38 18.74 27.78 18.16 29.53 20.24

Current IQ | 99.07 18.41 84.35 16.40 75*. 52 19.11
Hostile Behavior ;g o7 9.84  50.28 9.12  54.01  10.10
Father's Occupatior 4.23 2.00 4.07 1.82 4.13 2.06
Preschool Exper. 1.53 .51 1.50 .50 '1.59 .49

Family Structure 115 .37 1.07 26 1.26 bk

"Ihe stepwise discriminant procedure resulted in two variables,
Current IQ and IFamily Structure entering into the analyses at steps one
and two respectively. The remaining four variables added very little
to the discrimination among the three conditions and therefore were
not forced into the analysis. Current IQ and Famil’:y Structure were
selected before Wilks' lambda became nonsignificant and produced a
relatively low degree of separation among the thfee groups as indi-
cated by the final Wilks' lambda of .89. The gfandardized canonical
discriminant function coefficient contributions of the two discrimi -
nating variables to each of the functions indicated that the first func-
tion represented primarily Current IQ (.93) and then Family Structure




(-.46), while the second function represented primarily Family Struc-
ture (.89) with Current IQ (.36) as a secondary component. :
The cne significant discriminant function (X2 = 26.69, df = 4, \

P = .00), with its eigenvalue (.10) and canonical couirelation (.30)
cormoted a relatively low degree of separation among the groups. The
.Second function'appeared to be useless based on its very small eigen-
value (.00) and its very low canonical correlation (.08). Moreover, |
before any function was removed, lawbda was .89, indicating that a
relatively small degree of discriminating power existed in the
variables being used. After some of this discriminating power was
removed by placing it into the first discriminant function, lambda
increased to .99 and the chi-square denoted that a nons;ggistically
significant amount of discriminating information now existed. Further-
more, the percent of varlance or discriminatory power of the first
function was 93.19% and that of the second function was 6.817%.

Further evidence about the group differences can be derived from
the group centroids. Using the first function for the two measures,
the centroids for the three ﬁlacement categories were as follows: main-
streamed in district = 1.16; self-contained in district = .52; and
remained in special edlcation school = -.12. For comparative purposes,
the centroids on the second function were: mainstreamed in district =
.23; self-contained in district = .21; and remained in special education
school - .0l. It appeared that the separation among the groups was much
more pronounced on the first discriminant variate than on the second. In
addition, on the first discriminant variate, the centroids for the three
placement conditions were about equally spaced, with the self-contained in

district condition occupying the intermediate position. On the second
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discriminant variate, the centroidg”?or the three placement conditiong were
equally spaced, with the rema;ni;; in special education school condition
occupying the intermediate position. :

Table 7 presents the classification routine which classifies the

original set ©of cases to see how many were correctly classified by
the variables used. Approximately 867 of the cases were correctly
1dentified by the classification routine as members of the groups to
which they actually belgngedi with all of the errors made in mis-
classifying those youngsters ¥ho returned to district, regardless of

placement, with those remaining in the special education school.

TARLF 7
CLASSIFICATION RESULTS FOR THREE PLACEMENT

GROUPS FOR THE ENTIRE SAMPLE

Predicted Group Membership

Self .
N of Mainstreamed Contained ° Remained In
Actual Group Cases In District In District Sp. Ed. Sch.
Mainstreamed in District 16 0 0 16
0.0% 0.0% 100. 0%
Self-Contained in District 33 0 0 33
0.0% 0.0.% 100.0%
Remained in Sp. Ed. 305 0 0 305

School ‘ 0.0% . 0.0% 100.0%

Percent of 'grouped" cases correctly classified 86.167%
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‘ Stepwise Discriminant Analysis With Two Placement Groups With The
Multiply Handicapped Subsample

Results of the stepwise discriminant analysis (using six potential
discriminating variables and two education placement groups) for the

multiply handicapped subsample are presented in Tables 8 and 9.

Table 8 shows the group means and standard deviations for each of
the six potential discriminating variables by each of the two placement
groups (returned to district and remained in special education school)
with the multiply handicapped subsample.

TABLE &

GROUP MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR EACH SELECTED POTENTTAL
DISCRIMINATING VARTABLE FOR EACH OF THE TWO PLACEMENT GROUPS
WITH THE MULTIPLY HANDICAPPED SUBSAMPLE

Remained in Returned to

Special Ed. School School District
Variable (N=36) N=8)

Mean S. D. Mean S. D.
Time in Special Ed. 33.05 21.56 23.12 13.06
(not incl. preschool)
Current I.Q. 69.53 - 16,11 85.87 14,42
Father's Occupation 4,17 2.28 4,37 1.76
Host?" Behavior 53.32 9.68 53.12 9.59
Pre.chool Experience 1.60 .49 1.50 .53
Family Structure 1.25 43 1.12 .35

14
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The stepwise discriminant analysis procedure resulted in only one
variable, Current IQ, entering into the analysis. After the first step,
the remaining five variables added very little to the discrimination
between the two groups and therefore were not foreced into the analysis.
Only Current IQ, of the six variables, was selected before Wilks'
lambda became nonsignificant. This one variablé, produced a relatively
low degree of separation between the groups as indicated by Wilks'
lambda of .89. The standardized canonical discriminant fmction co-

efficient representing the relative contribution of this variable to the

function was 1.00 since it was the only variable Present in the function.

The relatively low eigenvalue (.1l) and its associated canonical
correlation (.32) for the one significant discriminant function (X2 =
6.90, df = 1, p = .00) further commoted a relatively low degree of
‘'separation between the groups. Further evidence about the group
differences were derived from the group centroids. It appeared from
the group centroids that the group that returmed to district (.89) was
not that widely separated from the growp that remained in tie special
education school (-.12).

Table 9 presents the classification routine which classified the
original set of cases to see how many were correctly classified by the
variables used. Approximately 89% of the cases were correctly identi-
fied by the classification routine as members of the groups to which
they actually belonged, with all of the errors made in misclassifying
thoge youngsters who returned to district with those remaining in
the special education school.
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. TABLE 9
CLASSTFICATION RESULIS FOR TWQ PLACEMENT GROUPS
WITH THE MULTIPY HANDICAPPED SUBSAMPLE
Predicted Group Membership
~ Returned to Remained In
Actual Group N of Cases District Sp.Ed. School
Returned to District 10 0 0
’ 0.0% 100.0%
Remained in Sp,Ed.
School 81 0 81
0.0% 100.0%

i

Percent of "grouped'' cases correctly classified: 89.01%

Stepwise Discriminant Analysis With Two Placement Groups With The
Speech Impaired Subsample .

Results of the stepwise discriminant analysis (using six potential

discriminati g variables and two educational placement groups) for the
speech impaired subsample are presented in Tables 10 and 11.

Table 10 shows the group means and standard deviations for each
of the six potential discriminating variables by each of the two
placement groups (returned to district and remained in special education
school) for the speech impaired subsample.
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TABLE 10

GROUP MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR EACH SELECTED POTENTIAL
DISCRIMINATING VARTABLE FOR EACH OF THE TWO PLACEMENT GROUPS
WITH THE SPEECH TMPAIRED SUBSAMPLE

Remained in Returned to

Sp. Ed. School School District
Variable (N=37) (N=14)

Mean S. D. Mean S. D.
Time in Sp. Ed.
(not incl. presch.) 23.91 26.20 19.57 16.77
Current IQ 72.24 16.59 93.21 20.29
Father's Occupation 3.75 2.06 4.4 2.12
Hostile Behavior ] 51.64  9.51 45.00 7.21
Preschool Experience 1.81 .39 1.78 42
Family Structure 1.16 .37 - 1.07 .26

The stepwise discriminant analysis procedure resulted in only one
variable, Current IQ, entering into the stepwise discriminant analysis.
After the first step, the remaining five variables added very little
to the discrimination between the two groups and therefore were not
forced into the analysis. Only Current IQ of the six variables was
selected before Wilks' lambda became nonsignificant. The one variable,

.Current IQ, produced a noticeable degree of separation between the

groups as indicated by Wilks' lambda of .77. The standardized canon-
ical discriminant function coefficient representing the relative con-
tribution of this variable to the function was 1.00, since it was the
only variable present in the function.

The eigenvalue (.29) and its associated canonical correlation (.47)

for the one significant discriminant function (X2 = 1.43, df = 1, p = .00)

further cormoted a noticeable degree of separation between the groups.
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. Further evidence about the group differences was derived from the
group centroids which displayed that the group that returned to district
(.86) was noticeably separated from the group that remained in the
special education school (-.32).

Table 11 presents the classification routine which classified the
original set of cases to see how many were correctly classified by the
variable used. Approximately 757 of the cases were correctly identified
by the classification routine as members of the groups to which they
actually belonged, with approximately half of those younzsters whe re-
turned to district misclassified and 14% of those youngsters who remained

»

in the special education school misclassified.

TABLE 11

‘l" CLASSIFICATION RESULTS FOR TWO PLACEMENT GROUPS
WITE THE SPEECH IMPAIRED SUBSAMPLE

Predicted Group Membership

N of Returned " Remained In
Actual Group Cases To District Sp. Ed. School
Returned to District 17 - 8 9
47.1% , 52.9%
Remained in Sp. Ed. School 44 6 38
13.6% 86 .47,

Percent of ''grouped'" cases correctly classified 75.417
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Stepwise Discriminant Analysis With Two Placement Groups With The Emotionally
Disturbed Subsample '

Table 12 shows the group means and standard deviations for each of the
six potential discriminating variables for each of the two placement groups
| (returned to district and remained in special education school) with the
1 emotionally disturbed subsample. ”

TABLE 12

GROUP MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR EACH SELECTED POTENTTAL
DISCRIMINATING VARIABLE FOR EACH OF THE TWO PLACEMENT GROUPS
WITH THE EMOTTONALLY DISTURBED SUBSAMPLE -

Remained In Returned To
Sp. Ed. School School District
Variable (N=76) (N=11)
‘ , Mean S. D. Mean S. D.
| Time in Sp. Ed. 28.31  19.42 26.72  18.13
(not incl. presch.) .
Carrent 1.Q. . 86.90 17.72 - 97.5%  15.92
Father's Occupation 3.61 1.81 ‘ 0 3.72 1.73
Hostile Behavior 54.51 9.68 51.54 9.71
Preschool Experience L1.46 .30 1.27 .46
Family Structure 1.3 .49 1.18 .40

The stepwise gdiscriminant analysis procedure resulted in no vari-
ables qualifying for the analysis, therefore none of the potential
discriminating variables predicted a significant separation between

the plagement groups with the emotionally disturbed subsample.
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CHAPIER IV
DISCUSSTION

)

Clinical experience has highlighted the following factors as

being critical to the mainstreaming of handicapped youngsters: sge of

the child, length of time in special class, degree of severity of the
handicapping condition, potential to form social relationships, family
support, academic skills, and functional charactéris'tics. Research
related to mainstreaming criteria have focused on a more limited set

of variables which overlap somewhat with those factors derived from

" clinical experience, and include: 1Q, academic achievement and stu-

dent hehavicral characteristics.
Although several inveitigators ¢:1gozzine, Whorton, & Reid. 1979;
Bullard, 1982; Wilkes, Bireley; & Schultz, 1979) reported in th'fr

~ research on a limited set of criteria as explicated above, for main-

streaming handicapped students (learming disabled and mentally retard-

~ ed) into regular classes from special classes; nome of ‘the above

specifically focused on the relative importance of a more comprehen-
sive set of exit criteria for all of the different handicapped groups
from a special education facility into a contimmm of less restrictive
placement options within local school districts. : Therefore the exami-
nation of criteria suggested by the literature whose application
would result in the most accurate separation among children with
different handicapping conditions into the contimnm of mainstreaming
program options from a special education school appeared warranted.

S0
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Furthermore, though Bullard (1982) examined specific criteria
specified by teachers and principais for making mainstreaming decisions,
the set of criteria was limited to academic and behavioral character-
istics and to one handicapped group, the learning disabled. Therefore,
the examination of criteria deemed necessary by school persormel in
making mainstreaming decisions for all grc;ups of handicapped students
also appeared to be warranted.

Review of the Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1 proposed that there would be differences in place-
ment criteria distinguishing those handicapped youngsters remaining in

\ segregated special education schools from those returning to local school
' district educational settings.

To test this hypothesis, the stepwisg discriminant analysis pro-
cedure was employed with the entire sample with a specific set of po-
tential discriminating variables deemed critical by factor analytic tech-
niques. This procedure was used to distinguish between those youngsters
who remained in the special education school and those that returned to
district either in self-contained or mainstreamed settings.

Three variables, Current IQ, Family Structure and Hostile Behavior,
appeared to discriminate between the two groups. The contributions of
these three discriminating variables to the discriminant function re-
presented primarily Current IQ, with Family Structure and Hostile
Behavior appearing as secondary components.

Those 'youngsters who remained in the special education school

evidenced a mean IQ (75.52) which fell in the borderline range, while
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those youngsters who returned to district evidenced a mean IQ (89.02)

which fell in the low averége range. Furthermore, those youngscers who re-
mained in the special education school appeared to score hlg?m@: on the
Family Structure and Hostile Behavior variables than those youngsters

who returned to district. These results cormoted a more unstable family
structure and more overt hostile behavior for the students who remained

in the special education school. "

When the youngsters were subdivided further into three groups
(those that remained in the special education school, those that return- -\
ed to district 'in self-contained classes and those that returned to
district mainstreamed) two variables, Current IQ and Family Structure,
appeared to discriminate among these three groups. The cgntribution

“ of these two discriminating variables to the one significant discriminant
functioﬁ indicated that IQ played a prominent role, with Family
Structure as a secondary component. | ‘

Those youngsters who remained in the speciai education school
evidenced a mean IQ (75.52) which fell in the borderline range, while
those youngsters who were returned to district in self-contained and
mainstreamed settings evidenced mean Qs (84.35 and 99.07) which fell
in the low average and average ranges respectively. Furthermore,
those youngsters who remained in the special ediication school showed
the highest score on the Family Structure variable, cormoting less
fanily stability, while those youngsters who retirned to‘district in self-
contained classes showed the lowest score on Family Structure, commoting

the most intact family structure, and those youngsters who returned to

»
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‘ | district in mainstreamed settings fell somewhere in the middle of~the§e
o £LJUpSs. |

‘In §mmary: one may argue that of the relevant varijables examined,
IQ si:ili pl;yed the largest role in discr:im.nating between those young-
N sters who ren;ained in special education schools (those with mean IQs
falling in the borderline range) and those who returned to district in
either self-contained or mainstreagned settings (those with mean IQs
in the average range). Secondly, it appeared that those youngsters who

remained in the special education school were from families that were less

intact than those who were retiurmned to district either J.n self-contained or

mainstreamed settings. The more stable the family, the greater the
likelihood for the youngster to.be returned to district. Thirdly‘, those

youngsters with the highest degree of overt hostile behavior were those

. “ who\gena:.ned in the‘special education school as disting{ﬁshed from those -

. who were returned to';.distri_ct in either self-contained or mainstreamed
placements. 'I"he more overtly hostile the youngster's behavior was, the
greater likelﬁ;ood it was for that youhgster to remain in the special
education schéol. \.

) ‘f’éWhile the ’above.-mentioned results shed scme light on the differrnces
between those youngsters who re.mained in segregated special education
schools and those who returned to local school districts; discrimination
between these two grou;;s of youngsters on the statistically significant
discriminating variables (Current IO, Family Structure and Hostile Beha-
vior) cormoted a relatively low degree of separation between these groups.

" When the youngsters were further subdivided among three types of educa-
‘ | tional placement groups (those who remained in the special education s__chool',
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those who retumed to district in Self-contained classes, and those -
who returmned tq district mainstreamed) discrimination among these thr»eé
groups of youngsters on the statistically significant discrminating
variables "(Turrent IQ and Family Structure) also connoted a relatively
low degree of separation.

Therefore, although thése\ variables played a statistically signi-
ficant role in discriminating ‘amoryz educational placement groups,” it
appeared that the:.r degree of discriminating power was relatively low.
Since most of the youngsters remained in the special education school,

it was not possible to get a high degree of separation among the groups

"with such an uneven split. Therefox_'e, if the sample of youngsters who

were returned to district had been larger, the originally examined

variables may have produced a higher degree of discriminaéion@ncng the

~ groups.

To elaborate on the utilization of the aforementioned’ significant
variables as distinguishing mainstreaming criteria, the following
previous clinical work and empirical research comes to mind._ Regardjngf" ‘
IQ as a potential discriminating variable, one other enpiric;al study
conducted by Algozzine, Whorton and Reid (1979) was cited. They found

" that adaptive behavior scores, IQ and achievement scores were prediét'ive

of mainstreaming decisions. More specifically, their obtained linear
composite derived from a discriminant analysis denoted the following
discriminating variables arranged in weighted' descending order: adaptive
behavior, spel'ling achievement, IQ and reading achievement.

N
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In the Algozzine, Whorton and Reid, (1979) study, IQ played a
secondary role in discriminating between those youngsters who remained in
segregated special education settings and those who were returned to
district. On the other hand, in the present sttxdy, 1Q had the most
significant weight in predicting group mainstreaming placement. The
importance of IQ as a primary measure in distinguishing youngsters for
for mainstreaming placement appears inconclusive at this time.

Forness (1979) considered familial support as critical in the re-
entry of the handicapped into mainstreamed placements. Without the
stable family members to provide encouragement, it was felt that the
handicapped youngsters would be more vulnerable to secondary emotional
reactions and social isolation within a mainstreamed setting. Other

. clinicians stressed those overt behaviors which fostered or exacerbated
learning problems in mainstreamed settings as critical to placement
decisiohs. Such behaviors as impulsivity and temperamental bebavior
pattemns were cited as being detrimental to placement decisions.
Therefore, the inﬁuence of the variables of family stability and overt
négative behavior in distinguishing youngsters for mainstreaming place-

ment decisions appeared to reflect clincial experience to date.

Hypothesis 2 proposed that there would be differences in terms
of criteria for distinguishing mainstreaming placements among different
handicapped groups. In addition, it was proposed that although there
would be a limited set of common criteria across all handicapping condi-
tions, there would be different patterns or weights of criteria evidenced

. for each specific handicapped group.
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The data retrieved from the student records revealed that only
one variable, Current IQ, distinguished between those youngsters who
remained in the special education school and those who returned to -
district with both the multiply handicapped and speech impaired
subsamples. For' the emotionally disturbed subsample, the discriminant
analysis procedure resulted in no variables qualifying for the analysis.
Therefore, none of the potential discriminating variables distinquished
between those youngsters who remained in the special education school
and those who returned to district for the emotionally disturbed youth.

IQ tended ro discriminate between the group who reﬁéined in the
special education scﬁool and those who réturned to district to a
slightly greater extent with the speech impaired than with the multiply

. handicapped. With the speech lmpaired subsample, those youngsters who
were returned to district evidenced a o0 - I0 (93.21) which fell in the
average range while those youngsters who remained in the special educa-
tion school evidenced a mean IQ (72.74) which fell in the borderline
range. \With the multiply handicapped subsample, those youngsters who
were returned to district evidenced a mean IQ (85.87) which fell in the
low average range, while those youngsters who remained in the special
education sghool evidenced a mean IQ (69.53) which fell in the borderline
range.

Lt appeared from this present study, contrary to the clinical and
empirical research literature to date, that IQ alone played a role in

distinguishing those youngsters with specific handicapping conditions

\
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(multiply handicapped and speech impaired) who were mainstreamed from

those that remained in a segregated special education school. As
previously mentioned in the clinical and empirical research literature,
10 along with other behavioral, achievement and familial background
measures have been used to distinguish between specific groups of handi-
capped youngsters who were mainstreamed and those that remained in
segregated educational settings. Therefore, the importance of IQ as a
singular measure in distinguishing specific handicapped groups of young-

sters for mainst:ream:ing appears inconclusive at this time.
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Sumary and Conclusions

In summary, these results indicated that the variables which tended to
discriminate the most between handicapped youngsters who were returned to
district in less restrictive educational settings and those who remained in
a segregated special education school were primarily the youngster's current
IQ, followed by the family's stability and a rating of the youngster's hos-
tile behavior. Therefore, handicapped youngsters with higher IQs, greater
family intactness and stowing fewer signs of hostile behavior were more likely
to return to the district in less restrictive educational settings.

For two specific handicapped groups, the multiply handicapped and the
speech impaired, only one variable, Current IQ, tended to discriminate between
those youngsters who returned to district in less restrictive settings and
those who remained in the special education school. More specifically, IQ
discriminated to a slightly greater degree between these groups with the
speech impaired than with the multiply handicapped subsample.

Though the variables of Current IQ, Family Structure and Hostile Be-
havior played a statistically significant role in discriminating among the
educational placement groups, it appeared that their degree of discriminating
power was relatively low. Pérhaps, if the sample of youngsters who were
returned to district had been larger, the originally examired variables may
have produced a higher degree of discrimination among the groups.

Further studies which examine factors related to mainstreaming should
consider using larger samples when looking at specific handicapped groups.

In addition, other variables such as degree of parent advocacy, severity of

the youngster's handicapping condition as well as other relevant factors

should also be examined.
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Appendix A

Categories of Handicapping Conditions

. A Pupil with Handicapping Conditions: means an educationally

handicapped child, who has not attained the age of 21 prior to September
1 of received a diploma, t;ho 1s entitled to attend public schools and
who, because of mental, physical or emotional reasons has been identi-
fied as having a handicapping condition and can receive appropriate edu-
-cational opportunities from special services and programs. The range
of clasgifications is as described below:

Mentally Retarded: a pupil who, concurrent with deficits in adaptive

behavior, consistently demonstrates general intellectual ftmct;.onmg
that is deterudned to be 1.5 standard deviations or below the mean of
the general populatlon on the basis of a comprehenswe evaluation which
includes an individual psychological evaluation. | -

Emotionally Disturbed: a pupil with an inability to 1éarn which cammot

be explained by intellectual, sensory or health factors and who exhibits
one or more of the following characteristics over a long‘-period of time
and to a marked degree: . |

An inability to build or maintain satisfactory interpersonal rela-

tionships with peers and teachers.

Inappropriate types of behavior or feelings under normal circum-

stances.,
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A generally pervasive mood of unhappiness or depression.
A tendency to develop physical symptoms or fears associated

with personal or school problems.

The term does not include socially maladjusted pupils unless it is

determined that they are emotionally disturbed.

Deaf: a pupil with a hearing impairment which is so severe that the
pupil is impaired in processing linguistic information through hearing,
with or without amplification, which adversely affects educational

performance.

Hard of Hearing: a pupil with a hearing impairment, whether permanent

or fluctuating, which adversely affects the pupil's educational perfor-

mance but which is not included under the definition of ''deaf'.

Speech Impaired: a pupil with a commmication disorder, 'such as

stuttering, impaired articulation, a language impairment, or a voice
impairment, which adversely affects a pupil's educational performance.

Visually Impaired: a pupil with a visual handicap which, even with

correction, adversely affects the pupil's educational performance. The
term includes both partially seeing and blind pupils.

Orthopedically Impaired: a pupil who is physically handicapped and who
has a severe orthopedic impairment which adversely affects the pupil's

educational performance. The term includes impairnmts caused by
congenital anomaly (e.g., clubfoot, absence of /seﬁxe member, egc\\
impalrments caused by disease (e.g., pol:.o:ﬁyekltls bone tuberculoSis
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etc.) and impairments from other causes (e,2,, cerebral palsy,

amputations, and fractures or burns which cause contractures) .

- Other Health Impaired: a pupil who is physically handicapped and

who has limited strength, vitality or alertness, due to ch:omic

or acute health problems such as a heart condition, tuberculosis,
rheumatic fever, nephritis, asthma, sick]:e'cell anenia, hemophilia,
epilipsy,. lead poisoning, leukemia, diabe‘tes, or Tourc :te syndrome
" which adversely affect the pupil's educational performance,

Autistic: a pupil who exhibits a behaviorally defined syndrome
which occurs in children of all levels of intelligence. The
essential features are typically manifested prior to 30 months
of age and include severe disturbances of developmental rates
and/or sequences, or responses to sensory stimuli, of speech, of
language, of cognitive capacities, and of the ability to relate
to people, events, and objects,

Learning Disabled: a pupil with a disorder in one or more of the

basic psychological processes involved in understanding or in
using language, spoken or written, which manifests itself in an
imperfect ability to listen, think, speak, read, write, spell, or
to do mathematical calculations. The term includes such conditions
as: per."ceptual handicaps, brain injury, neurological impairment,
minimal brain dysfimction, dvslexia, and developmental aphasia,

The terms does not include pupils who have learning problems which
are primarily a result of visual, hearing, or motor handicaps,

Cor
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of mental retardation, of emotional disturbance, or of environ-

-

discrepancy of 50 percent or more between expected achievement
and actual achievement determined on an individual basis shall be

deemed to have a learning disability,

Maltiply Handicapped: a pupil with two or more handicapping conditions

that result in multisensory or motor deficiencies and developmental
lags in the cognitive, affective, or psychomotor areas, the combi-'
nation of which cause educational problems that cannot be accommodated

in a special education program solely for one of the impairments.

"
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Appendix B
/-« Predictor Variables

Student Backiimmnd Data:
Sex coded as follows:

1 = Male : ‘
2 = lee < )

Home school district coded 1 through 56 for each of the Nassau County
local schools districts and then .changed to district tax valuations.

Age in months
. Length of time in the BOCES elementary school programs in months.
Length of time in special education in months.

Type of placement prior to entry into BOCES.
Attendance in preschool programs:

1 = no preschool
2 = special education preschool
3 = regular preschool

. Length of time in preschool program in months.

Family Variables:
. Index of mother's education, coded as follows:

no schoolir31gd ' "
K through 3r

* 4th through gth
7th through 8th
high school incomplete
hi%h schonl complete A
college incomplete - ) g
college complete ' |
post-college experience

wvwoeuaddunpwro
W N B ¥ 0 ¥ B ¥ W

. Index of father's education coded same as mother's education.
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Occupation of father, coded as follows:

1 = laborer

2 = service worker .

3 = operator :'ad kindred worker

"4 = craftsman, foreman and kindred worker
5 = sales, clerical and kindred worker

6 = proprietor, manager and official

7 = professional, semi-professional

. Occupation of mother, coded same as father's occupation
. Family structure, coded as:

1 = intact

2 = single paremnt
3 = foster care
4 = other

. Number of siblings in the family
. Number of siblings with handicapping classifications
Primavy language spoken at home, coded as: | .

. English
‘Spanish
Other
Nonverbal

. Ethnicity, coded as:

= Black T e
= White ., / .

N

= Hispanic ~_ .~
= Other

PN LR S
B8 W

BN VLN SN

Student Behavior, Achievement, and IQ:

- 7 |
. Overall School Behavior Rating Score
. StbscaleSchool Behavior Rating scores

¢ Low Meed for achievement

:ﬁfm’ Disabilities
HO®ile Behavior
.Extorversion Sociability

¢

?
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. -Mathematics Achievement Test score in grade equivalents
. Reading Achilevement Test score in grade equivalents
., Earliest IQ score (full scale) ]
. Latest IQ score (full scale)
-
RS
‘ \\ \ L
{ y _ —
AN 2
' \_\: ;'é
(/“\ T~

A
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Appendix__g

Description of New York State Education
Department Contimum of Placement Alternatives
for the Handicapped

. Regular Class Program

In this setting, the pupil’receives whatever services are available
to all students. Consultation and/or “raining may be provided to
the regular classroom teacher from instructional specialists, ad-

ministrators, or other members of the school staff.

Regular Class Program With Related Services

While in the regular education program, the pupil with a handi-
capping condition may receive two of more periods a week of related
or other support services provided by appropriate specialists.

The extent of these sexvices may range from regular daily sessions
to less frequent contacts depending upon the pupil's individualized
education program.

Resource Room Program

The services in this program are provided to the pupil who requires
specifically doasigned instruction for 207 or more of the school week
n & resource roum. While the pupil may be considered educationally
handicapped and receiving special education in the resource room,
he/she is placed in the regular classroom and interacts with non-
handicapped peers for 50% or more of the instructional day. Appro-

priate related services are also provided.

M
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Special Class Program - Size Option 1

1 Teacher: 12 Students

This program is designed for pupils whose special education needs
require specialized instruction which can best be accomplished in
a self-contained setting for, at least 50% of tne school day with

other pupils having similar special educational needs.

Special Class Program - Size Option 2

1 Teacher + 1 Paraprofessional: 12 Students

In addition to the need for special education instruction, students

| in this program exhibit behavioraL Jroblems whiclk interfere with

the instructional process to the extent that an additional adult
is needed within the cldssroom to assist with the management needs

of the pupils.

|
\

Special Class Program - Size Option 3
\

1 Teacher + 1 Paraprofessignal: 6 Students

This program provides very individualized instruction. It offers
the structure and adult to sﬁpdent ratio nebessary for students
whose management needs are determined to be highly intensive. The
behavior of students in this pfpgranlumy be characterized as aggres-

sive, seLf~abusive or extremely withdrawn.
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xjgecial Class Program - Size Option &

1 Teacher: 12 Students

An additional adult/student ratio of 1.3

This program provides the intensive adult/student interaction
needed by pupils with severe multiple handicaps. The needs of

pupils in this program consist primarily of habilitation and
treatment:. |

Residential Program

This program provides needed twenty-four hours a day comprehensive

services which are unavailable to a pupil being educated in a special .
class and living at home. The program may be in a state-operated,

state-supported or an approved private residential school setting.
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Appendix D
DATA RECORDING INSTRUMENT

‘I’ Student I.D. & Card Number

Hrme Scheol Discice

(see code sheer)

Present Scheool Program
(see code sheet)

Sex 1. Male
2. Female

Late of Birth (month, year)

Father's Education Farher's Qccupacion

Mother's Education Mother's Occupation
(see code sheer) '

Famly Structimre
L. Intace 3. Foster care

v ——r— rv———

2. Single parent 4. Other

(specily)
Number of Siblings

‘l’ Number of Handicapped Siblings
Primary Laiigzge Spoken by Student

L. 3. Other

2. Spawish - 4. Nomverbal
Ettmicity 1. Waita 3. Hispanic
2. Black &. Other

‘Date of first Special Education Placemenc

(Prior to BOCES) (not including nreschoolPORTR/yems
Type of Placement Prior to Entzy Into BOCES
L. District regular class

2. Privata school regular class

3. District Special Education class

4. Private day school Special Ed.

g.%snstitu:icn or more restxictive settTing |
. None )

Date of Ent~y Inco BOCES

monts/ year

‘l’ﬁamimquing'Ccndicicn
at entry to BOCES (see code sreet

fandicaoping Condicion

© . 1982.1983
LRIC ¥ 72
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Camuter Code
N
Col. L-4
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i 18
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fen C
120 =
-]
<
21 -
S 25
S
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23 24 25 26

o7

28 29 20 31
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Latest I.Q. Score (if unrestable 299)

| 1 3-8
'ar:e |

L
- . monca vear —
Lest Name . /
L. WISC or WISC-R L—J »
2. WPPSE

E 4. WAIS or WAIS-R
3. Stanford Binec 5. Other

(specity)

Earliest I.Q. Score (if untestable 999) | | hawss
Date ' |

moneth year
Test Name 51
L. WISC or WISC-K
2. WPPSE 4. WAIS or WAIS-R
3. Stanford Binet 5. Other

(speciry)
Reading Test Total G.E. Score and SS
Name of Test

Date of Test

Math Test Total G.E. Score. and SS
Namr of Taest

| .Date. of Test ' |

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Preschool Experience
L. no preschool
2. re_ular preschcol
3. Special Ed. preschcol
(other than BOCES)
ga BOCES Special Ed. preschcol
i

2 of entry into preschcol .
(If no preschool 9999) mrm:h

(If no informmartion, leave blank) [——l

R

year |

— 1

W
!,)
i
tn
O
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Student L.D. and Card Mugher

. o
/s
\r’

Terminaricn Dace Z~om BOCES (in monch anfi vear - if noc
terminated 9999)

Last program arranded ac 3CCES

Type of placement made (see code sheet for getions 1-8)

R

BOCES placement, identify orogrzm (see code sheer -
if not BCCES placement $9) -

V4

If district placement, idenrify dist—ict (see code sheer -
if oot districs placemens $9)

'Ca.r:iNunbe::

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

ERIC "
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ACHIEVEMENT TEST DATA RECORDING SUPPLEMENT FORM

Camputer Code
Name
1 2 3 4
Card Number | ]
5

Reading Score

6 7 8 9 0 I 12 T3
Math Score _

i - 16 177 18 19 00 T
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CODE SHEET

SCHOOL DISTRICT OF RESIDENCE

01
02
03
04
05
06
07
08
09
10
11

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
- 33
34

35
36
37

38
39
40
4l
42
43
44
45

Baldwin UFSD - Town of Hempstead

Bellmore UFSD - Town of Hempstead

Bellmore-Merrick CHSD - Town of Hen j)stead

Bethpage UFSD - Town (¥ Oyster Bay

Carle Place UFSD - Town of North Hempstead

East Meadow UFSD - Town of H-mpstead

East Rockaway UFSD - Town of Hempstead

East Williston UFSD - Town of North Hempstead

Elmont UFSD - Town of Hempstead

Farmingdale UFSD - Towns of Oyster Bay and Babylon

Floral Park-Beilerose UFSD - Towns of Hempstead and
North Hempstead

Franklin Square UFSD - Town of Hempstead

Freeport UFSD - Town of Hempstead

Garden City UFSD - Town of Hempstead

Glen Cove City School District

Great Neck UFSD - Town of North Hempstead

Hompstead UFSD - Town of Hempstead

Herricks UFSD - Town of North Hempstead

Hewlett-Woodmere UFSD - Town of Hempstead

Hicksville UFSD - Town of Oyster Bay

[slund Park UFSD - ‘Town of Hempstead

. Island Trees UFSD -. Town of Hempstead

Jericho UFSD - Town of North Hempstead and
Oyster Bay :

Lawrence UFSD - Town of Hempstead

Levittown UFSD - Town of Hempstead

Locust Valley CSD - Town of Oyster Bay

Long Beach City School District

Lynbrook UFSD - Town of Hempstead

Malverne UFSD - Town of Hempstead

Manhasset UFSD - Town of North Hempstead

Massapequa UFSD - Town of Oyster Bay

Merrick UFSD - Town of Hempstead

Mineola UFSD - Town of North Hempstead

New Hyde Park-Garden City. Park UFSD - Town of North
Hempscead and Hempstead

North Bellmore UFSD - Town of Hempstead

North Merrick UFSD - Town of Hempstead

North Shore CSD at Glen Head, Glenwooc Landing, Sea
Cliff - Town of Oyster Bay and .~orth Hempstead

Oceanside UFSD - Town of Hempstead

Oyster Bay-East Norwich CSD - Town of Oyster Bay

Plainedge UFSD - Town ofOyster Bay

Plainview-Uld Bethpage CSD - Town of Qyster Bay

Port Washington UFSD - Town of North Hempstead

Rockville Centre UFSD - Town of Hempstead

Roosovelt UFSD - Town of Hempstead

Roslyn UFSD - Towns of North Hempstead and Oyster Bay
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46
47
48
49
50
51
32
53
S4
35
56
57

Seaford UFSD - Town of Hempstead

Sewanhaka CHSD - Towns of llempstead and North Hempstead
Sole Supervisory District of Nassau County (BOCES)
Syosset (S - lown of OQyster Buay

"Uniondale UFSD - Town of Hempstead

Valley Strcam CHSD - Town of llecmpstecad

Valley Stream UFSD Thirteen - Town of Hempstead
Valley Stream UFSD Twenty-four - Town of Hempsteada
Valley Stream UFSD Thirty - Town of Hempstead

Wantagh UFSD - Town of Hempstead )

Aestbury UFSD - Towns of North Hempstead and Hempstead
West flempstcad UFSD - Town of |lempstead

BOCES Programs: 0l

02
03
04
05
06
07
08
09

10.

1
12
13

Elementary (Plainedge, Plainview)

Junior H.S. (Baldwin Harbor)

Secondary - Career Development Center

Secondary - Center for Community Adjustment
Program for Physically Handicapped (Carman Road)
Program for TMR (Ros~mary Kennedy Center)
Program for Heariag Impaired

Program for Vision Impaired

District-Based Learning Disability

Preschool

Occupational Education for Secondary School Youths
Cultural Arts Center

District Programs

Handicagging Condition:

Father's/Moth ..'s

L3

01 = Autistic

02
03
04
05
06
07
08
09
10
11l
12

Bt 8 8 8 %5 8 8 ¥ 0 ¥

Emotionally Disturbed
Learning Disabled

Mentally Retarded

Deat

Hard of Hearing

Speech Impaired

Visually Impaired
Orthopedically Handicapped
Other Health Impaired
Multiply Handicapped

no handicapping classification by COH

99 = no information available

Education:

1
2
3
4
: 5
6
7
8
9

No schooling

K through 3rd

4th through 6th

7th through 8th

High school incomplete
High school complete
College incomplete
Colleyge complete
Post-college experience

7
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Tather's/Mother's Occupation:

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

= Unemployed

Laborer

Service Worker

Operator

Craftsman, Foreman

Sales, Clerical

Proprietor, Manager and Official
Professional, Semi-professional

= Homemaker

B 0 4 B0 u u R

0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

1 - REGULAR CLASS PROGRAM

In this secting, the pupil receives whatever services are available to all scudenrs.

Consultation and/or training may be provided to the regular classroom ceacher Srom
instructional specialists, adminiscracors, or other members of the school Stags

2_- REGULAR CLASS PROGRAM WITH RELATED SERVICES
While in the regular edqucation program, the il with a h.odicapping condizion

may rag;tvl two or more periods a week of relaced or other support services pro-
vided by appropriata spacialists. The exvent of these services mav range Svom
regular daily sessions to less frequent contacts depending upon the pupil's indi-

vidualized educacion progran.

3 - RESOURCE ROOM PROGRAM ‘
The services in this program are provided to the pupil «ho requires specifically
dasignad instruction for 207% or more of the school week in a resource rocm.
Whuntmnpqulunyb.camhhm«iahuuﬂmauytmmﬁcnm&iaﬁ:mndwﬁg:maﬂal
educacion in the resource room, he/she is placed in the regular classroom and
‘interacts with novhandicapped peers for 507 or more of the instructional day.

Appropriate related services are also provided.
4 - SPECTAL CLASS PROGRAM - SIZE OPTION 1
1 Teacher: 12 Students

This program is designed for pupils whose special education needs require special-

ized instzuction which can best be acccaplished in a self-contained sacrting for

ac least 507 of the school day with other pupils having similar special educacional

3 - SPECIAL CLASS PROGRAM - SIZE OPTION 2
1 Teachar + 1 Pavaprofessicnal: 12 Students

" In addition to the need for special education inscrucrion, students ir rhis pro-

gmmlemﬂuztnmwuunlpnmhnsvmidfhum:&meudﬂtdw,uucnm:nmalpnmmw
to the extent that an additional adult is needed within the classrocm to assist

with the menagenent needs of the pupils.

6 - SPECIAL CLASS PROGRAM - SIZE QPTION 3
L Teacher + 1 Paraprofessional: 6 Students

This program provides very individualized instruction. It offers the scructure
and acult to student ratio necessary for students whose managenenc needs are
detarmined to be highly intensive, The behavior of studencs in this program may
be characterized as aggressive, self-abusive or extremsly withdrawn.

7 + SPECTAI, CLASS PROGRAM - SIZE QPTION 4
1 Teacher: 12 Students
An addirional adult/student racio of 1: 3

This program provides the intensive adult/student interaction needsd by mupils
with severs miltiple handicaps. The needs of pupils in this grogram consist
primarily of renabilitation and treammenc.

8 - RESTDENTTAL PROGRAM

This progran provides needed twency-four a day comprehensive services which ire
unavailable o apqﬁl.hungedmumedin.aspunalchusamd]ivuu at homa.
The progran may be ulascnm«mcnmmd.snmu-amwnxaioram.qmmmmdprrnme
residencial school setting. .

8.
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(

ey
2. He tends to give up of hc has something hard to res wo
T D [;]
V[J Ho
3. lle interrupts whomever is spaaking. .. ........... o0
N * [} 'Y
4. Penmanship (handwriting) at lcast one grade Jevel res wo
below ape expectation ........................ C [;]
) ‘ vt|s HO
3. He starts fighting over nothing. ................. ;J [;
’ , Yes wo
6. Heis a helpful child . ......... P [’:] [;
YES NO
T Heisalertinclass ...........oooouvuitunn... a [;]
‘ )
8. Pourly coordinated when doing things with his ves o
hands such as coloring or pencil work ........... O [,;]
!
- Reading ability at least one grade level below age ves wo
CAPECLBLIOIL ¢ e i et v L;
Yts noO
10. On the playground he just stands around. ... ...... O (;]
7;’ NO
I1. le acts up when I'm not watching. . ............. O Q
vis 40
12. He volunteers (o recite in class. .. . . . PR R TTPI O g
’ vt‘s HO.
13. e huts and pushes other children. . .............. E,] [;]
- - Y3 NO
14. His hands shake when he is called on io recite . . . . . . D. E;_l
’ s uo
IS. He finds fault with whal other children do. . ... ... . [_:] @
16. lHe approaches a difficult task wnth an air of ves wo

J1.

20.

Jate Student -

Directions: Read EACH statement and decide if i gescrthes the chiid
for rating. I 1t does. chec\ YES.

ame

BEST COPY AVAiLABLE APPENDIX E SCHOOL BEHAVIOR CHECKLIST
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sox'ent WD

describe the child, check NO.

Note;

selected

It the statement Loes not

it1s IMPORTANT that you check EATH wutemernt I you srein

l)Om.f.T check the answer which is most truc.

, ”’3 tﬁ: ~0
Heastrendly ..., e e / ............. »

Jefeasm ..ol G i e [31 q

Yts MO

-Hes consideratc ol others. ... ....voieiun. ..., Q]

[} A

- Fils to carry vut tasks (HHomework assignments. scat «es no

WORK, ClE.) e e e J P
‘ [

3 TES NO

- He lacks the ambition to do well in school. ... D' E_;]

Y¢$ nO

He ducs things to get othersangry . .............. [.___:] [:__]

He will jut up an argument when toid 2 ¢zn’t do ves o

something ... [.‘j [;,
€S Ny
lic dues his homewmk ................... [; [;

| 25.
26.

27.

. He ieaszs other ¢

. He isafraid of making rmistakes. .

snidren .

He is bassy with other children ... .... .....]

He is easily upsct by changes in things around him. . .

Heissure of himsell, . ... 0
)

. He gives in when another child insists on do.ng ves wo

something dllOthl’ WAY . . E,-] (,J

vYes ;t

31. Hedoes.not respect other people’s belongings .... .. o0
Y

T€3 N0

32. He doct not fuiget llnn[vs which anger hm;( ........ (JJ [;]
vis o

33. tle seems to be off in a world of his own........ .. 00
’ ‘ ) ves ng
34. Any form of disc:pline makes him furious.. .. (. .. .. [ Q
‘v i

35. He likes an audience 4l the time. ... ... ... . S mn
vey n:'

36. Finds ithard tostudy. ..o : .
>

Yts o

37. He has to have cvcrythmg hisownway............ ]
V(! N:

38. He works well by himsell........ ... ... . . .. . O
. ' vc's n'g

39. When angry he will refuse to speak to anyone. . . E;J O
™

40. Hit. sciwoel performance is far below his capabilities res wo
.......................................... oo

vls V3
4l.Hehasnofriends.......................... .. Q (]
-~

A2, Behind at least une schuol grade due to academic ves wo
difficuities . ........................... N [:]

s wo

43. Seems dull;slow o catchon . .................. a0
| <

44. He wiii not ask questions even when he doesn’t know res wo
howtodotiework ..................... ... . a0

{ o=

45, He fighte back il another child has been asking for vee wo
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“significant differences were found. Yet parents' socioeconamic status,

regardless of type of early intervention, seaned to indicate a trend in

-,} STDY B, - >y " |

Stddy B exammed the 1mpact of early intervention on handicapped
children "ages 5 to 8 who were enrolled in a BOCES' spec1a1 education
school in three different: time periods - 1974, 1978 and 1982. They
were divided into three comparison groups with different types of early
intervention (no pres 0(31 regullr preéschool, special educatlon pre-
school; to rdeternnne tts Jmpact on educatlonal placement in the main-
stream contmul.m mth the least I.'eStI'lCtlve placement being main-
streamed totally in a 1oca1‘school dlStI'lCt This study also measured
the impact of PL 94-142 by comparing the amount, and type of mainstream-
ing before the implementation of FL 94-142 and afterwards.

"~ In summary, these results indicaf®d that though there were dif-
ferences ng handicapped youngsters with specitic types of preschool
experience (special education preschool, regular preschool and pre-
school) on parent SES, and age of entry into BOCES special education;
type of early intervention appeared to have no impact on.the main-
streaming »f these handicapped chllgren iFu.rthenmr_e, when two groups
(pre- and post-:‘.mplenmtatioﬁ PL 94-142) were compared to determine the

impact of the public law on mainstreaming on thé handieapped, no

e,

mainstreaming. The higher the parental socioeconomic level, the more likely

'Y
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for the youngster to be mainstreamed after the implementation of
PL 94-142 than before its implementation.

Since the study was designed to ascertain data from school based
records, the youngsters selected for this stugly were those who had
been at BOCES after their preschool years and whose records were there-
by housed within the BOCES.

Therefore, one of the reasons why this study may not have found a
significant impact of type of early intervention on mainstreaming could -
have been due to the limitations of this selection process.
| The study was designed to look at only those handicapped students
5-8 years of age remaining in the BOCES after their preschool years and
then to ascertain the degree of mamstreamlng of those students. The
study excluded those handicapped students who went directly from a pre-
school situation into a mainstreamed setting in district.

It may be that early intervention could have an impact on main-
streaming immediately following the preschool experience, which would
not have been picked up in this study design. Therefore, results
of the study regarding the impact of early intervention on mallinstreami.tg
are not conclusive due to the limitations of the school-based sampling ' ,‘

design. Further research in this area appears wari. ‘ted at this time.
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CHAPTER T

INTRODUCTION AND REIATED LITERATURE.
LPACT OF EARLY mfiﬁﬁ\/ENTION AND PL 94-T42 0N MAINSTREAMING

In the middle of the 1960's, the subject of earlv chiidhoud educaticn

received a tremendous amoumt of attention, especially arter the decline or

the theory of fixed intelligence, which had dominated the field of develop-
.mental psychology since the 1920's. The emphasis since 1961 has shifted
to a belief that major psychological developments 1. Language, curiosity,
social skills and intelligence occur in children before the age of four.
Early studies of socially deprived children showed that deprivation effects
were cumulative and the longer the deprivati m eXLS_ed the more interven-
tion was necessary to correct its effects. From these ideas came thoughts
of the value of early intervention as building a solid intellectual
foundation and as a preventative for more advanced problems later on in
life. |

The first research in early intervention dealt rostly with dis-
| advantaged children and the Head Start Program which was developed in the
mid-1960's. But a growing concern for children with other handicaps,
especially the mentally retarded, led to intervention programs ard re-
search efforts that focused on these children, Studies dealing with
nandicapped children substantiated the belief that earlv intervention
could enable these children to function ar a higher intellectual level
than was possible without it. It was believed that early intervention
for young handicapped children was successful in raising fumctional levels
and thus reduced the need for special class services or even residential
placement at older ages. Preschool education was considered to be a

preventive program for many children who were prone ro need special

education  (Karnes, 1973) .




T

A study done by Kirk (1958) cited that children who benefited most
I'rom early enrichment programs were ones (a) for whom no organic basis
could be found for their handicap, and (b) for those for whom their home
enviromments were the most depriving. Data collected on the Syracuse
Program (Caldwell & Richmond, 1968) showed a high positive correlation
between the extent of the deprivation of the family from which the chil-
dren came and the extent to which the children responded to the enrichment
prograr. This brought to light important implications fcr programs for
young handicapped children, particularly if concerns revolved around such
aspects as inability to learn, difficulties in adjusting to social situa-
tions, etc.

Research with both disadvantaged and handicapped children has gen-
erally supported the theory of early intervention. Although the early
results of the Head Start program did not appear promising, data on the
children at a later time showed a significant impact. Also, other stu-
dies over the past decade have demonstrated the positive effects of
early intervention. In a report by‘Lazar. Hubbell, Murray, Rosche and
Royce (1977), the results of 12 re : arch groups left no doubt that deli-
berate cognitive curricula had a .. iificant long-term effect on school
performance. The studies included an empirical research design of the
effectiveness of their respective programs using control groups of chil-
dren who were drawn in advance from the same population who did not parti-
cipate in the programs. Results showed that early education did improve
the academic performance of low-income and handicapped children. 'These
children were not assigned to special education classes as often as their

camparison groups and were retained less often.



Stewart (198l) investigated the relationship between characteristics
of 35 preschool handicapped children and their developmental gains in an
early intervention program for handicapped children. The specific charac-
teristics that were examined included age at intervention, length of in-
tervention, socioecoimic status, first born as compared to all other or-
dlial positions in birth, race, one or two children in a family versus
three or more, sex, intact home versus broken hcmes, and severity of
handicapping conditions. Tﬁe developmental areas that were measured in-
cluded personal-social, gross motor, fine motor, language and cognitive.
Low socioeconamic level children made significantly larger gains on gross
motor skills than middle to high socioeconomic level children; black chil-
dren made significantly lavger gains than white children on the gross motor,
langt 1ige, and perceptual cognitive subscales; and boys made significantly
larger gains than éirls on grost motor and fine motor skills. No signi-
ficant differences were obtained on the relationship of the other charac-
reristics gl developmental gain,

There appeared to be a lack of agreement on the gost strategic age
for intervention with the handicapped, but general consensus seemed to
be that the earlier the interventicn with handicapped children, the better.
In a study conducted by Weikart, Deloris, Lawser and Wiegerink (1970)
it was found that preschool children who entered the handicapped pre-
school program at three years of age made slightly greater gains than
those who entered the handicuapped program at four years of age.

Karmes, Hodgins and Teska (1969) conuucted a study with low-income
children functioning in the retarded range (I0 37-75) with a mean IQ of
66. At the end of one y=ar of preschool intervention, the mean Binet 1Q

of the group improved to 87.5, a 2l-point gain. Of the 15 children in

57
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this study, 13 made Binet IQ gains that placed them in the average range
of intelligence. Moreover, at the end of the third grade, all of the
children in the study had been placed in regular classes.

More evidence supporting early intervention came from Heber and
Carber (1970) in an evaluation of the 'Milwaukee Project'' which pro-
vided intervention for children ages 3 to 5. At 42 months of age, the
experimental group with intervention had higher IQ scores of 33 points,
than the comparable group without intervehtion.

In sumary one of the major results of early incervention studies
of the late 1960's and early 1970's was to heighten the awareness of the
public to the advantages of preschool education and to take a hard look
at the education of the handicapped in general. The passage of PL 94-142
in 1975, known as the Education For All Handicapped Children Act, was a
direct result of this new awareness. This act stated that childrenvwith
handicapping cunditions between the ages of three and 21 must be fur-
nished with education and related services. Pressure was brought to
bear on all educational institutionsgfrom local districts to naticnwide
agencies so that conditions of the law would be met. This action not
only prompted schools to develop more qualitative programs for the edu-
cation of the handicapped but also gave renewed attention to early in-
tervention in the form oif preschool education.

Since the literature points to the use of early intervention as a
valuable tool in the intellectual development of handicapped children
and PL 94-142 mandates services for handicapped children begimming at
age 3, it appeared to be appropriate that an attenpt be made to measure

the effects of early intervention on mainstreaming.




Study B examined the impact of early intervention on handicapped
children ages 5 to 8 who were enrolled in a BOCES special education

school in three different time periods - 1974, 1978 and 1982. They

were divided into three ccmparison groups with different types of early
interventin (no preschool, regular preschool, special education pre-
school) to determine its impact on educational placement in the main-
stream contimum - with the least restrictive placement heing mains-
streamed totally in a local district. This stucy also measured the im-
pact of PL 94-142 by camparing the amount and type of mainstreaming be-
fore the implementatvion of PL 94-142 and afterwards.

Q - | 8 H




STATEMENT OF THI' PRORLEM FOR STUDY B

The puxrpose of this study was to investigare the impact of early in-
intervention and PL 94-142 on mainstresming of handicapped children, Al-
though several studies had been conducted in the past two decades deal-
ing with early intervention, there was very little information on its
effect on mainstreaming - the ultimate goal of an early intervention
program for handicapped chilcren. Furthermore, a paucity of information
existed concerning the effects of.PL 94-142 on the degree of mainetream-

ing of the handicapped.

Very little information existed on the characteristics of chi ldren
who received special education early intervention versus thoce whe did
not receive special education until ages 5 to 8. Therefore, the first

3

research question was designed to furnish information on student charuc-

teristics. )

Educatioqal and psycholoéical theory suggested that early interven-
tion could eliminate many problems of the handicappeua and this could re-
duce the necessity for their placement in special classes. Research with

the disadvantaged and children with certain types of handicaps have

generally supported this theory. The second research question was designed

to study further. the impact of early intervention on mainstreaming.
Being mainstreamed at an earlier age is regarded as advantageous to
the child and cost-effective for society. Studies have suggested
(Groseni.ck, 1971 ; Wing, 1963) that the longef the child femains in a
special setting, the less likely it is that the child will want to |

leave and the more difficult it would be to mainstream the child. The

JU
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third research question was designed to study the impact of early inter-

vention on the age of mainstreaming.

Lastly, Public Law 94-142 mandated that a handicapped child be -

placed in the least restrictive educational enviromment as early as pos-

sible in his/her education career. Little research exists to date that

documents the impact of PL 94-142 on the degree of mainstreaming of the

handigépped. Therefore, the fourth research question examined the im-

pact of‘PL 94-142 on mainstreaming.

The four research questions posited in this study which deal with

the aforemnentioned issues are stated below.

1. Do handicapped children who receive early intervention (special

education at ages 3 or &) differ from handicapped children who

do not receive“speéial education mtil ages 5 tc 87

Are handicapped children wio receive early intervention (special
education at ages 3 or 4) more likely to be later mainstreamed

or placed in a less restrictive setting than'handicapﬁed children
who do mot receive special education until ages 5 through 8?

Are handicapped children who receive carly intervention (special
education at ages 3 or 4) mainstreamed or placed in less restric-
tive envirorments by an earlier age than children who do not
receive special education until ages 5 through 8?

Have more “handicapped children in a special education school been
mainstreamed to a regular school after FL 94-142 went into

effect than before this act? : \

Jl
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METHOD
. ’ Subjects

| The 281 subjecté‘ (98 females, 183 males) were randomly selected from
4a total of 575 children who attended the Board of Cooperative Educational
Services (BOCES) of Nassau County special education lcwer elementary school
at three different time periods. This BOCES program servé; handicapped -
childrén ages 5 to 8 with physical, emotional and mental handicaps from
all of the 56 school districts in Nassau County. It does not serve the
severely mentally retarded, the severely vision or hearing impaired or
children with cerebral palsy as other BOCES schools serve these special
pop}llations. |
The three nonoverlapping. time periods’ selected for thii\g\g?gy in-
| ‘ " cluded the 1974-75 school year, with an enrollment of 220 students, the
1978-79 school year having 160 students and the 1982-83 school year with
195 students. Therefore, the total population available for this study

7

was 575. | ]
| ‘The fix‘st step in the sampling procedure was to draw a stratified
random sample of 300 handicapped children by time period and sex (100 in
reach time wave, 50 females and 50 males) using a random numbers table.”
However, some records were not available ei'ther because subjects had
moved and new addresses were not available or because school districts
denied access to these specific student files. Whenever a 'él.lbject was
dropped from the study, another was chosen as a replaceent by random -
sampling until the total avaiiable population was exhausted. FinaliLy,

it should be noted that the ratio of males tc females in the original

. total population was 3 to 1, the males being predominant.

Q ' 92




Therefore, the actual sample consisted of 81 subjects from the 1974-
| 75 time wave, 18 female and 63 male; 100 subjects from the 1978-79 time
wave, 34 female and 66 male; and 100 subjects from the 1982-83 time wave,
46 female and 54 male. |
Design
The main purpose of Research Question 1 was to determine if there
were any significant differences between the characteristics of students
“with special education presc;;ool versus those with regular preschool ex-
perience and.those with no early intervention. A comparative ‘group de-
sign was utilized; the independent variable was early intervention witih
three levels (special education preschool, regular preschool, ¢ “ no
early intervention). Descriptive data on students in each time wave
‘ (IQ, age, e=x, type of handicap, parent SES and family structure) con-
’ stituped the dependent variables.

The main purpose of Research Question 2'was to determi;le if handi-
capped chi}dfen who received early intervention (special educétion at
ages 3 or 4) were more likely to be later mainstreamed or placed in a
less restrictive setting than handicapped children who did not receive
special education until ages 5 througt; 8. This question was addressed
by an ex post facto camparison group design that compared students who
received special education prior to age 5 (early intervention) versus
those students who entered the BOCES between ages 5 and 8 with regular

preschool e;cperience and those without any preschool to determine if

there were significant differences in later educational placement

| (mainstreaming) .
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The independent variable w;s the same as for Research Question 1,
early intervention with three levels. The dependent variable, educa-
tional placement in fall of 1983, was coded as  follows: (1) main-
streamed, academically and socially; (2) partially mainstreamed, aca-
demically for 50% of day,i (3) in-district specias education - self-
contained classes, and' (4) BOCES special education program or residen-
tial seﬁting,

The main purEose of Research Question 3 was to determdne if handi- -
capped children who received early intervention (special education at
ages 3 or 4) were mainstreamed of placed in a less restrictive environs,
ment by an earlier age than children who did not-receive special educa-
tion until ages 5 thiough 8. This_question was also addressed with an
ex post facto comparison group design that compared children who re-
ceived special education preschool versus those who received regular
. preschool or no preschool to determine if there were significant differ-
ences among the groups regarding age when mainstreamed.

The independent variable was the same as for Research Questions 1
and 2, early intervention with three levels. The dependent variable
was age when mainstreémed, defined as lea&ing the BOCES special educa-
tion school to attend a regular school.

: Reseaich Quéstion 4 asked whether more handicapped children in a
special education school were returned to a regular school after PL 94-142
went into effect then before this act. Even though the act was passed
in 1975, real implementation did not occur in New York State until 1978.
Therefore, the sample used to answer this question was a subsample of the

tote’ sample. Youngsters from two time waves. were utilized; those enroliled
[



- research team review these subject records. In most cases joval dis-
g

e
2
(—
—

in 19/4-75 represented the period before the implementation of PL 94-142;
those enrolled in 1978-79 represented the period after the implementation
of, this act.

*\_ The dependent variable was educational placement after three years

fo?véa' time wave. . The educational placement of students in the 1974-75

. time wave was, examined for 1977 to determine the frequency of mainstream-

ing over a three-year period before PL 94—142; the educational placement
of students in the 1978-79 time wave was examined for 1981 to determine
the frequency of mainstreaming over a three-year period after PL 94-142.
Procedufe

Lower elementary school class lists from the = 100l years 1974-75, . N
l97§;79 and- 1982-83 were obtained and the sample for this study was
dra@n from these lists as described in the previous section. Computer
lists of alifstudents in BOCES schools were then reviewed to determine
which ch}ldfen in the sample were still enrolled ih BOCES special educa-
tion:prégrams in school year 1982-83. The pext step was to compile a
llst_of;student subjects who were not curréntly enrolled in any BOCES
programs. It was assumed that these students had returned to their local
school distgiqps.

Letters were then sent to the local school districts from the BOCES

Superintenderit requesting their cooperation in order to have the BOCES

tricts approved the record review and data collecrion effort contingent:

on the receipt of parenfal permission. If the ¢hild was no longer in

Py

attendance-in his/her original home district, di.“+wict records were ex-

amined to determine what school district the child's transcripts were

95
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forwarded to and contaot was made with the new school. For any student
who moved eut ‘of the county, every effort was made to locate the stu-
dent's new school and information was §\EghF by phone or mail. Any
subject whose records could not be located'aas dropped from the study
and another subject from the s sex and time period was randomly
selected from the total popplajgjn to replace this subject.

, Record review and data collection for students in all three time

waves who returned to their local school' districts took place in the

suhmer/fall of 1983. Record review and data collection for those students
in all three time waves who remained in BOCES programs also took place in
the summer/fall 1983.

Each child in the study was assigned a code number. MNumbers were
placed on a recording form developed by project staff. All data re-
quired for the study for both the dependent and independent variables

was obtained from the students' records, and was recorded on the data

recording forms.

- For those students in +ime wave 1982-33, follow-up regarding edu-
cational placement was campleted in the fall of 1983. At that ‘time,
it was determined whether students in this sample were still enrolled

in BOCES or had returned to local districts and their specific type of-

educational placement or degree of mainstreaming was ascertained.

t

L]
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CHAPTER III
RESULTS

Research Question 1: Comparison of Children With and Withcut Early

Inter =ntion e

To determine if handicapped children who received early interven-
tior. (special education at ages 3 or 4) differed fro@,handicapped chil-
dren who did not receive special education until ages 5 through 8 an
ex post facto comparison group design was utilized. Students who re-
ceived no preschool (group 1), regular preschool (group 2), and those
who received special education preschool (group 3) were compared to see
if differences existed between them on IQ, parent socioeconomic status
(SES), family structure, type.of handicap, sex, age at entry into BOCES
special education programs, and length of time in BOCES school programs.
Means and standard deviations for all interval and ordi;al data by

grouﬁ'are presented in Table I. ®

TABLE I

MFANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS BY GROUP
(No Preschool, Regular Preschool and Special Education Preschool)

— Regular Special Education
Variables No Preschool Preschool Preschool
_ N X SD N X 3D N X SD
1Q 94 72.53 17.94 54 76,50 20.60 102 69.43 21.66
Parent SES 70 3.31 2.11 44 4,20 2.54 87 4.5 2.13
Age of Entry
into BOCES , 107 6.61 1.23 62 6.21 1.60 115 5.47 1.37
Length of
Tine in BOCES 107 4.25 2.90 62 3.30 2.47 115 4.88 3.65
(not including
preschool)

37



. . Separate analyses of variance (ANOVA) were Aused for all entry in-

ter\};i- or ordinal data (IQ, parent SES - measured by father's occupa- }
tion)' and sep‘érate chi-square analyses were used’ for all nominal data
(type of handicap, family structure, sex). Results of all separéte
analyses of variancel‘“on the irterval and ordinal data are presented in

-Table II.

TABUS II
ANALYSES OF VARIANCE SUMMARY TARLE OF STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS ‘ |
FOR THE THREE PRESCHOOL CONDITIONS |

Variable Source  df S F
1.Q. Between Groups - 2  894.61  2.214
Within Groups 247 403.98

. | o Parent SES

(Father's Occupation) Between Groups 2 ¢ 30.92 - 6.264%
 Within Growps 198 4.93
Age of Entry . Betwee: Groups 2  36.76 19.542%
into BOCES '
, Within Groups 281 1.98
Length of Time Between Gt ~ups 2 50.31 5.06%*
in BOCES
Within Groups 281 9.90
*p<g.0L

Results of the amalysis of variance regarding parent socioeconomic
status (SES), as represented by father's occupation, indicated that sig-
niticant differences existed among the three comparison groups (F(2,198)

' = 6.26, p €.01). In order to determine where differences between these

ERIC - J8
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groups existed, a multiple range test - the Scheffe test, was employed.
The Scheffe test denoted that a significant difference did exist be-
tween group 1 (no early intervention) and groué 3 (special education
preschool) on{gérent SES. Children having no early intervention came
from families ﬁaving a lower parental SES (measured by father's occupa-
tion) than children who régelved specia! educacion preschool.

Results from the analysis of variance using age at entry into
BOCES special education programs as the dependent variabie indicated
that significant differences existed among the groups (F(2,281)=19.54,
P {.Ol). The Scheffe test denoted that significant differences existed
regarding age of entry into BOCES special education between group 3
(special education preschoél) and groups 1 and 2 (no preschool and re-
gular preschool). More specifically, children who received special edu-
cation preschool intervention entered BOCES special education programs
eight and a"half months earlier than regular preschool children and
slightly over one year earlier than children who received no preschool
at all.

Results of the analysis of variarce using time spent in BOCES spe-
cial education programs (not including preschool) as the dependent vari-
able indicated that significant differences existed among the gro&ps
(F(2,281)=5.06, p<.01). The Scheffe test denoted that significant
differences existed between group 2 (regular preschool) and group 3
(special education preschool) on this variable. In this case, children
who received special education early intervention stayed in BOCES spe-
cial education programs nearly one-and-one-half years longer than

children who received no early intervention.

39
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Results of all separate chi-square analyses on all nominal data
are presented .in Table III. To determine if differences existed between
the three early intervention\groups concerning family structure, a 3
(types of early intervention’groups) by 2 (family structure; intact or
single parent) chi-square was computed. Results of this chi-square
analysis indicated that there were no significént differences between
" groups regarding family structure (X2 (2)= ;81, pY.05).

In order to determine if any differences existed between the three
eérly,intervention groups relating to type of handicap, a 3 (types of
early intervention groups) by 4 (type of handicap: emotionally dis-
turbed, learning disabled, mentally retarded, multiple handicapped)

_ chi-square was computed. The original set of handicapping conditions
consisted of 11 separate categories as follows: 1. Autistic, 2. Emo-
tionally Disturbed, 3. Learning Disabled, 4. Mentally Retarded, 5. Deaf,
6. Hard-of-Hearing, 7. Speech Impaired, 8. Visually Impaired, 9. Ortho-
pedically Handicapped, 10. Other Health Impaired, 11, Multiply Handi-
capped. These 11 handicapping conditions were reduced to four for thié
anaiysis because the majority of the subjects used in the study fell
into these four main handicapping categories. The rumber of students
who fell into the remaining seven handicapping classifications were too
amall to be used in the chi-square analysis and as a result those classi-
fications and subjects were dropped. Results of this chi-square analysis
also presented in Table III indicated that there were no significant
differences between the three early intervention groups regarding type

of handicap (X2(6):12.00, p%.05).
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‘, | TABLE III

-CHI-SQUARE ANALYSES SUMMARYL "wi3LE OF STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS
FOR THE THREE PRESCHONL, CONDITIONS
No Regular Special Educa-.
Preschool Preschool tion Preschool Total

Family Structure -

Tntact 3 40 83 196

| : ' 76.9%

Single Parent 22 15 22 59 )

. 23.1%
v 95 55 105 755

37.4% 21.6% 41.2% 100%

Y af=2 %281 p .05
_ . , *
7 A T :
‘Type of Handicap ' -
Emotionally Disturbed 31 11 18 60
’ ! 29.9% ‘

Learning Disabled 26 13 15 : 52

. . 23.3%
Mentally Retarded 12 8 14 34

- 15.2%
Multiple Handicapped 22 15 40 , 77

| 34. 5%
89 57 87 733

39.9% 21.1% 39.07% 100%

df=6 X2=12.00 p>.05

Sex
T Male 73 45 73 191
’ 67.3%
Female 34 17 42 98
32.7%
107 62 115 284
37.7% 21.87% 40. 5% 1007,

df=2 X%=1.58 p>.05

-

‘ 101




13

A 3 by 2 chi-square analysis was performed to determine if differ-
ences existed between thg turee early intervention groups by sex. Re-
sults of this chi s?clyza‘re analysis also presented in Table III indicated &
that there were no significant differences between groups related to sex v
) @F@=1.58, p>.05. ~ |

‘Research Question 2: The Impact of Early InterVention on Mainstreaming

To determine if handicapped children who received early interven-
tion (preschool education at ages 3 or 4) were more likely to be later’
maigstreamed or placed in a leqs restrictive set:ing than handicapped
ch11dren who did not™ reqelve spec:Lal education until agee 5 through 8, ‘
an ex post facto camparison group design was utilized. ' This design . \
. compared students who received regular preschool (group 2), and those . o
o who received special edﬁcation preschool (group 3) with those who re-
veived no preschocl (group 1) to ‘detennine Lf there v;ere significant
e | differences in later,\egucational pla_eemeﬁt vahong the groups.
' Mainstreaming ~ce.‘t:egor:'.es constifuted the dependent va;‘iable in the
“~anglysis of this research question and were coded in the following man-
ner: (1) mainsireamed totally - academically and socially; (2) par-
2! tially mainstreamed - academically for 50% of the school day; (3) in-
$ district special education - self-contained classes; (4), not main-
streamed - BOCES special education programs or residential setting.

Due to the fact that there were fewer than five students in certain

of ‘the cells, the mainstreaﬁd:;g placement éondition was collapsed into

Q | o | 102
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two categories (Regular School District and BOCES or Residential Setting).

Therefore a 3 x 2 (preschool condition by mainstn;,eamed placement) chi-
square analysis was °performed.' Results of this ;:hi-square analysis are
presented in Table IV, The chi-square statistic is well below the .05
level of significance. Therefore, youngsters with varied preschool ex-

‘nerience do not differ si@ificggtly regarding educational placement.

& L;"N!
]

TABLE IV

CHI-SQUARE ANALYSES SUMMARY TABLE OF PRESCHOOL CONDITON FOR THE
'IWO MAINSTREAMED PLACEMENT CONDITIONS

Regular BOCES or
‘ School Residential -
Prescheol Experience District Setting Total
No preschool . - 20 45 65 33.5%
Regular preschool * 13 30 43 22.1%
Special education preschool 18 ' 68 86 44.37
51 143 194
26.3% . 73.7% 100.0%
E /
df = 2 %% =233p > .05

In addition, a log linear analysis was,performed écmtroiling for
parent SES, age of entry into BOCES, and time spent in BOCES special ed-
ucation programs (the three variables found to be significant in the
analysis of Research Question 1). The log-linear mode‘l was used to
further the relationships aong the categorical va;iables in multidimen-
sional arréys. The log-linear appfggcﬁi-involved a s'earchrfor the most

parsimonious model of variable interactions that ddequately fit the data.




of the adjusted residuals BT

L

Interpretations as to the fit of gmodel were than made by examination

of the chi-square statist;

A log-Ilinear mod¢l fitting, presented in Table V, indicated a fail-
ure to reject the null\hypothesis of complete independence among types
of mainstreaming categoyies; (X2(6)=9.27,p) .05). However, inspection
1ted in the last colum of Table V sug-

gested that the model of compléte’independence did not adequately predict

educational placement in the tctally mainstreamed category; the adjusted

(standardized) residuals were over + 2.0 for early intervention groups 2

and 3 (adjusted residuals were 2.39 and -2.50 respectively). Therefore )

it appears that having a preschool experience may have an effect on being

totally inainstreamed.

TALLE V

LOG-LINEAR ANALYSIS

FACT: - ADJUSTED RESIDUALS

Mainstreamed Totally
No Preschool bl

Regular Preschool 2.39
Special Education Preschool -2.59
Partially Mainstreamea .
No Preschool .78
Regular Preschool -.60
Special Education Preschool -.24
Self-Contained in District
No Preschool | -.009
Regular Precchool -.32
Special Education Preschool .28
Not Mainstreamed in BOCES or Residential
Placement
No Preschool ~1.006
Regular Preschool -.66
Special Education Preschool 1.5]

X°=9.27, df=6, p .05
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\ Research Question 3: The Impact of Early Intervention on the Ave of

Mainstreaming

, i | | T~ determine if handicappbid children who received early inter-
ventiop (preschool education avi} ages 3 or 4) were mainstreamed or

* placed in a less restrictive e;wironmnt at an earlier age than children
who did noé receive special education until ages 5 through 8, an ex
post facto comparison group design was utilized. 3tudents who received
no preschonl (gfoup 1), regular preschool (group 2), and those who
received special education preschool (group 3) were compared to see
if differences existed between them on the age when mainstreamed (left
special education school and went to regular sci'xoo'l).

A mé-way analysis of covarianée was employed to determine the
‘f\ effects-of preschool. experience on the dependent variable, age at

mainstreaming, after adjustment for those variables found to be

significant in Research Question 1 (parent SES-father's occupation,
and age of entxy into BOCES special education).

Resultg of the analysis of covariance are presented in Table VI.
As indicated, no sigr;ificént main effects of preschool experience
were found for age when mainstreamed when father's occupation and

age at entry into BOCES special education were controlled (F(2,47)=

:3L, p>.05). Therefore it appears that preschool experience is not

related to age at mainstreaming.




22

\

TABLE VI - LN
ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE OF AGE WHEN MAINSTREAMED FOR THE TAREE PRESCHOOL
. CONDITIONS
Source df MS F
Main Effects '
Preschool 2 1.42 .309
Explained 4 15.44 3.364
"‘Residual 46 4.59
MEANS AND ADJUSTED MEANS
Sp. Education
No Preschool”  Regular Preschool Preschool
Means 10.47 9.60 9.40
Adjusted Means 10.09 9.81 9.19

(F=2,47)= .31, p ).05)
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Research Question 4: Impact of PL 94-142 on Mainstreaming

To determine if more handicapped children in a special education
school had been mainstreamed to a regular school after PL 94-142 went
into ‘effect than before the act was implemented, an ‘e.x post facto
comparison group design was utilized. Ev‘eri' though the act was passed
in 1975, real impla_tmﬁation did not occur in New York State until 1978.
Students who were 5 to 8 years old in 1974 made up group 1, which in-
cluded those youngsters enrolled in BOCES special education elementary.
programs prior to the implementation of PL 94-142, The educational
placement of this group of ybungsters as of 1977 was used as the depen-
dent measure. This time period (1974-1977)represented the three-year \
period immediately prior to full implementation.

Students who were 5 to 8 years of age in 1978; group 2 included
those yomgsters‘ enrolled in BOCES special education elamentary programs

- after the full implementation of PL 94-142. The educational placement
<

of this group of youngsters as of 1981 was used as the dependent
measure. This time period (1978-1981) represented the three-year
period following full implementation of the law. The educationa®
Placements of these groups as of 1977 and. 1981 respectively were used °
to determine the impact of PL 94-142 on mainstreaming.

In order to detemmine the answer to Research Question 4, a chi-
square and log-linear analysis were performed. Prior to implementing
the chi-square and log-linear analyses, preliminary analyses of vari-
ance and chl-souare analyses were conducted in order to determme
whether differences existed between the aforementioned groups on each

of the variables emanating from the literature, as discussed in Research

107
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Question 1. Means and standard deviations for all entry interval and
ordinal data by group are presented in Table VII.

Results of all separate analyses of variance on the interval and
ordinal data are presented in Table VIII. As displayed in Table VIII,
the results of the amalysis of variance indicated that the groups did
rllot. differ significantly concerning IQ scores (F(1,164)=.72,p ).05), (.
father's education (F(1,93)=1.74,p) .05), mother's education (F(L,108)=
2.19,0) .05) or age of entry into BOCES special education programs
(F(1,183)=.00,p) .05). Res\i‘x\lts of the analysis of variance using
parent's sociceconcmic status’ (SES) as determined by father's occupation
as the dependent variable indicated that the groups did differ signifi-
cantly on this variable (F(1,124)=5.61,p .05).

Results of all sef)arate chi-square analyses on the nominal
‘datg are presented in Table IX. To determine if the two gfoups (before
and after PL 94-142) diffgred on family struc‘t:ure (intact or single
parent) a 2x2 chi-square .‘analysis was performed. As shown in Table IX,
there were no significant differences between the two groups concerning .
family structure (X2(1)=.33, p>.05).

A chi-square analysis was also performed to determine if dﬁference}
existed between the two groups on hardicapping conditions. As in
Research Question 1, the handicapping conditions were broken down into
. four main categories - euptionally disturbed, learning disabled, mentally
retarded, and multiply handicapped. The results of this chi-square
analysis présented in Table IX indicated that no significadt differences
existed between the groups on type of handicap (X2(3)=5.l7,p7.05).



25

TABLE VII

\
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF STUDENT CHARACTERIS% BY GROUP
(BEFORE PL 94-142 AND AFTER PL 94-].@

Student Characteristics Before Pl 94-142 After PL 94-142

N X SD N X D
1.Q. 74 67.95 19.90 . 92 70.70 21.20
*Father's Education 37 6.5  1.26 58 6.15 1.46
) *Mother's Education 42 63l 118 . & 596 1.24
Age of Entry into BOCES 8l 6,19 1.72 104 6.18 1.42
*Parent SES 56 4,45 2.20 70, 3.47 2.37

. *These variables had' ordinal rating ranging from 1-9 for father's and
mother's education and 1-7 for parent SES.

TABLE VIII

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY TABLE OF STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS
FOR THE TWO PL 94-142 CONDITIONS

‘ Variable Name Source df MS F
J I.Q. Score ' Between Groups 1 310.09 728
s Within Groups 164 425.75
L Father's Education  Betweem Groups 1 3.35 1.75
| Within Groups \‘93 1.92
Mother's Education Between Groups 1 3.24 2.20
[N .
Within Groups 107 1.48
. , \ '
/. ‘
- Age of Entry Between Groups 1 .01 .003
; ~ into BOCES *
| ) Within Groups 183 2.43
Parent SES Between Growps =~ 1 29.58 5.61V
' ather's occupation -
- € CUPALO) i thin Groups 124 ( 5.27 /

*F(1,124)= 5.61,p (05.
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TABLE IX

CHI-SQUARE ANALYSES SUMMARY TABLE OF STUDENTS' CHARACTERISTICS
FOR THE TWO PL 94-142 CONDITIONS

Pre PL 94-142 Post PL 94-142 Totals
Family Structure
Intact 63 - 75 138
85.7%
Single Parent 12 11 23
14,37
75 86 161
46.6% 53.4% 100%
df=l  X%=.34 p .05
Type of Handicap
Enotionally Disturbed 19 22 41
27.27%
Learning Disabled 13 23 36
23.8%
Mentally Retarded 16 9 25
16.6%
Maltiple Handicapped 20 29 ’ 49
32.5%
68 33 151
45.0% 55.0% 100%
df=3 X%=5.17 'p>.05
Preschool Experience
No Preschool 34 42 76
‘ 42.2%
Regular Preschool 11 25 36
, ! 20.0%
Special Education
Preschool 34 34 68
37.7%
79 J 0L - 180
43.87% 56.1%

df=2  X%=3.65 p%.05
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' Lastly, chi-square analysis was performed on preschool experience
of the pre and post PL 94-142 groups to detemmine if di fferehces existed.
Preschoo). experience was coded as follows: (1) no presctool; (2) regular
preschool; (3) special education preschool. Again, as presented in
Table IX, there were no significant differences between the two groups
concerning preschuol experience (X2 (3) = 5.383) p}.05).

In order to determine the impact of PL 94-142 onmainstreaming, a

2 x 2 (mainstreaming condition-BOCES Special Education or Regular
School District by Time Wave - Before PL 94-142 or After PL. 94-~142) was

performed. Results of this chi-square analyses are presented in Table X.

TABLE X
CHI-SQUARE ANALYSES SUMMARY TABLE OF BEFORE AND AFTER PL 94-142
‘ FOR THE TWO MAINSTREAMED PLACEMENT CONDITIONS
Before Acter
PL 94-142 PL 94-142 TOTAL
BOCES Special Ed. 42 61 103 77. 47,
Regular School Dist.”’ 12 18 30 -22.5%
Total 54 79 133
40.6% 59.3% 100. 0%
2
df =1 X = .03 p > .05

The chi-square statistic is well below the .05 level of significance.
Therefore in this analysis PL 94-142 did not impact significantly on
the type of mainstreaming placement. ) .
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A log-linear analysis qgntrolling for parent SES-father's occupa-
tion was then conducted. As was described in the analysis of Research
Question 2, log-linear analysis involves the selection of a linear
model that adequately fits‘ the data By analyzing the expected versus
the observed frequencies. Interpretations as to the goodness of fit
of the model can be made by looking at the }og-l_inear chi-squarc
statistic and adjusted residuals. g

The variqlgﬂles used in this analysis were as follows: Degree of
Mainstreaming 4(l)\ Not Mainstreamed - students who remained in BOCES
special education programs; (2) Mainstreamed - students who left BOCES
and returned to regular school districts. Time Wave (1) Before PL 94-142
students who were 5-8 years old in 1974; (2) After PL 94-142 - students

who were 5-8 years old in 1978. Parent SES (father's occupation) (1)

Blue Collar Positions - laborer, service worker, operator, and craftsman;
(2) White Collar Positions - sales, proprietor, and professional.

The original four mainstreaming categories were collapsed into

two categories, as previously described, due to the fact that type of

mainstreaming information for the two comparison groups was not available.

The original seven occupational categories utilized in previous
analyses w%re collapsed in this analysis into two occupational
categories as explicated above. Condensing of categories was employed
for this analysis since the numbers of subjecti in individual cells
would have been so small that statistical interpretation would have

been impossible if the entire continuum of categories had been utilized.
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As a result of this collapsing of categories y @ 2x2%2 chi square schema

AY

was envisioned - three variables, each having*‘"‘two dimensions.

In log-linear analysis, as in multiple regression, one seeks to

-

find the simplest model that adequately fits the data. Three models
were processed in this log-linear analysis and are presented below.
Each model predicted towards mainstreaming from either time\wave,
father's occupation, or a combination of the two. |

The first model attempted to predict mainstreaming category from
‘time wave only. The analysis of this'model is presented in Table XT.
A log-linear modei fitting indicated a failure to reject the null
hypothesis of independence among the types of mainstreaming categories
regardless‘tbf time wave; X2(2)=5.81,p >.05. Inspection of the adjusted
residuals, presented in the last colum of Table XI suggested thét |
the model of complete independence did not adequately predict main-
streaming in either mainstreaming category" sinée the adjﬁsted-residuals
were over + 2.0 for both blue and white collllar workers before PL 94-142
implementation. It must be kept in mind that in a residual analysis
the closer the adjusted residuals are tc zero the better the model
fits the dats.

The second model attempted to .predict mainstreaming category ffom ' &
father's occupation, disregarding time wave. The analysis of this
model is presented in Table XII. 'It can be seen that the log-linear
fitting indicated a failure to rej;ect the null hypothesis of complete
independence among types of mainstreaming categories based on father's

occupation only; X2(2)==3.27, p) .05. However, the X2 statistic should
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TABLE XI
LOG-LINEAR ANALYSIS (MODEL 1)
’ TIME WAVE ONLY
» Adjusted
Factor Residuals
BOCES Special Education
Before PL 94-142
, Blue Collar (SES) -2.410
White Collar (SES) 2.410
After PL 94-142 :
Blue Collar -.047
White- Collar 047
Regular School, Districts
Before PL 94-142 )
Blue Collar 2.410
_ White Collar -2.410
After PL 94-142 '\
Blue Collar 047 ‘
White Collar -.047

X2=5.81 df=2 p ».05
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TABLE XII

LOG-LINEAR ANALYSIS (MODEL 2)
FATHER'S OCCUPATLON ONLY

Adjusted
Factor Residuals
BOCES Special Education
Before PL 94-142
Blue Collar (SES) -1.07
White Collar (SES) 1.45
After PL 94-142
Blue Collar (SES) 1.07
White Collar (SES) -1.45
Regular School Districts
Before PL 94-142
Blue Collar (SES) 1.07
White Collar (SES) -1.45
After PL 94-142 o
- Blue Collar (SES) -1.07
White Collar (SES) 1.45

X%=3.27 df=2 py.05
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not only be nonsignificant but should approach the degreés of freedom
of the test. In this case X%=3.27 was much closer to the degrees

of freedom (2) than in the analysis of the first model. Thig was &n
indication that the second model was a better fit for the datai In
fact, by inspecting the adjusted residuals it was evident that they
all approached one standard deviation from'the mean which indicated
a fairly good fit compared to the first model - the furthest outline
was + 1.45.

The third model attempted to predict mainstreaming category from
time wave and father's occupatiom taken together. The analysis of
this model is presented in Table XIII. It can be seen that a log-
linear fitting indicated a failure to reject the null hypothesis of
irdependence among the mainstreaming categories; X2(1)¥3.23, p .05.
Inspe;:ticn of the adjusted residuals in Table XIII suggested that the
model of complete independence did not adequately predict any of
the mainstreaming categories for either time wave or- father's occupation
taken together, since all the adjusted residuals were + 1.79.

In sumary, a futher examination through a long-linear analyses
suggested that parent SES appears to have an impact on mainstreaming.
Yore children of white coliar workers-and fewer children of blue collar
workers remained in BOCES‘ Special Education than were expected before
FL 94-142. After the implementation of PL 94-142, fewer children of

white collar workers and more children of blue collar workers remained

- in BOCES Special Edvication than would have been expected..




. TABLEXIII

LOG-LINEAR ANALYSIS (MODEL 3)
TIME WAVE AND FATHER'S OCCUPATI%I
justed

Factof Residuals

BOCES Special Education
Before PL 94~142

i Blue Collar -(SES) -1.79
White Collar (SES) 1.79

After PL 94-142
Blue Collar (SES) 1.79

White Collar (SES) -1.79

Regular School Districts
Before PL 94-142

Blue Collar (SES) . 1.79
White Collar (SES) o -9
o After PL 94-142
- Blue Collar (SES) -1.79
White Collar (SES) 1.79

-~

X2=3.23 df=l p .05




. - CHAPTER IV | )
" DISCUSSION /

One of the major results of early intervention studies of the
late 1960's and early 1970's was to heighten the awareness of the
public to the advantages of preschool education and to take a hard
look at the education of the handicapped in general. The passage of
PL 94-:1.42 in 1975 was a direct result of this new awareness. This
act stateri that children with handicapping conditions between the
ages of 3 and 21 must be fiznished with education and related ser-
vices. In additiun, it stressed the importance of the leaét restric-
tive educational placement for these youngsters.

This present study (B) was an attempt to assess the impact of
both early intervention and PL 94-142 on educat.ional placement of the

‘ - handicapped. The discussion that follows addresses pertinent issues
| | and results of early intervention and the passage of PL 94-142 as they
relate to mainstreaming of the handicapped.

Review of the Research Questions

Characteristics of Youngsters Receiving Different Types of Preschool

Experiences

Handicapped youngsters with rio preschool experience were compared
to handicapped youngsters with regular and special education preschool
experience across a contimmm of charactéristics including: IQ, family
structure, handicapping condition, sex, father's occupation, age of
entry into special education (not including preschool), time in special
educatioﬁ program (not including preschool). Results indicated that
those youngsters who had been enrolled in special education preschool




entered BOCES special education programs at an earlier age than those
youngsters who had been enrolled in regular preschool or who had no
preschool experience. Furthermore, "these same youngsters receiving
special education preschool came from families with a higher socio-
economic status (as measured by father's occupation) than those young-
sters with regular or no preschool experience. Lastly, this same
group of youngsters with special education preschool experience re-
mained in special education programs for a longer period of time than
those .cungsters with regular or no preschool experience.

It may be that parents of a higher socioeconomic level are better
able to negotiate the medical and educ¢ational systems for early screen-
ing services for their children, tihereby availing their youngscers of
the most appropriate preschoo'l\e?cﬁérience. Furthermore, sirice special
education preschools are more sensitized to the needs of handicapped
youngsters and probably have a more direct liaison with special educa-
tion programs, it appeared more feasible that those children enrolled
in special education preschool programs would have a greater likeli-
hood of being‘placed in special education programs such as BOCES at
an earlier age than either those children who received regular pre-
school intervention or no p;eschool at all. Moreover, it then followed
that since children receiving special education preschool were admitted
to BOCES special education programs at an earlier age then their
regular and nonpreschool counterparts, thet their time in BOCES

elementary programs was greater than the other two groups.

In addition, it should be borne in mind that those children with
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regular preschool experience spent the least time in BOCES elementary
school special education programs thereby alluding to the fact that
length of stay in.special education programs could also be influenced

by regular preschool policies. In these regular preschool programs,
children usually remain enrolled through age 5. These youngsters may be
the less severly handicapped, and it is even possible that identification
of handicap was not made until school years

Impact of Early Intervention on Mainstreaming

The literature inferred that early intervention was a valuable
tool in the intellectual development of handicapped children. From
this basis, it was expected that early intervention would thereby
expedite the mainstreaming of handicapped children. In this Study
. (B), however, no relationship was found between type of early inter-
venf:ion and mainstreaming, though early intervention appeared to have
same impact on total mainstreaming of handicapped students in this
study. Yet, early intervention did not have an impact on the age of

the handicapped youngster when mainstreamed.

Impact of PL 94-142 on Mainstreaming
Since PL 94-142 was a federal law mandating that children with

handicapping conditions between the ages of 3 and 21 must be furnished
with education and related services, it was expected that more children
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would have been mainstreamed after the implementation of the law

than before. In this study this expectation was not realized.

Regarding the impact of PL 94-142 on mainstreaming, the results of

this study did not find a significant impact on handicappéd children
being mainstreamed. More specifically, it was determined that there
were no statistically significant relations.hips‘, between malnstreanung

categories and time waves (before or after P1 94-142 implementation.”

Since an ex post facto comparison group design was used, vari-
ables characteristic of the groups were sought. Two comparison
groups, one.representing the time before PL 94-142 ‘implenentétion and
the other representing the t1me after implementation, were compared
on these descriptive data: family structure, handicapping condition,
preschool experience, IQ scores, father's education, mother's educa-
tion, and agz of entry intb BOCES special education programs. The
only significant characteristic difference noted between the groups
was socioeconomic level as déterm:ined by father's occupation.

The children who made up the group receiving special education
services in a BOCES program before the implementation of PL 94-142 came
from hames having a higher socioeconomic status than the group receiving
speciai education services in a BOCES program representing the time
after implementation. ThlS may have oeen the case due to the fact ‘that

before PL 94-142 was enacted, fewer ei.~atiunal options were available

for handicapped children. Parents with higher socioeconamic backgrounds

L .
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- were probably more aware of the problems of their handicapped children
.and services available and sought ‘a special education program for their

children at the earliest time in their youngsters' schooling career.

Sumnary and Conclusions
" In sumary, these results indicated that though there were
fferences among handicapped youngsters with specific types of pre-
school experience (specml education preschool, regular preschool
and 10 preschool) on parent SES, and age of entry into BOCES special
, educatlon programs; type of earl?' mtervent{on appeared to have little
impact on the mainstregming of these handicapped children. Yet, early
intexvention, regardl s of ‘type did appear to impact on ﬁotal main-
| streaming of hmdicapg students. Furthermore, when two groups (pre-
. and post- J.mplanentatmn PL 94-142) were compared to determine the im-
-pact of the public law on mainstreaming of the handicapped, no signifi-
cant dlffe{::ences were found. Yet parents' socioeconomic status, regard-
less of t.ype of early intervention, seemed to indicate a trend in main-
streaming. The higher - the pafental socioeconamic level, the more likely .
for the youngster t-o be mainstreamed after the implementation of PL 94-142
than before its iqu)lementatipn. '
Since the study was designed to ascertair; data from school-based
records, the youngsters selected for this study were those who had
been at BOCES after their preschool years and whose records were there-
by housed within the BOCES. Therefore, one of the reasons this ‘study
may not have found a significant impact of type of early intervention
on mmstrearmrg could have been due to the limitations of this selec-

xl/
. : tion process.

9
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The study was designed to look at only those handicapped students

3-8 years of age remaining in the BOCES after their preschool years

and then to ascertain the degree of mainstreaming of those students.

~ The study excluded those handicapped students who went directl.y from

a preschool situation-into a mainstreamed district. ...
- It may be that type of early intervention could have an impact

on mainstreaming immediately following the preschool experience,

- which would not have been picked up in this study design. Therefore, Cff |

results of the study regarding the impact of early intervention on

. B xY
mam$treammg are not conclusive due to the l:imitations of the school-
based sampling design. , Further research in this area appears warranted

at this time.
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