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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 study
the impact of early intervention and FL 94-142 on mainstreaming. For
this purpose, two separate studies were conducted.

Study A sought to determine what factors contributed significantly and
predicted de 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 regal.ding: 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 BOGIES at three differ-
et .t. 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 an&type
of mainstreaming before the implementation of PI 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 conditions.

St-u_dy_p_

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.
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Objective 4: To determine if handicapped children who received early
intervcqtion were mainstreamed at an earlier age than children who
did not recAve 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 before 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
contains all information pertaining to Study A. Volume II contains
all information pertaining to Study B.
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ABSTRACT

STUDY A

This study identified criteria which would discriminate between hand: -

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 comprehensive set of student background achievement and behavioral data

was collected from these records. All of the Children were followed up in

the fall of the 1983-84 school year to determine if they had been recommended

to remain in their present special education school or to be returned to a

regular school in a self-cOntained or mainstreamed setting. Discriminant

analyses were then performed on the data derived from the student records

in order to predict student placemmt.

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 young-

'ster's hostile behavior. Therefore, handicapped youngsters with higher

IQs, greater family intactness and showing 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 set-

tings 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 sub-

sample.

Though the variables of Current; IQ, Family Structure and Hostile

Behavior played a statistically significant role in discriminating among

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 district had been larger, the originally examined

variables may have produced a higher degree of discrimination among the

groups.

Further studies which examine factors related to mainstreaming

should consider using larger sal pies 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 rele-

yam:. factors 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 (Abeson, Bolick & Hass, 1977).

The passage of FL 94-142, the Education For All 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 alternattves and to select the setting for each child

that is least restrictive. 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..."

(FL 94-142, Federal Register, Sec. 3C, 1975).

The concept of least restrictive environment and mainstreaming

are often interpreted as being synonymous; however, Anderson, Martinez

and Rich (1980) have stressed the need for definitions of terms in

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

scriptive concept of edi ating handicapped cl4ldren with their normal

peers whenever this is appropriate. Least restrictive environment is

defined as a program placement concept wherein handicapped Children

are educated in environments as normal as possible, with mainstreaming

placement in regular classes considered the most normal or least re-

strictive placement (Anderson, Martinez & Rich, 1980).
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The notion of 1Past restrictive alternatives assumes that a con-

tinuum 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 environments ordered by the least

restr#tive concept (Chiba & Semtel, 1977; Deno, Id970; Lowenbraun &

Affleck, 1978; Reynolds, 1962; Reynolds;& Birch, 1977). On a nominal

scale from the least restrictive to the most restrictive, these alterna-

tives include regular classroom and self-contained classrooms in the

regular school to community-based residential institutions. In addi-

tion, the New York State Education Department in 1982 'het forth a

continuum of placements for the handicapped which operationalizes

full :range of alternative administrative and instructional options

being used in the State.

The Education'for 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 CRITERIA TO 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 (Hannaford, Simon & Ellis, 1975). In addition,

factors emanating fran three other sources were examined: those
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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 variab:',.es were

identified for study of entry placement decisions: age, sex, ethnicity,

socioeconomic status.intelligence, achievement test scores, classroom
71

achieve7ent, teacher referral information, number of grade retentions,

habitat behavioral characteristics, language characteristics, self -

concept, interpersoaal relationships, anxiety at home, anxiety,at

school. and values of parents. Additional factors examined in the

lat'est study on entry criteria included: an interview with the child,

visual-motor ability, neurological exam information and income level

(Knoff, 1983).

The choice of particular entry level criteria in making special

class placement decisions appears to be moving away from using IQ as

the single determining factor. Hannafotd, Simon 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 Unmaking special class entry

placement decisions to be: assessments in language and interviews with

the child, along with certain behavioral and/or emotional indicators.

Furthermore, 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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S RELATED LITERATURE: EXIT CRITERIA FOR MAINSTREAMING PLACES tarr DECISIONS
OF THE HANDICAPPED

The studies mentioned in the previous section focused an criteria

for entry placement decisions of the handicapped into special education

clacles. Few stucties have been devoted to the determination of exit

criteria for the handicapped from special education classes to less

restrictive placements. This section examines those exit criteria

sv,,,-sted by clinical experience and research to date, which are re-

lated to mainstreaming placement decisions of handicapped youngsters.

Based on clinical experience, 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 t'.ie child. At this 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 patterns of

social relationships an already well established.

The second criterion designated by Forness refers to the degree

of severity of the child's problm 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 retardation, aphasia and

multiple handicapping conditions.

13



The potential of the youngster to form social relationships was

also set forth by Forness as an important criterion in mai-,streaming

decisions. Furthermore, familial support was considered critical.

Without the encouragement of other family members, it was felt that the

handicapped youngster would be more vulnerable to secondary emotional

reactions and social isolation within a regular classroom setting.

Palmer (1980), from his clinical and research experience, focused

on the consideration of academic skill attainment 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.

PaImPr and Hewett (1973) conducted a study to examine the relation-

ship of demographic, IQ, achievement, and teacher ratings of eriptionally

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 reb:lar class program correlated significantly with the sex of

the pupil. Traditional 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 had 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 be important when making mainstreaming

5



placement decisions. Such characteristics which were mentioned in the

literature as fostering or exacerbating learning problems in potential

mainstreamed settings included: impulsivity (Keogh & Donlon, 1972;

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

Hallhan, 1974; TUrnure, 1970), temperamental behavior patterns (Hall &

Keogh, 1978; Thomas, Chess, & Birch, 1968), and motivational problems

(Keogh, Cahill, & MacMillan, 1972; MacMillan & 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 mainstreaming. 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 learning dis-

abilities programs had been wel-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

6



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 personnel in an

urban school system to determine whether learning disabled students

who were assigned to academic classes in the mainstream differed in

certain academic and behavioral characteristics from learning dis-

abled students who were not mainstreamed. Participating in this

study were learning disabilities teachers, elementary school prin-

cipals, mainstreamed learning disabled students, and nonmainstreamed

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

nonmainstreamed 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 It'oup and with those of nonmainstreamed 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 personnel in

target schools who were responsible for making mainstreaming decisions

which involved students in the sample.

7
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Results of these analyses revealed very little difference between

mainstreamed and no mainstreamed 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 nonmainstreamed 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 perceptions.

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 placement 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

Nmasure of the extent to which a child bad profited from schooling,

and the grade placement was thought to be a useful measure of general

school experience.
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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 discriminant function analysis was performed. Since there

were only two placement groups, one discriminant function was derived.

The obtained linear composite depicted ABS, spelling discrepancy, IQ,

and reading discrepancy to have the most significant weights in the

prediction of placement, with approximately 42% of the variance in

placement accounted for by the obtained composite. Furthermore, 83%

of the children were correctly placed by the linear composite obtained

by the discriminant function analysis.

Clinical experience has highlighted the following factors as being

critical to the mainstreaming of handicapped youngsters: age of the

child, Angth 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 overlap somewhat with those factors derived from

clinical experience, and include: IQ, academic achievement and

student behavorial characteristics.

Researchers have only begun to emp4rica1ly investigate exit

criteria related to mainstreaming decisions. Moreover, this research

has been conducted on only two handicapped groups, the learning dis-

abled and the mentally retarded. Furthermore, a limited set of
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criteria have been utilized for these studies. Lastly, this research

has focused on the identification of placemenl. criteria relative to

reentry into a mainstreamed regular class placement and not across

the continuum of mainstzeamed placement options available to the

handicapped.

Study A will examine a comprehensive set of exit criteria,

emanating from the literature, for children with different handi-

capping conditions and for placement across the continuum of main

streaming options. The results should have significance for the com-

plex assessment and disposition processes that influence educational

programming efforts for handicapped youngsters. It should also have

significance for the continuous reassessment and placement of handi-

capped children especially regarding exit from special education settings.



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 continuum 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 of different groups of handicapped students in a continuum of

less restrictive placement options within local school districts.

Although several investigatdrs (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-

ing disabled students into regular classes from special classes, none

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 continuum of less re-

strictive placement options within local school districts. Further.

more, though Bullard (1982) examined specific criteria sp ified y

teachers and principals for making mainstreaming decisions the

of criteria was limited to academic and behavioral characteristics and

to one handicapped group, the learning disabled. Therefore, the examina-

tion of criteria deemed necessary by school personnel in making main-

streaming decisions for all groups of handicapped students also appears

to be warranted.

11



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 continuum 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 placement

decisions for each handicapped group, that the complex assessment and

disposition processes that influence educational programing efforts

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

12



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 local 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.

22
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CHAPTER II.

METHOD

Sub'ects

The subjects of study A consisted of the total number of chil-

dren enrolled in the Nassau County Board ofCooperative Educational

Services (BOCES) special education elementary school in school year

1982-83, which totaled 434. The Nassau BOCES elementary program

serves handicapped children from all of the 56 school districts in

Nassau county 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

these special populations.

atel

Through the use of discrinLnant function analyses, with a relevant

set of discriminking variables as the independent variables and educa-

tional placement options as the criterion (dependent) variables, linear

composites of the discriminating variables which most accurately deter-

mine specific mainstreaming placement alternatives were formulated.

The discriminating variables consisted of a set of background

criteria emanating from the literature and retrievable from student

records. In addition, child behavior ratings, achievement test scores

and intelligence quotients were used as discriminators (see Appendix B

for the entire set of discriminators). The major dependent variables

were the educational placement options, namely: regular class program

14



placement; regular class program placement with related services; re-
.

source room program; special class program for 50% of the school day;

special classes within the local school districts; special classes

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

description of these placement options included in the New York State

continuum 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 Intelligence Scale for 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).

15
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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) Anxiety, (d) Academic Disability,

(e) hostile Isolation, and (f) Extroversion. A seventh scale, 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 represented. 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 readied_

acceptable limits (reliabilities ranged from .70 to .90 for all scales,

except for Hostile Isolation whici 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-

p4lation was used to measure achievement in reading and mathematics

for all children enrolled inithe BOCES elementary school. The Metro-

politan Achievement Tests were designed by 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-
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mentary school chose the MAT since its objectives and items adLquately'

covered the curriculumi areas taught in their school. Therefore, the

content validity seemed well-matched with the curriculum areas the

test was intended to measure.

Kuder-Richardson 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 norms 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 Children-Revised OWISC-EL

The WISC-R consists of the same twelve 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 norms were deri7ed from groups repreSentative of the

United States population of children taken from 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

forms, described above. Other relevant information pertaining to

student behaviors andoachievement were gotten from teacher stered

behavioral observation ratings and achievement test; 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 establish 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 recommended to remain in their present

setting; to be placed in another special education'school or institu-

tion; or to be mainstreamed into a regular 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 childwas attending and the degrbe of mainstreaming. Mbreover, in

order to assure access of this information for those students that had

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

was sent.to each of the 56 superintendents prior to making the follow -

up phone calls.
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CHAPTER III

RESULTS

The problem under investigation was that of examining whether measures

that were tWily available to school personnel could be used to determine

the later educational4placements of the handicapped fran a special education

elementary school to the local school district. Four-hundred thirty-four

'youngsters were followed after placement decisions were made in order to

discern whether ddetermination of placement was possible fran 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 fran student records, descriptive statistics of the entire set of po-

tential dsicriminating variables are presented. Results of factor analysis

of this entire set of potential .discriminating variables 're then reported.

These factor analytic results were used to det I 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

categorical placement groups (those that remained in the special education

school, those that returned 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 special 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 of Potential Discriminating Variables.

Factor analytic 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 variables that were not

ordinal in nature (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 communalities 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 should be noted that pairwise 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 correlation co-

efficient if the value of either of the variables being consiered 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

20
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TABLE 1

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND VALID NUMBER OF CASES FOR CONTINUOUS
vARIABus DERIVED FROM STUDENT RECORDS

VARIBALE MEAN SD

45,398.71
25.21
17.00

19.32

22.36

VALID N

Student doul. Information

131,707.19
106.35
22.41

26.28

32.52

432
434
434

434

338

District Valuation
Current Age (in months)
Time in BOCES Sp. Ed. (in months)
Time in all Sp. Ed. not incl.

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

(in months)
Time in presch. (in months) 9.19 13.27 338

Family Information

1.70 1.45 420Number of Siblings
Number of Handicapped Siblings .23 .57 423

Student Behavior, Achievement
and IQ Information

Low Need for Achievement 57.01 8.27 434
Agressive Behavior 63.19 15.42 434
Anxiety Behavior 57.79 11.97 434
Academic Disabilities 64.58 9.18 434
Hostile Behavior 53.10 9.77 434
Extroversion Sociability 44.12 16.01' 434
Arithmetic Azhievement 1.65 1.85 375
Reading Achievement 1.31 1.72 362
Current IQ 78.30 19.16 398
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TABLE 2

FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTS FOR CATEGORICAL VARIABLES
DERIVED FROM STUDENT RECORDS

Student Background Information

Sex

Male
Female

Valid N Cases

sPreschoUpterimo_

Nothincludinz preschool
Regular preschool
Special Ed.preschool
BOCES Sp. Ed.preschool

Valid N Cases

Type of Placement Prior to Entry Into BOCES

District Regular Class
Private School Regular Class
District Special Ed. Class
Private Day School-Special Ed.
Institution or More Res tric. Setting
None

Valid N Cases

Family Information

Mother's Education

NO schooling
K - 3rd
4 - 6th
7 - 8th
high school incomplete

school complete
college incomplete
college complete

V...st-cle.....1111-9.2.
4 Valid N Cases

FREQUENCY PER

322 74.2
112 25.8

434 100.0

188 43.6
115 26.7
89 20.6
39 9.0

431 100.0

87 20.0
19 4.4
68 15.7
42 9.7
2 .5

216 49.8

434 100.0

0 0.0
0 0.0
2 .6

6 1,8
9 2.7

48 14.2
175 51.6
45 13.3
54 15.9

339 100.0
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TABLE 2, continued

FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTS FOR CATEGORICAL
DERIVED FROM STUDENT

Family BackgFound Information

VARIABLES
RECORDS

FREgUEiCY PERCENT

Father's Education

No Schooling 0 0.0
K - 3rd 0 0.0
4 - 6th 2 .7
7 - 8th 12 4.0
high school incomplete 5 1.7
high school complete 36 11.9
college incomplete 114 37.7
college complete 49 16.2
post - college experience 84 27.8

Valid N Cases 302 100.0

Mother's Occupation

3 .8laborer
service worker 42 11.3
operator 9 2.4
craftsman, foreman 1 .3

sales, clerical 43 11.6
proprietor, manager and official 5 1.3
professional, semi-professional 41 11.1
housewife 227 61.2

.....

Valid N Cases 371 100.0

Father's Occupation

19 8.7laborer
service worker 60 17.9
operator 37 11.0
craftsman, foreman 68 20.3
sales, clerical 26 7.8
proprietor, manager and official 55 16.4
professional., semi- professional 60 17.9

Valid N Cases 335 100.0
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FREQUENCIES AND PER=
DERIVED FRCM

Family Background Information

TABLE 2, continued

MR CATEGORICAL VARIABLES
STUDENT RECORDS

FREQUENCY PERCENT

Family Structure

Intact
262 61.8Single Parent
126 29.7Foster Care
18 4.2Other
18 4.2

Valid N Cases
424 100.0

Primary Language

English
411 95.1Spanish

9 2.1Other
9 2.1Nonverbal
3 .7

Valid N Cases
430 100.0

Ethnicity

White
319 74.2Black
87 20.2Hispanic
14 3.3Other
10 2.3

Valid N Cases
430 100.0

Handicapping Condition.

Autistic
19 4.4Emtionally Disturbed
144 33.2Learning Disabled
54 12.4Mentally Retarded
26 6.0Deaf
0 0.0Hard-of-Hearing
0 0.0Speech Impaired

65 15.0Visually Impaired
0 0 . 0Orthopedically Handicapped 19 4.4Other Health Impaired
3 .7Multiply Handicapped

104 24.0
Valid N Cases

434 100.0
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in the computation of each of the simple coefficients prior to factor

analysis. Since the number 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 5% 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 I and II accounted for the larger percentages of variances,

13% and 12% respectively, while Factors III, IV, V and VI accounted

for 9.6%, 7.5%, 6.2% and 5.57 respectively of the variance. These factors

(I - VI) were labeled respectively: Age and Time in Special Education,

Achievement and Aptitude, Socioeconomic 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 maximminunber of functions whi'h

can be derived is either one less than the number of groups or equal to

34
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TABLE 3

MAJOR FAC;.'.. RS FOR THE SAMPLE

FACTOR I - Age & Time in Special Ed . FACTOR II - Achievement & Aptitude

(1.V. of the variance)

Time in Sp. Ed.not inc 1. presch. 91

(127. of the variance)

Mathematics Achievement .83
Time in BOLES Sp. Ed. .89 Reading Achievement .81
Time in Sp. Ed. inc 1. presch. .77 Current IQ .71
Current Age .72 Aggressive Behavior .45
Mathematics Achievemant .33 Current Age .43
Academic Disabilities .31 Academic Disabilities -.35
Reading Achievement .30 Sex -.31
Current IQ -.30

FACTOR III - Socio/Econothic Influence

(9.67. of the variance)

Fathe J Education , .83
Father's Occupation .77
Mother's Education .73
Number of Siblings -.37
Number of Handicapped Siblings -.35

FACTOR V - Covert Negative Behavior

(6.27. of the variance)

Hostile Behavior
Anxiety Behavior
Low Need for Achievement
Academic Disabilities

.77

.74

.74

.41

FACTOR IV - Preschool Experience

(7.57. of the variance)

Time in Preschool .91
Preschool Experience .89

Time in Sp. Ed. incl. preschool .58

FACTOR VI - Cultural Influence

(5.5% of the variance)

Family Structure
Mother's Occupation
Ethnicity

35

.67

-.65

.58
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the number of discriminating variables, if there are more groups than

variables. In addition, if there are more discriminating variables

than necessary to achieve satisfactory discrimination, the steuwise

discriminant analysis procedure can be utilized.

The stepwise procedure was employed in this study. The process

commenced by choosing the single variable which had the highest value

on the selection criterion. The criterion utilized in this analysis

was the overall multivariate F ratio for the test of differences among

the group centroids. The variable which maximized this F ratio also

minimized Wilks' lambda, a measure of group discrimination. This test

took into consideration the differences between all the centroids and

the cohesion (acxxlweity) within the groups.

The initial variable was then paired with each of the other vari-

ables, 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, continued until no additional

variables provided a minimum level of improvement.

For the following discriminant analyses, six potential discriminating

variables were selected from the six factors of the aforementioned factor

analysis. The variable with the highest factor loading and having

the fewest number of missing cases was chosen from each of the factors,

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

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

Family Structure.
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It should be noted that cases with missing values were deleted in

a li:Jtwise fashion in the computation of the stepwise discriminant analyses.

That is, listwise deletion caused a case to be ()witted from the calcula-

tion when that case contained a missing value on any variable entered

into the computation. For the calculation of the classification routine

all cases were included as follows. If the placement group code was missing

the case was treated as unclassified. If data were missing from the dis-

criminanting variable, the total mean for the respective variable was sub-

mitted. Therefore, at times, the number 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 used - those that

remained in the special education school and those that were returned

to district. For the second stepwise discriminant analysis performed

on the entire sample, three educational placement groups were used -

those that remained in self-contained classes in the 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-

vents (regular classes, resource roamTrograms 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 n.ultiply handidapped, speech

impaired and emotionally disturbed), the,afar...erentioned two educational

placement groups were used.
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Stepwise Discriminant Analysis With TWo Placement Groups With The
Entire Samiae

Results of the first stepwise discriminant analysis (using six

potential discriminating 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 potenLal

discriminating variables by each of the two placement groups (returned

to district and remained in special education school) with the entire

sample.

TABLE ifab'

GROUP Z1EANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR EACH SFJECill) pararriAL
DISCRE1INATDIG VARIABLE FOR EACH OF THE TWO PLACE IT GROUPS

WITH THE ENTIRE SAMPLE

Variable

Remained In
Special Ed. School

(11=236)

Returned to
School. District

(N=41)

Mean S. D. Mean S. D.

Time in Special Ed. 29.53 20,24 26.07 18.29
(not incl.preschool) 4 ft;

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 .44 1.09 .30

The stepwise discriminant procedure resulted in three variables,

Current IQ, Fanily 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 function represented

primarily Current IQ, (-.77), with Family Structure (.52) and Hostile

Behavior (.42) playing secondary roles.

The one significant discriminant function (X2 = 29.23, df = 3,

p = .00), with its eigenvalue (.11) and its associated canonical correla-

tion (.31) further connoted 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 rile

(reduced) space defined by the discriminant functions. It appeared

fran the group centroids 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

education 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 classification routine which classified the

'original set of cases to see how many were correctly classified by the

variables used. Appoximately 86% of the cases were correctly identified

by the classification routine as members of the groups to which they

actually belonged, with a larger number of errors made in misclassify-

ing those,youngsters who returned to district as cizred to 'those

remaining in the special education school.

A
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TABLE 5

CLASSIFICATION flESULTS FOR WO PLACEE:;'r GROUPS

WITH THE MTIRE SAMPLE .

Actual Group N of Cases

Predicted
Group Membership

Returned
to

District

Remained in
Special Ed.

School

Returned to District 47 1 46
6.1% 93.9%

Remained in Sp. Ed.
School 305 2 303

.0.7%. 99.3%

Percent of "grouped' cases correctly classified: 86.44%

SStewise Discri ra*+t Analysis With 'Three Placement Groups With 'The
tire amp

Results of the second stepwise discriminant analysis (using

six potential discrimihating variables and three educational place-

cent groups ) with the entire' sample are presented in Tables 6 and 7.

Table 6 shows the gropp means and standard deviations for

each oil the six potential discriminating variables by each of the

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

district and remained in special education school) with the entire sample.

p
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TABLE 6

GROUP MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR EACH SELE 010 POTENTIAL
DISCRIMLNATING VARIABLE FOR EACH OF THE THREE PLAMEITI GROUPS

WITH TEE ENTIRE SANFLE

Variable

Mainstreamed

In District

Self- Contained

In District

Remained In

Spec.Ed.School

(N=13) (N=28) (N=236)

Time in Sp. Ed.

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

(not incl. 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
48.07 9.84 50.28 9.12 54.01 10.10

Father's Occupatior 4.23 2.00 4.07 1.82 4.13 2.04
Preschool Exper. 1.53 .51 1.50 .50 '1.59 .49
Family Structure 1.15 .37 1.07 .2f 1.26 .44

The stepwise discriminant procedure resulted in two variables,

Current IQ and Family Structure entering into the analyses at steps one

and two respectively. lbe remaining four variables added very little

to the discrimination among the three conditions and therefore were

not forced into the analysis. Current IQ and Family Structure were

selected before Wilks' lambda became nonsignificant and produced a

relatively low degree of separation among the three groups as indi-

cated by the final Wilks' lambda of .89. The standardized 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
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(-.46), while the second function represented primarily Family Struc-

ture (.89) with Current IQ (.36) as a secondary component.

The one significant discriminant function (X2 = 26.69, df = 4,

p = .00), with its eigenvalue (.10) and canonical cu:-relation (.30)

connoted a relatively law 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, lambda 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 nonst%tistically

significant amount of discriminating information now existed. Further-.
more, the percent of variance or discriminatory power of the first

function was 93.19% and that of the second function was 6.81%.

Further evidence about the group differences can be derived from

the group centraids. Using the first function for the two measures,

the centroids for the three placement categories were as follows: main-

streamed in district = 1.16; self-contained in district = .52; and

remained in special edication 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 - .01. 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 centroidsifor the three placement conditions were

equally spaced, with the r in special education school condition

occupying the intermediate position.

Table 7 presents the classification routine which classifies the

original setmof cases to see how many were correctly classified by

the variables used. Approximately 86% of the cases were correctly

identified by the classification routine as members of the groups to

which they actually bel with all of the errors made in mis-

classifying those youngsters o returned to district, regardless of

placement, with those remaining in the special education, school.

TABLE 7

CLASSIFICATION RESULTS FOR r PLA.CEMEAT

GI bUPS FOR THE ENTIRE SAMPLE

Predicted Group Membership

Self
N of Mainstreamed Contained Remained InActual Group Cases In District In District Sp. Ed. Sch.

Mainstreamed in District 16 0 0
0.0%

16

100.0%

0 0 33Self-Contained in District 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 86.16%
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111 Stepwise Discriminant Analysis With Two Placement Groups With The
lia.j.tL.PrypeciSubsamjle

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 11

GROUP MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR EACH SELE(r rLD POTENTIAL
DISCRIMINATING VARIABLE FOR EACH OF THE TWO PLACEMENT GROUPS

WITH THE MULTIPLY HANDICAPPED SUBSAMPLE

Variable

Remained in
Special Ed. School

01=56)

Returned to
School District

(N=8)

Mean S. D. Mean S. D.

Time in Special Ed.
(not incl. preschool)

33.05 21.56 23.12 13.06

Current I.Q. 69.53 16.11 85.87 14.42

Father's Occupation 4.17 2.28 4.37 1.76

Hosr4' Behavior 53.32 9.68 53.12 9.59

Prechool Experience 1.60 .49 1.50 .53

Family Structure 1.25 .43 1.12 .35
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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 forced into the analysis.

Only Current IQ, of the six variables, was selected before Wilks'

lambda became nonsignificant. This one variable, produced a relatively

low degree of separation between the groups as indicated by Wilks'

lambda of .89. The standardized canonical discriminant function 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 (.11) and its associated canonical

correlation (.32) for the one significant discriminant function =

6.90, df = 1, p = .00) further connoted 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 returned to district (..89) was

not that widely separated from the group that remained in the 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

those youngsters who returned to district with those remaining in

the special education school.
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TABLE 9

CLASSIFICATION RESULTS FOR TWO PLACEME1T GROUPS

WITH THE MULTIPY HANDICAPPED SUBSAMPLE

Actual Group N of Cases

Predicted Groupltembershio

Returned to Remained In
District Ed. School

Returned to District

Remained in Sp,Ed.
School

10

81

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

0
100.0%

81

100.0%

Percent of "grouped" cases correctly classified: 89.01%

St se Discriminant Anal sis With Two Placement Groups With The
MO .

Results of the stepwise discriminant analysis (using six potential

discriminatig 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 subsanple.



TABLE 10

GROUP MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR EACH SELECTED POTEITIAL
DISMIINKTING VARIABLE FOR EACH OF THE TWO FLAMENT GROUPS

WITH THE SPEECH IMPAIRED SUBSAMPLE

Remained in
Sp. Ed. School

Returned to
School District

Variable (N=37) (N=14)

Time in Sp. Ed.

Mean S. D. Mean S, D.

(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 4.14 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 Ifs, 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 connoted a noticeable degree of separation between the groups.
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Further evidence about the group differences was derived fran the

group centroids which displayed that the group that returned to district

(.86) was noticeably separated fran 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 75% 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 youngsters who re-

turned to district misclassified and 14% of those youngsters who remained

in the special education school misclassified.

Actual G 1 0

TABLE 11

CLASSIFICATION RESULTS FOR TWO FLAMM GROUPS

WITH THE SPEECH IMPAIRED SUBSAMPLE

Predicted Group Membership

N of Returned Remained In
Cases To District S.. Ed. School

Returned to District 17

Remained in Sp. Ed. School 44

8

47.1%
9

52.9%

6 38
13.6% 86.47

Percent of "grouped" cases correctly classified 75.417,
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Ste. se Discriminant Anal sis With Two Placement Gro With The Emotionallyistur - samp e

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

emotionally disturbed bubsample.

TABLE 12

GROUP MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR EACH c CTED POTENTIAL
DISCRIMINATING VARIABLE FOR EACH OF THE TWO FLAMM GROUPS

KITH THE EMDTDONALLY DISTURBED SUBSAMPLE

Remained In
Sp. Ed. School

Returned To
School' District

Variable
(N=76) (N=11)

Mean S. D. Mean S. D.

Time in Sp. Ed.
(not incl. presch.)

28.31 19.42 26.72 18.13

Current I.Q. 86.90 17.72 97.54 15.92
Father's Occupation 3.61 1.81 3.72 1.73
Hostile Behavior 54.51 9.68 51.54 9.71

Preschool Experience 1.46 .50 1.27 .46

Family Structure 1.39 .49 1.18 .40

The stepwise !discriminant analysis procedure resulted in no vari-

ables qualifying for the analysis, therefore none of the potential

discriminating variables predicted a significant separation between

the pla4ement groups with the emotionally disturbed subsample.



CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION

Clinical experience has highlighted the following factors as

being critical to the mainstreaming of handicapped youngsters: age 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 characteristics. 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: IQ, academic achievement and stu-

dent behavioral characteristics.

Although several investigators (/:.lgozzine, Wharton, & Reid, 1979;

Bullard, 1982; Wilkes, Bireley & Schultz, 1979) reported in thWr

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

streaming handicapped students (learning disabled and mentally retard-

ed) into regular classes from special classes; none 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 continuum 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 condition3 into the continuum of mainstreaming

program options from a special education school appeared warranted.
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Furthermore, though Bullard (1982) examined specific criteria

specified by teachers and principals 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 personnel in

making Mainstreaming decisions for all groups 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 stepwise 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 average range. Furthermore, those youngsters who re-
",

mined in the special education school appeared to score higher on the

Family Structure and Hostile Behavior variables than those youngsters

who returned to district. These results connoted 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 contribution

of these two discriminating variables to the one significant discriminant

function indicated that IQ played a prominent role, with Family

Structure as a secondary component.

Those youngsters who remained in the special 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 IQs (84.35 and 99.07) which fell

in the low average and average ranges respectively. Furthermore,

those youngsters who remained in the special education school showed

the highest score on the Family Structure variable, connoting less

family stability, while those youngsters who returned to district in self-

contained classes showed the lowest score on Family Structure, connoting

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 theJe

two & .,ups.

In summary, one may argue that of the relevant variables examined,

ZQ still played the largest role in discriminating between those young-

stars who remained in special education schools (those with mean IQs

falling in the borderline range) and those who returned to district in

either self- contained or mainstreamed settings (those with mean IQs
a

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 returned to district either in 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\remained in the specialeducation school as distinguished from those
A

who were returned to .district in either self-contained or mainstreamed'

placements. The more overtly hostile the youngster's behavior was, the

greater likelihood it was for that youngster to remain in the special

education school.
.i"

While the above-mentioned results shed some light on the differmcco

between those youngsters who remained in segregated special education

schooli and those who returned to local school districts; discrimination

between these'two groups of youngsters an the statistically significant

discriminating variables (Current IQ, Family Structure and Hostile Beha-

vior) connoted a relatively law 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 school;
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those who re ed to district in elf-contained classes, and those

who returned district mainstreamed) discrimination among these three

groups of youngsters on the statistically significant discrminating

variables'rurrent IQ and Family Structure) also connoted a relatively

low degree of separation.

Therefore, although these variables played a statistically signi-

ficant role in discriminating among educational placement groups, it

appeared that their degree of discriminating power was relatively low.

Since most of the youngsters remained in the special education sdhool,

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

'with such an uneven split. Therefore, if the sample of youngsters who

were returned to district had been larger, the originally examined

variables may have produced a higher degree of discrimination among the

groups.

To elaborate on the utilization of the aforementioned,:significant

variables as distinguishing mainstreaming criteria, the following

previous clinical work and empirical research canes to mind. Regarding

IQ as a potential,discriminating variable, one other empirical study

conducted by Algozzine, Whorton and Reid (1979) was cited. They found

that adaptive behavior scores, IQ and achievement scores were predictive

of mainstreaming decisions. More specifically, their obtained linear

composite derived from a discriminant analysis denoted the following

discximinating variables arranged in weighted descending order: adaptive

behavior, spelling rxhievement, IQ and reading achievement.
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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 hane, in the present study, IQ had the most

significant weight in predictiog 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

decisions. Such behaviors as impulsivity and temperamental behavior

patterns were cited as being detrimental to placement decisions.

Therefore, the influence of the variables of family stability and overt

negative 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 distinguished

between those youngsters who remained in the special education school

and those who returned to district for the emotionally disturbed youth.

IQ tended to discriminate between the group who remained in the

special education school and those who returned to district to a

slightly greater extent with the speech impaired than with the multiply

handicapped. With the speech impaired subsample, those youngsters who

were returned to district evidenced a m - IQ (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 school evidenced a mean IQ (69.53) which fell in the borderline

range.

It appeared fran 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

5G
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(multiply handicapped and speech impaired) who were mainstreamed from

chose that remained in a segregated special education school. As

previ6usly mentioned in the clinical and unpirical research literature,

IQ 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 mainstreaming appears inconclusive at this time.
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Summary 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 showing 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. Perhaps, if the sample of youngsters who were

returned to district had been larger, the originally examined 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 or received a diploma, who is 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 classifications is as described below:

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

behavior, consistently demonstrates general intellectual functioning

that is determined to be 1.5 standard deviations or below the mean of

the general population on the basis of a comprehensive evaluation which

includes an individual psychological evaluation.

Emotionally Disturbed: a pupil with an inability to learn which cannot

be explained by intellectual, sensory or health factors and who exhibits

one or more of the following characteristics over a long period of time
40

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 In paired: a pupil with a communication disorder, such as

stuttering, impaired articulation, a language impairment, or a voice

impairment, which adversely affects a pupil's educational performance.

Visually Faired: 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.

2ertcediaired: a pupil who is physically handicapped and who

has a severe orthopedic impairment which adversely affects the pupil's

educational performance. The term includes impairments caused by

--
congenital anomaly (e.g., clubfoot, absence ofserme member, 1.)

,---

impairments caused by disease (e.g., poliatiyelitis, bone tuberculo8i
,



etc.) and impairments gran other causes (e,a., cerebral palsy,

mputations, 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 chronic

or acute health problems such as a heart condition, tuberculosis,

rheumatic fever, nephritis, asthma, sickle cell amnia, hemophilia,

epilipsy, lead poisoning, leukemia, diabetes, or Tounte 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: perceptual handicaps, brain injury, neurological impairment,

minimal brain dys,'unction, dyslexia, and developmental aphasia.

The terms does not include pupils who have learning problems which

are primarily a result of visual, hearing, or motor handicaps,
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of mental retardation, of emotional disturbance, or of environ-

mental, cultural or economic disadvantage. A pupil who exhibits

discrepancy of 50 percent or more between expected achievement

and actual achievement determined on an individual basis sPiall be

deemed to have a learning disability

Mu.3.tiAHanca: 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.

10.
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Appendix B

Predictor Variables

Student Back4pund Data:

Sex coded as follows:

1 = Male
2 = Female

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 proems 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 anther's education, coded as foams:

1 = no schooling
2 = K through 3rd
3 = 4th through 6th
4 = 7th through 8th
5 = high school incomplete
= school complete

7 = co lege incomplete
8 = college complete
9 = post-college experience

Index of father's education coded same as mother's education.

57



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 parent
3 = foster care
4 w other

Number of siblings in the family

Number of siblings with handicapping classifications

Primauy language spoken at home? coded as:

1 = Ei!glish

2 = Spanish
3 = Other
4 = Nonverbal

Ethnicity, coded as:

1 = Black
2 = White
3 = Hispanic
4 = Other

Student BehaviorLALEEE15422112:

Overall School Behavior Rating Score

SilbscaleSchool Behavior Rating ocores

4.Low teed for Achievement
.Aggressive Behavior
.An ciety Behavior

'e Disabilities
le Behavior

.Extorversion Sociability,
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%mu

. .Mathematics Achievement Test score in grade equivalents

. Reading Achievement Test score in grade equivalents

Earriest IQ score (full scale)

. Latest IQ score (full scale)

\.
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Appendix C

Description of New York State Education
Department Continuum of Placement Alternatives

for the Handicapped

Eglgular Class Program

In this setting, the pupil'receives whatever services are available

to all students. Consultation and/or training may be provided to

the regular classroom teacher from instructional specialists, ad-

mini:;trators, or other members of the school staff.

Regular Class Pn .th Related Se cervi s

While in the regular education program, the pupil with a handi-

capping condition may receive two or more periods a week of related

or other support services provided by appropriate specialists.

The extent of these services may range fran regular daily sessions

to less frequent contacts depending upon the pupil's individualized

education program.

Resource RoccLPro am

The services in this program are provided to the pupil who requires

specifically designed instruction for 20% or more of the school week

In a resource roam. While the pupil may be considered educationally

handicapped and receiving special education in the resource roam,

he/she is placed in the regular classroan and interacts with non-

handicapped peers for 5O7 or more of the instructional day. Appro-

priate related services are also provided.
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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 the school day with

other pupils having similar special educational needs.

SpecialClass 2

1 Teacher + 1 Paraprofessional: 12 Students

In addition to the need for special education instruction, students

in this program exhibit behavioral )roblems whia interfere with

the instructional process to the extent that an additional adult

is needed within the classroom to assist with the management needs

of the pupils.

Special Class Program -Seize tion 3

1 Teacher + 1 Paraprofessional: 6 Students

This program provides very individualized instruction. It offers

the structure and adult to student ratio necessary for students

whose management needs are determined to be highly intensive. The

behavior of students in this pfpgram may be characterized as aggres-

sive, self-abusive or extremely withdrawn.



ecial Class pro 4

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 Pro

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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Student I.D. & Card Number

H"we School District
(see cods sheet)

Appendix D
DATA RECORDING NS EN

Present School. Progran
(see code sheet)

Sex 1. Male
2. Female--

Date of Birth (month, year)

Father's Fr+ lf" d.on

,iSother s Education

(see code shee)

Father's Occupation

?other's Occupation

Family Structure
1. Intact 3. Foster care
2. Single parent 4. Other

specs
Number of Siblings

Number of Handicapped Siblings

?ra.'mary- Language Spoken by Student
L. English 3. Other
2. Spanish 4. Nonverbal

Ethnicity 1. White 3. Hispanic
2. Black 4. Other

Date or first Special Education Placement
(Prior to BOCES) (not includirg DreschoolPtear

Type of Placement Prior to Entry Lilto BCC=
1. District regular class
2. Private school regular EI2ii
3. District Special. Education class
4. Private day school Special Ed.
5. Institution or =re restrictive-7E7aq
6. Race

Data of Entry Into BCCEZ

Ciandicar.:7pirag Condid.on
ac ett=y to was

Handicapping Condition
1982-1983

manta/ year

see coca sneer.)
4111111111.11011M1.1111.
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Courucez Code

Col. 1-4

I

7 8

721

I I

23 24 25 26

=27

I I 1

2S 29 30 31



Latest I.Q. Score (if =testable 999)

Iligce

Test Nana
1. WISC or WISC-R
2. WPPSE

3. Stanford Binec

amINII01.

monr.4.-vear

4. WAIS or WAIS -R
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CODE SHEET

SCHOOL DISTRICT OF RESIDENCE

01 Baldwin UFSD - Town of Hempstead
02 Bellmore UFSD - Town of Hempstead
03 Bellmore-Merrick CHSD - Town of Hempstead
04 Bethpage UFSD - Town cg Oyster Bay
05 Carle Place UFSD - Town of North Hempstead
06 East Meadow UFSD - Town of Hlmpstead
07 East Rockaway UFSD - Town of Hempstead
08 East Williston UFSD - Town of North Hempstead
09 Elmont UFSD - Town of Hempstead
10 Parmingdalo UFSD - Towns or Oyster Bay and Babylon
11 Floral Park-Bellerose UFSD - Towns of Hempstead and

North Hempstead
12 Franklin Square UFSD - Town of Hempstead
13 Freeport UFSD - Town of Hempstead
14 Garden City UFSD - .Town of Hempstead
15 Glen Cove City School District
16 Great Neck UFSD - Town of North Hempstead
17 Hempstead UFSD - Town of Hempstead
18 Herricks UFSD - Town of North Hempstead
19 Hewlett-Woodmere UFSD - Town of Hempstead
20 Hicksville UFSD -.Town of Oyster Bay
21 Island Park UFSD - Town of Hempstead
22 Island Trees UFSD -.Town of Hempstead
23 Jericho UFSD - Town of North Hempstead and

Oyster Bay
24 Lawrence UFSD - Town of Hempstead
25 Levittown UFSD - Town of Hempstead
26 Locust Valley CSD - Town of Oyster Bay
27 Long Bench City School District
28 Lynbrook UFSD - Town of Hempstead
29 Malverne UFSD - Town of Hempstead
30 Manhasset UFSD - Town of North Hempstead
31 Massapequa UFSD - Town of Oyster Bay
32 Merrick UFSD - Town of Hempstead
33 Mineola UFSD - Town of North Hempstead
34 New Hyde Park-Garden City. Park UFSD - Town of North

Hempstead and Hempstead
35 North Bellmore UFSD - Town of Hempstead
36 North Merrick UFSD - Town of Hempstead
37 Worth Shore CSD at Glen Head, Glenwooe Landing, Sea

Cliff - Town of Oyster Bay and ,forth Hempstead
38 Oceanside UFSD - Town of Hempstead
39 Oyster Bay-East Norwich CSD - Town of Oyster Bay
40 Plainodgo UFSD - Town ofOyster Bay
41 Plainview-Old Bethpage CSD - Town of Oyster Bay
42 Port Washington UFSD - Town of North Hempstead
43 Rockville Centre UFSD - Town of Hempstead
44 Roosevelt UFSD - Town of Hempstead
45 Roslyn UFSD - Towns of North Hempstead and Oyster Bay
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46 Seaford UFSD - Town of Hempstead
47 Sewanhaka CHSD - Towns of Hempstead and North Hempstead
48 Sole Supervisory District of Nassau County (BOCES)
4 6)/USSOt CSU town uf Uystur Bay
50 "Uniondale UFSD - Town of Hempstead
51 Valley Stream CHSD - Town of Hempstead
34 Valley Stream UFSD Thirteen - Town of Hempstead
53 Valley Stream UFSD Twenty-four - Town of Hempstead
54 Valley Stream UFSD Thirty - Town of Hempstead
55 Wantagh UFSD - Town of Hempstead
56 Westbury UFSD - Towns of North Hempstead and Hempstead
57 West Hempstead UFSD Town of Hempstead

BOCES Programs: 01 = Elementary (Plainedge, Plainview)
02 = Junior H.S. (Baldwin Harbor)
03 = Secondary - Career Development Center
04 = Secondary - Center for Community Adjustment
05 = Program for Physically Handicapped (Carman Road)
06 = Program for TMR (Rowimary Kennedy Center)
07 = Program for Hearing Impaired
08 = Program for Vision Impaired
09 = District-Based Learning Disability
10.= Preschool

11 = Occupational Education for Secondary School Youths
12 = Cultural Arts Center
13 District Programs

alEAL2221aa22a411212:

01 = Autistic
02 = Emotionally Disturbed
03 = Learning Disabled
04 = Mentally Retarded
05 = Deaf
06 = Hard of Hearing
07 * Speech Impaired
08 me Visually Impaired
09 = Orthopedically Handicapped
10 = Other Health Impaired
11 *v Multiply Handicapped
12 = no handicapping classification by COH
99 = no information available

Father's/Mothys Education:

1 = Nu schooling
2 = K through 3rd
3 = 4th through 6th
4 = 7th through 8th
5 = High school incomplete
6 High school complete
7 = College incomplete
8 = College complete
9 %e Post-college experience
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CATEGORY
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0 = Unemployed
1 = Laborer
1 = Service Worker
3 = Operator
4 = Craftsman, Foreman
5 = Sales, Clerical

ferN
6 = Proprietor, Manager and Official
7 = Professional, Semiprofessional
8 = Homemaker

1 - RECULAR CLASS PROGRAM

In this setting, the pupil receives whatever services are available to all students,
Consultation and/or traininumay be provided to the regular classroom teacher from
ins=uctitnal specialists, admdriscrators, or other members of the school staff.

2 - REGULAR CLASS PROGRAt4 WITH RELATED SERVICES

While in the regular education program, the pupil with a hstdicapping
may receive two or more periods a week of related or other'support services pro-
vided by appropriate specialists. The extent of these services may range from
regular daily sessions to less frequent contacts depending upon the pupil's indi-
vidualized education program.

3 - RESOURCE ROOM PROGRAM

The services ta this program are provided to the pupil who requires specifically
designed instruction for 207. or more of the school week in a resource roan.
While the pupil may be considered educationally handicapped and receiving special
education in the resource roam, he/she is placed in the regular classroom and
'interacts with norhaixiicapped peers for 507. or more of the instructional day.
Appropriate related services are also provided.

4 - SPECIAL CLASS PROGRAM - SIZE OPTION 1

1 Teacher: 12 Students

This program is designed for pupils whose special education needs require special-
ized tut ruction which daft best be accomplished in a self-contained sorting for
at Isaac 507. of the school day with other pupils having similar special educecimal
needs.

5 - SPECIAL CLASS PROGRAM - SIZE OPTION 2

1 Teacher + 1 Paraprofessional: 12 Students

In addition to theresed for special education instruction, students La this pro-
gram exhibit behavioral problems which' interfere with tt,e instructional process
to the extent that am additional adult is needed within the classroon to assist
with the senapement needs of the pupils.

6 - SPECIAL CLASS PROGRAM - SIZE OPT/ON 3

Teacher + 1 Paraprofessional: 6 Students

This program provides very imdividualized itstruction. It offers the structure
and adult to student ratio necessary for students whose management needs are
determined to be highly intensive. The behavior of students in this program may
be characterized as aggressive, self-abusive or extremely withdrawn.

7 - SPECIAL CLASS PROGRAM - SIZE OPTTON 4

Teacher: 12 Students

An additional adult/student ratio of 1: 3

This programs provides the intensive adult/student interaction needed by pupils
with severe multiple handicaps. The needs of pupils in this program consist
primarily of rehabilitation and treatment.

1110
8 - KILSICENTIAL PROGRNA

This progran provides needed rwency-four a day ccmprehinsiye services which are
unavailable to a pupil being educated Lft a special class and Living at home.
The program may be in a stem-operated, state-supported or an approved private
residential school Jetting.
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APPENDIX £ SCHOOL SEZt-IAVIOR CHECKLIST

o.

7,1te

I. I Ir is inendly

Sc....1c1L-2:1t 7.ame

Directions: Read EACH statement arid decide if it t:Ncrht.!. the child elkLted
for rating. If it does. check YES. It tilt. statement not
describe the child, check NC).

Note: It is IN:il'ORTANT th,it you check F.,V-ri
DOU 'T, check the uncwcr which is most true.

Z. he tends to give up s.f he has something hard to
finish

3. fic interrupts whomever is speaking

cs .0

4. Penmanship (handwriting) at least one grade level Yes NO
below arAexpectation Q

TES N0

S. Ile starts fighting over nothing 0
I A

YES No
b. lie is a helpful child 0 0

YES NO

7. lie is alert in class

YES NO

hands such as coloring or pencil work CI
8. Puurly coordinated when doing things with his

9. Reading ability at least one grade level below age YES NO

012
I 4.

YES NO

10. On the playground he just stands around
;+

YES Na

11. Ile ;ICU up when I'm nut watching

YtS :SO

12. Ile volunteers to recite in class

,is NO

C;) C;
YES NO

14. His hands shake when,he is called on to recite 0
Jr-

YES 110

15.1Ie folds fault with what other children do

16. He approaches a difficult task with an air of us NC)
defeatism

17. Ile is considerate of others 0 0
1 ,44

I H. Fails in carry out tasks (Homework assignments. scat 0

YES NO

13. Ile hits and pushes other children.

Yt$ NO

wok. etc.)

19.11c lacks the ambition to do well in school .

us NO

20. Ile does things to get others angry
t

21. II.: will pit up an argument when toid can't do YES 140
something 1-7 C,

I
its NU

22.11e dues 116s homework

if you are in

''3. He ien:s other ....:hhirort.

70

iD

.

0
24. He is afraid of making mistakes.

C,I 1.

25. Ile is bossy with other children
(4144

3

440

26. lie is easily upset by changes in things around him... Li

5es NO

CD 0
4

+[s No

27.11e is sure of himself

28. He uses ailusive ianguage toward other children

29. i-le has changeable moods U o
30. He gives in when another child insists on doing vvi

something another way
C.11

YES NO

O 0
I A.

31. He does.not respect other people's belongings

1E3 440
32. He dos:. not Um get things which auger hinA D r]

YES NO
33. de seems to be off in a world of his own

I
?to NO

34. Any form of discipline makes him furious....

35. He likes au audience all the time

36. Finds it hard to study

37. /le has to have everything his own way 0
38. Ile works well by himself

39. When angry lie will reuse to speak to anyone.

.0 E,J.

C:
YES NO

YES 110

YES NO

1.-J
.1,

YES NO

40. Hi! school performance is far below his capabilities .1is .0
0
YES NO

41. He has no friends
4C.2

47. Behind at least one school grade due to academic 'ft& 1,0

O 0difficulties

,14
4:s. Seems dull., slow to catch on.

44. He will not ask questions even when he doesn't know YU NO
how to do the work

45. He fights back if another child has been asking for ye. No

0
0-

it
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ABSTRACT

STUDY B,

St&ily B examined the impact of early intervention on handicapped

childrenrages 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 comparison groups with different types of early

intervention (no pres. 1, regular preschool, special education pre-

school) totdetermine its impact on educational placement in the main-

stream continuum - with the least restrictive placement being main-

streamed totally in a local school district. This study also measured

the impact of FL 94-142 by comparing the amount and type of mainstream-

ing/Wore the implementation of PL 94-142 and afterwards.

In emmary, these results indica1bd that though there were dif-

ferences Ing handicapped youngsters with specific types of preschool

experience (special education preschool, regular preschool and pre-

school) on parent SESI and age of eptry into BOGIES special education;

type of early intervention appeared to have no impact an,the main-
,

streaming of these handicapped children. Furthermore, when two groups

(pre- and post-implementation PL 94-142) were compared to determine the

impact of the public law on mainstreaming on the handicapped, no

significant differences were found. Yet parents' socioeconomic status,

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

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

81



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 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 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 mainstreaming 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 mainstreaming

are not conclusive due to the limitations of the school-based sampling

design. Further research in this area appears warl, ,ted at this time.
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CHAPTER I

INTP.ODUCTION AND RELATED LITERATURE:
E1PACT OF EARLY INTERVENTION AND PL 94-142 ON :,1Ali.,:STR2..A:aNG

In the middle of the 1960's, the subject of early childhood education

received a tremendous amount of attention, especially after the decline of

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 uu 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 deprivation existed, 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 mostly 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 and re-

search efforts that focused on these children. Studies dealing with

handicapped children substantiated the belief that early intervention

could enable these children to function at a higher intellectual level

than was possible without it. It was believed that early intervention

for young handicapped children was successful in raising functional levels

and thus reduced the need for special class services or een residential

placement at older ages. Preschool education was considered to be a

preventive program for many children who were prone to need special.

education (Karnes, 1973)



A study done by Kirk (1958) cited that children who benefited most

from 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

environments 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

program. 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 rr:;, arch groups left no doubt that deli-

berate cognitive curricula had a Aificant 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

comparison groups and were retained less often.

2



Stewart (1981) 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, socioeconomic status, first born as compared to all other or

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. The developmental areas that were measured in-

cluded personal-social, gross motor, fine motor, language and cognitive.

Low socioeconomic level children made significantly larger gains on gross

motor skills thin middle to high socioeconomic level children; black chil-

dren made significantly larger gains than white children on the gross motor,

langt ige, and perceptual cognitive subscales; and boys made significantly

larger gains than girls on gross. motor and fine motor skills. No signi-

ficant differences were obtained on the relationship of the other charac-

teriGties i developmental gain.

There appeared to be a lack of agreement on the most strategic age

for intervention with the handicapped, but general consensus seemed to

be that the earlier the intervention 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 handicapped program at four years of age.

Karnes, Hodgins and Teska (1969) coneucted a study with low-income

children functioning in the retarded range (IQ 37-75) with a mean IQ of

66. At the end of one y..?.ar of preschool intervention, the mean Binet IQ

of the group improved to 87.5, a. 21-point gain. Of the 15 children in

3



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

Garber (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 interv(ntion.

In summary 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 94-142

in 1975, known as the Education For All Handicapped Children Act, was a

direct result of this new awareness. This act stated that children with

handicapping conditions between the ages of three and 21 must be fur-

nished with education and related services. Pressure was brought to

bear on all educational institutions from local districts to nationwide

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 of 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 beginning at

age 3, it appeared to be appropriate that an attempt be made to measure

the effects of early intervention on mainstreaming.

s s
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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 comparison groups with different types of early

interventim (no preschool, regular preschool, special education pre-

school) to determine its impact on educational placement in the main-

stream continuum - with the least restrictive placement being mains-

streamed totally in a local district. This study also measured the im-

pact of PL 94-142 by comparing the amount and type of mainstreaming be-

fore the implementation of PL 94-142 and afterwards.
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STATEMENT OF TIT PROBLEM FOR STUDY B

The purpose of this study was to investigate the impact of early in-

intervention and Pt 94-142 on mainstreaming 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 children. Furthermore, a paucity of information

existed concerning the effects of PL 94-142 on the degree of mainstream-

ing of the handicapped.

Very little information existed on the characteristics of children

who received special education early intervention versus those whc did

not receive special education until ages 5 to 8. Therefore, the first

research question was designed to furnish. information on student charac-

teristics.

Educational and psychological theory suggested that early interven-

tion could eliminate many problems of the handicappeu 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

(Grosenick,1971 ; Wing, 1963) that the longer the child remains in a

special setting, the less likely it is that the child will. want to

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

9 1)



sr.

7

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 environment as early as pos-

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

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

handlcapped. 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 afacementioned issues are stated below.

1. Do handicapped children who receive early intervention (special

education at ages 3 or 4) differ from handicapped children who

do not receive-special education .until ages 5 cc 8?

2. Are handicapped children who receive early intervention (special

education at ages 3 or 4) more likely to be later mainstreamed

or placed in a less restrictive setting than'handicapped children

who do.not receive special education until ages 5 through 8?

3. Are handicapped children who receive early intervention (special

education at ages. 3 or 4) mainstreamed or placed in less restric-

tive environments by an earlier age than children who do not

receive special education until ages 5 through 8?

4. 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?
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CHAPTER II

METHOD

Subjects

The 281 subjects (98 females, 183 males) were randomly selected from

a total of 575 children who attended the Board of Cooperative Educational

Services (BOCES) of Nassau County special education lower elementary school

at three different time periods. This BOCES program selves handicapped

children 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

populations.

The three nonoverlapping time periods'selected for thic:151y 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

was 575. .

The first step in the sampling procedure was to draw a stratified

random sample of 300 handicapped children by time period and sex (100 in

t.each time wave, 50 females and 50 males) using a random numbers table:

However, same records were not available either because subjects had

moved and new addresses were not available or because school districts

denied access to these specific student files. Whenever a subject was

dropped from the study, another was chosen as a replacetent by random

sampling until the total available population was exhausted. Finally,

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

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

three levels (special education preschool, regular preschool, 4 no

early intervention). Descriptive data on students in each time wave

(IQ, age, sex, type of handicap, parent.SES and family structure) con-

stituted the dependent variables.

The main purpose of Research Question 2:was to determine if handi-

capped 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 handicapped children who did not receive

special education until ages 5 through 8. This question was addressed

by an ex post facto comparison 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 experience and those without any preschool to determine if

there were significant differences in later educational placement

(mainstreaming).
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The independent variable was 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 5070 of day, (3) in-district special education - self-

contained classes, and(4) BOCES special education program or residen-

tial setting,

The main purpose of Research Question 3 was to determine if handi-

capped children who received early intervention (special education at

ages 3 or 4) were mainstreamed or placed in a less restrictive emriron-a,

meet by an earlier age than children who did not receive special educa-

tion until ages 5 through 8. This_questionwas 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 mainstreamed, defined as leaving the BOCES special educa-

tion school to attend a regular school.

Research Question 4 asked whether more handicapped children in a

special education school were returned to a regular school after FL 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 sLbsample of the

totz' sample. Youngsters from two time waves were utilized; those enrolled
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in 1974-75 represented the period before the implementation of FL 94-142;

those enrolled in 1978-79.represented the period after the implementation

of.this act.

'''\he dependent variable was educational placement after three years

forifea 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 FL 94-142.

Procedure

Lower elementary school class lists from the years 1974-75, .

1978-79 and 1982-83 were obtained and the sample for this study was

drawn from these lists as described in the previous section. Computer

lists of all students in BOCES schools were then reviewed to determine

which ch4.1dren in the sample were still enrolled in BOCES special educa-

tion programs in school year 1982-83. The next step was to compile a

listofstudent subjects who were not currently enrolled in any BOCES

programs. It was atsumed that these students had returned to their local

school districts.

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

Superintendeint requesting their cooperation in order to have the IMES

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

tricts approved the record review and data collection effort contilwnt

on the receipt of parental permission. If the child was no longer, in

attendance-in his/her original home district, records were ex-

amined to determine what school district the child's cranscripts
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forwarded to and contact was made with the new School. For any student

who moved out.of the county, every effort was made to locate the stu-

dent's new school and information was wught by phone or mail. Any

,- \- , . i

subject whose records could not be locatecrwas dropped from the study

e.and another subject from the s sex and time period was randomly

selected from the total popular on to replace this subject.

Record review and data collection for students in all three time

waves who returned to their local school districts tdok Place in the

summer/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 sumer/fall 1983.

Each child in the study was assigned a code number. Numbers 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 time wave 1982-83, follow-up regarding edu7

cational placement was completed 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.

fr.

*t^
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CHAPTER III

RESULTS

Research QuestiallijgamEillallIWithandWithout Early

Inter motion

To determine if handicapped children who received early interven-

tion (special education at ages 3 or 4) differed from handicapped chil-

dren who did not receive special education until ages 5 through 8. an

ex post facto camparison 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 then 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 ordinal data by

group are presented in Table I.

TABLE I

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF STUDENT CHARACTEPISriCS BY GROUP

(No Preschool, Regular Preschool and Special Education Preschool)

Variables No Preschool

Regular
Preschool

Special Education
Preschool

N X SD

IQ 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 4.56 2.]3

Age of Entry
into BOCES 107 6.61 1.23 62 6.21 1.60 115 5.47 1.37

Length of
Time in BOCES
(not including
preschool)

107 4.25 2.90 62 3.30 2.47 115 4.88 3.65
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Separate analyses of variance (ANOVA) were used for all entry in-

terval or ordinal data (IQ, parent SES - measured by father's occupa-

tion) and sep'ad'i.ate chi-square analyses were used'for all nominal data

(type of handicap, family structure, sex). Results of all separate

analyses of variance-on the interval and ordinal data are presented in

Table II.

TABLE II

ANALYSES OF VARIANCE SUMMARY TABLE OF STUDENT CHARACTERISiiCS
FOR THE THREE PRESCHOOL CONDITIONS

Variable

I.Q.

Source df MS

Parent SES
(Father's Occupation)

Age of Entry
into BOCES

Length of Time
in BOCES

Between Groups 2 894.61 2.214

Within Groups 247 403:98

Between Groups 2 30.92 6.264*

Within Groups 198 4.93

Betweel Groups 2 36.76 19.542*

Within Groups 281 1.98

Between Gx 'ups 2 50,31 5.06*

Within Groups .281 9.90

*p4.01

Results of the analysis of variance regarding parent socioeconomic

status (SES), as represented by father's occupation, indicated that sig-

nificant differences existed among the three comparison groups (F(2,198)

= 6.26, p 4.01). In order to determine where differences between these

98



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 group 3 (special education

preschool) on vent SES. Children having no early intervention came

fram families having a lower parental SES (measured by father's occupa-

tion) than children who re,...etved spec .:0.2 education preschool.

Results from the analysis of variance using age at entry into

BOCES special education programs as the dependent variable indicated

that significant differences existed among the groups (F(2,281)=19.54,

p,(.01). The Scheffe test denoted that significant differences existed

regarding age of entry into BOCES special education between group 3

(special education preschool) 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 variance using time spent in BOCES spe-

cial education programs (not including preschool) as the dependent vari-

able indicated that significant differences existed among the groups

(F(2,281)=5.06, p.01). The Scheffe test depoted 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.

99
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Results °Call 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 significant differences between

groups regarding family structure (X2 (2)= .81, 0.05).

In order to determine if any differences existed between the three

early 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 this

analysis because the majority of the subjects used in the study fell

into these. four main handicapping categories. The number of students

who fell into the remaining seven handicapping classifications were too

small 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 ce(6):12.00, p>.05).
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TABLE III

CHI-SQUARE ANALYSES SUMMARY IOLE OF STUDENT CHARA STICS
FOR THE THREE PRESCFOnL CONDITIONS

No
Preschool

Regular
Preschool

Special Educa-
tion Preschool Total

Family Structure
Intact 73 40 83 196

76.9%

Single Parent 22 15 22 59
el 23.1%

53 105 25395

df=2 X2=.81 p >.05

37.4% 21.6% 41.2% 100%

Type of Handicap

Emotionally Disturbed 31 11 18 60
29.9%

Learning Disabled 24 13 15 52

23.3%

Mentally Retarded 12 8 14 34
15.2%

Multiple Handicapped 22 15 40 77

34.5%
$9 47 87 233

df=6 X2=12.00 p > .

39.9% 21.1% 39.07% 100%

Sex
Male 73 45 73 191

67.3%

Female 34 17 42 98

32.7%
107 62 115 284

df=2 X2=1.58 p .05

37.7% 21.8% 40.5% 100%
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A 3 by 2 chi-square analysis was performed to determine if differ-
,

ences existed between the tluee early intervention groups by sex. Re-

sults of this chi squape analysis also presented in Table III indicated

that there were no significant differences between groups related to sex

(X2(2)=1.58, p,.05)

Research Question 2: ThelTpast of Earl InterVentian an 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 legs restrictive setting than handicapped

children who did norreceive special education until ages 5 through 8,

an ex.post facto comparison group design was utilized. This design

campared students who received regular preschoOl (group 2), and those

who received special education preschool (group 3) with those who re-

ceived no preschool (group 1) to determine it there were significant

.differences in later eclucational placementYakng the groups.

Mainstreaning,categories constituted the dependent variable in the

-an4ysis of this research question and were coded in the following man-

ner: (1), mainstreamed totally - academically and socially; (2) par-

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 mainstreaming placement condition was collapsed into
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two categories (Regular School District and BOCES or Residential Setting).

Therefore a 3 x 2 (preschool condition by mainstreamed placement) chi-
/

square analysis was performed. Results of this chi-square analysis are

presented in Table IVY, The chi- square *'statistic is well below the .05

level of significance. Therefore, youngsters with varied preschool ex-

1A.mlence do not differ significantly regarding educational placement.

TABLE IV

CHI-SQUARE ANALYSES SUWARY TABLE OF PRESCHOOL CONDITON FOR THE
TWO MAINSTREAMED pucalavr CONDITIONS

Preschool Experience

Regular
School
District

BOCES or
Residential

Setting Total

No preschool 20 45 65 33.5%

Regular preschool r 13 30 43 22.i7

Special education preschool 18 68 86 44.3%

51 143 194

73.7% 100.0%

cif '= 2 X2 = 2.33 p > .05

In addition, a log linear nnalysis was.performed controlling for

parent SES, age of ettry 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 model was used to

further the relationships among the categorical variables in multidimen-

sional arrays. The log-linear appiOisch involved a search for the most

parsimonious model of variable interactions that adequately fit the data.

103
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11.N

Interpretations as to the fit of it model were than made by examination

of the chi-square statis d adjusted residuals.

A log - linear mod I fitting, presented in Table V, indicated a fail-

ure to reject the null hypothesis of complete independence among types

of mainstreaming catego ies; (X2(6)=9.27,p> .05). However, inspection

of the adjusted residuals pr lted in the last column of Table V sug-

gested tflat the model of campl te
r
independence did not adequately predict

educational placement in the totally 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). Thereforep

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

totallyinainstreamed.

TABLE V

LOC-LINEAR ANALYSIS

FACT, ADJUSTED RESIDUALS

Mainstreamed Totally

No Preschool
Regular Preschool 2.39
Special Education Preschool -2.59

Partially Mainstreamed

No Preschool .78
Regular Preschool -.60
Special Education Preschool -.24

Self-Contained in District

No Preschool -.009
Regular Preschool -.32
Special Education Preschool .28

Not Mainstreamed in BDCES or Residential
Placement

No Preschool -1.006
Regular Preschool -.66
Special Education Preschool 1.5]

X
2
a9.27, df6, p >.05
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Research Question 3: The Impact of Early Intervention on the Age

Mainstreaming

Tn determine if handicapped children who received early inter-
\

ventiap (preschool education a) ages 3 or 4) were mainstreamed or

placed in a less restrictive environment at an earlier age than children

who did noe-receive special education until ages 5 through 8, an ex

post facto comparison group design was utilized: Students who received

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 the age when mainstreamed (left

special education school and went to regular school).

A one-way analysis of covariance was employed to determine the

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 entry into BOCES special education).

Results, of the analysis of covariance are presented in Table VI.

As indicated, no significant 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)=

.31, p>.05). Therefore it appears that preschool experience is not

related to age at mainstremming.

105



TABLE VI

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE OF AGE WHEN MAINSTREAMED FOR THE TREE PRESCHOOL
CONDITIONS

Source df MS

Main Effects

Preschool 2 1.42 .309
Explained 4 15.44 3.36±
Residual 46 4.59

MEANS AND ADJUSTED MEANS

Sp. Education
No Preschool Preschool Preschool

Means 10.47 9.60 9..40

Adjusted Means 10.09 9.81 9.19

(F=2,47)= .31, p.05)

106
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Research guestion 4: Impact of PL 94-142 on Mainstreaming

To determine if more handicapped children in a speciL education

school had been mainstreamed to a regular school after PL 94-142 went

into 'effect than before the act was implemented, an ex post facto

comparison group design was utilized. Even though the act was passed

in 1975, real implementation 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 BOLES special education elementary,

programs prior to the implementation of FL 94-142. The educational

placement of this group of youngsters 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 youngsters enrolled in BOGIES special education elementary 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 educational

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 determine 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 chi-square analyses were conducted in order to determine

whether differences existed between the aforementioned groups on each

of the variables emanating from the literature, as discussed in Research
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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 analysis of variance indicated that the groups did

not differ significantly concerning IQ scores (F(1,164)=.72,p).05),

father's education CE(1,93)=1.74,p.05), mother's education (F(1,108)=

2.19,p) .05) or age of entry into BOCES special education programs

(F(1,183)=.00,p) .05). Results of the analysis of variance using

parent's socioeconomic 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 separate chi-square analyses on the naninal

data are presented in Table IX. To determine if the two groups (before

and after PL 94-142) differed on family structure (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 (K2(1)=.33, p).05).

1A chi- square analysis was also performed to determine if difference
)

existed between the two groups on handicapping conditions. As in

Research Question 1, the handicapping conditions were broken down into

four main categories - emotionally disturbed, learning disabled, mentally

retarded, and multiply handicapped. The results of this chisquare

analysis prdsented in Table IX indicated that no significalit differences

existed between the groups on type of handicap (X2(3)=5.17,p;.05).
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TABLE VII

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF STUDENT CHARACTEVI T S BY GROUP
(BEFORE PL 94-142 AND AFTER PL 94-Ak

Student Characteristics Before FL 94-142 After FL 94-142
N X SD N X SD

I.Q. 74 67.95 19.90 92 70.70 21.20

*Father's Education 37 6.54 1.26 58 6.15 1.46

*Mother's Education 42 6.31 1.18 67 5.96 1.24

Age of Entry into BOCES 81 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.

a

TABLE VIII

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

Variable Name Source df MS

I.Q. Score Between Groups 1 310.09 .728

Within Groups 164 425.75

Father's Education Between Groups 1 3.35 1.75

Within Groups 93 1,92

Mother's Education

Age of Entry
into BOCES

Parent SES

(Father's occupation)

Between Groups 1 3.24 2.20

Within Groups 107 1.48

Between Groups 1 .01 .003

Within Groups 183 2.43

Between Groups 1 29.58 5.61/./

Within Groups 124 1r 5.27

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

109
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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

63

.12

75

11

138

23

85.77,

14.3%

Intact

Single Parent

161

df=1 X2=.34 p >.05

46.6% 53.4% 100%

Type of Handicap
Emotionally Disturbed 19 22 41

27.2%

Learning Disabled 13 23 36

23.8%

Mentally Retarded 16 9 25

16.6%

Multiple Handicapped 20 29 49

32.57,

8S 15168

df=3 X2=5.17 p;>.05

45.0% 55.0% 100%

Preschool Experience

No Preschool 34 42 76

42.2%

Regular Preschool 11 25 36

20.0%

Special Education
Preschool 34 34 68

377%
1

43.8% 56.1% 100%

df =2 X2=3.65 p y.05

11.0
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Lastly, chi-square analysis was performed on preschool experience

of the pre and post PL 94-142 groups to determine if differences existed.

Preschool experience was coded as follows: (1) no preschool; (2) regular

preschool; (3) special education preschool. Again, as presented in

Table IX, there were no significant differences between the two groups

concerning preschool experience (X2 (3) = 5.83) p ) . 05) .

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

2 x 2 (mainstreaming condition-BOCES Special Education or Regular

School District by Time Wave - Before PL 94-142 or After EL 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

PL 94-142

After

FL 94-142 TOTAL

BOCES Special Ed.

Regular School Dist.°

42

12

61

18

103

30

77.4%

-22.5%

Total 54

40.6%
79

59.3%
133

100.0%

gif = 1 X
2

= .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 controlling 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 log-linear chi-square

statistic agd adjusted residuals.

The variables used in this analysis were as follows: agree of

Mainstreamim <1),:' 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 we collapsed in this analysis into two occupational

categories as explicated above. Condensing of categories was employed

for this analysis since the numbers of subjects in individual cells

would have been so small that statistical interpretation would have

been impossible if the entire continuum of categories had been utilized.

%or
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As a result of this collapsing of categories,, a 2x2x2 chi square schema

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 tine 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 XI.

A log-linear model fitting indicated ,a failure to reject the null

hypothesis of independence among the types of mainstreaming categories

regardlessCbf time wave; X2(2)=5.81,p :>.05. Inspection of the adjusted

residuals, presented in the last column of Table XI suggested that

the model of complete independence did not adequately predict main-

streaming in either mainstreaming category since the adjusted residuals

were over + 2.0 for both blue and white collar workers before PL 94-142

implementation. It must be kept in mind thht in a residual analysis

the closer the adjusted residuals are to zero the better the model

fits the data.

The second model attempted to predict mainstreaming category from

father's occupation, disregarding tine wave. The analysis of this

'yodel is presented in Table XII.' It can be seen that the log-linear

fitting indicated a failure to reject 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



TABLE XI

t

(

LOG-LINEAR ANALYSIS (ITDEL 1)

TIME WE ONLY

a

Factor

BOCES Special Education
Before PL 94-142

Blue Collar (SES)
White Collar (SES)

Adjusted
Residuals

-2.410

2.410

After PL 94-142
Blue Collar -.047
White-Collar .047

Regular School, Districts
Before PL 94-142
Blue Collar
White Collar

2.410
-2.410

After PL 94-142
Blue Collar .047
White Collar -.047

X2=5.81 df=2 p7.05
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TABLE XII

LOG-LINEAR ANALYSIS (MODEL 2)

FATHER'S OCCUPATION ONLY
Adjusted

Factor Residuals

BOCES Special Education
Before FL 94-142

Blue Collar (SES)
White Collar (SES)

After PL 94-142
Blue Collar (SES)
White Collar (SES)

Regular School Districts
Before PL 94-142

Blue Collar (SES)
White Collar (SES)

After FL 94-142
Blue Collar (SES)
White Collar (SES)

X2=3.27 df=2 p r .

115

71.07
1.45

1.07
-1.45

1.07
-1.45

-1.07
1.45
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not only be nonsignificant but should approach the degrees of freedom

of the test. In this case X2=3.27 was much closer to the degrees

of freedom (2) than in the analysis of the first model. This was an

indication that the second model was a better fit for the data. In

fact, by inspecting the adjusted residuals it was evident that they

all approached one standard deviation framthe 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 occupation, taken together. The analysis of

this model is presented in Table XIII. It can be seem that a log-

linear fitting indicated a failure to reject the null hypothesis of

independence among the mainstreaming categories; X2(1)(13.23, p.05.

Ihspection 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 summary, a futher examination through a long-linear analyses

suggested that parent SES appears to have an impact on mainstreaming.

yore children of white collar workers and fewer children of blue collar

workers remained in BOOKIES Special Education than were expected before

PL 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 Education than would have been expected..
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TABLE XI II

LOG-LINEE,,R ANALYSIS (FODEL 3)

TIME WAVE AND FATHER'S OCCUPATIO.
Roijusted

Factor Residuals

BOCES Special Education
Before PL 94-142

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) -1.79

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

X -3.23 df=1 p 7.05

33



34

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 94-142 in 1975 was a direct result of this new awareness. This

act state6 that children with handicapping conditions between the

ages of 3 and 21 must be furnished with education and related ser-

vices. In addition, it stressed the importance of the least restric-

tive educational placement for these youngsters.

This present study (B) was an attempt to assess the impact of

boi.h early intervention and PL 94-142 on educational 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

glE22t2.11.2911!2rPES21:aRifftEtatTZ22L2! Preschool

Experiences

Handicapped youngsters with no preschool experience were compared

to handicapped youngsters with regular and special education preschool

experience across a continuum of characteristics including: IQ, family

structure, handicapping condition, sex, father's occupation, age of

entry into special education (not including preschool), time in, special

education program (not including preschool). Results indicated that

those youngsters who had been enrolled in special education preschool

Y18



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 :,,ungsters with regular or no preschool experience.

It may be that parents of a higher socioeconomic level are better

able to negotiate the medical and educational systems for early screen-

ing services for their children, thereby availing their youngsters of

the most appropriate preschool experience. Furthermore, since 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 preschool 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, th(..t 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

11j
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regular preschool experience spent the least time in BOCES elementar7

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

ct of Earl Intervention on Mainstr

The literature inferred that early intervention was a valuable

tool in the intellectual development of handicapped children. Fran

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-

vention and mainstreaming, though early intervention appeared to have

some 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 Mainstreamism

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

120
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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 handicapped children

being mainstreamed. More specifically, it was determined that there

were no statistically significant relationships,between mainstreaming

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 implement-ation and

the other representing the time after implementation, were compared

on these descriptive data: family structure, handicapping condition,

preschool experience, IQ scores, father's education, mother's educe-

tian, and age of entry into DOGES special education programs. The

only significant characteristic difference noted between the groups

was socioeconomic level as determined 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

fram has having a higher socioeconomic status than the group receiving

special education services in a BOCES program representing the time

niter implementation. This may have peen the case due to the fact'that

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

for handicapped children. Parents with higher socioeconomic backgrounds
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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.

Summary and Conclusions

In summary, these results indicated that though there were

'fferences among handicapped youngsters with specific types of pre-

school experience (special education preschool, regular 'preschool

and no preschool) on parent SES, and age of entry into BOCES special

education programs; type of earlinterverreL appeared to have little

impact on the mainstreaming of these handicapped children. Yet, early

intervention, regardl - of type did ap?ear to impact on total main-

streaming of handle students. Furthermore, when two groups (pre-

and post-implementation PL 94-142) were compared to determine the im-

pact of the public law on mainstreaming of the handicapped, no signifi-

cant differences were found. Yet parents' socioeconomic status, regard-.

less of type of early intervention, seemed to indicate a trend in main-

streaming. The higherthe parental socioeconomic level, the more likely

for the youngster to be mainstreamed after the implementation of FL 94-142

than before its implementation.

Since the study was designed to ascertain 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 mainstreaming could have been due to the limitations of this selec-

tion process.
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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 mainstreaming of those students.

The study excluded those handicapped students who went directly 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, /4'

results of the study regarding the impact of early intervention on

mainstreaming are not conclusive due to the limitations of the school-

based s' l' design., Further research in tbis area appears warranted

at this time.
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