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ABSTBRACT

THE USE OF CRITERIA IN DECISION
MAKING REGARDING THE PLACEMENT OF HEARING

IMPAIRED STUDENTS

Beatrice Sandra Spear

Research studies regarding placement team decisions
have demonstrated that the teams do not often operate
along the lines of rational decision making, but rather,
rely on either expert opinion or preconceived notions of
placement based on potentially biasing information. There

have been some studies that used multiple regression

analysis to determine the weights gi-sen to variables that
might be used by decision makers in the placement process.

To date, however, research has not been done for many

populations of handicapped children and none have been
done for hearing impaired children which used actual
decision makers as subjects. The present study |
investigated the variables considered important to i
decision makers cn an individual basis and within the |
natural context of the committee meeting.

|

The subjects were 110 members of twenty-six

Committees on the Handicapped, and 102 members of




ancillary professional groups, which yiélded a total of

212 subjects. All subjects individually placed ten
simulated case studies of hearing impaired children in one
of eight placement choices. The committee members also
convened in their respective committees to place cne
randomly selected case.

The instruments consisted of questionnaires
requesting demographic information, 279 computer generated
case studies of hearing impaired children, and a teacher
report regarding one randomly selected case study used in
the second task. Data collection resulted in 2120
individual placements and 26 simulated debates regarding
the randomiy selected case. The data were analyzed using
chi-square tests of significance and multiple regression
analyses. The dependent variable was placement and the
independent variables were sixteen characteristics of
hearing impaired children considered important to
placement decisions.

The results of the study showed that the various
groups of subjects placed relatively different importance
on the variables although several emerged as important to

all groups. Analysis of committee placements indicated a

tendency toward more restrictive placements.




ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This study could not have been done without the
cooperative effort of a number of.people.

I would first like to thank my committee members:

Dr. Robert Kretschmer, sponsor, for his direction,
interest and commitment to the topic and for his long
hours of assistance, encouragement and support throughout
the project; Dr. Thurston Atkins, advisor, for his advice
regarding the administrative aspects of the study and for
his insight into the questions that needed to be
addressed.

To Dr. Jane Monroe, my thanks for her experﬁise and
advice regarding the design and statistical analysis of
the study, as well as for her willingness to give of her
time whenever needed; to Dr. Barbara Weinstein, my thanks
for her input regarding the audiological implications of
the study.

Without several other people this study would not
have gone as smoothly as it did and could not have been as
accurate. My thanks are due to Joe Dioso for his computer
programming and assistance with the statistical analysis,
to Dr. Howard Spivack and Louis Maday for their assistance

with the computer generation of my instruments, to Barbhara

ii



Rosenberg, Barbara Strassman and Janice Berchin, my
"experts" and fellow students, who tirelessly read case
study after case study in order to give their input, and
to Mrs. Lee Jackson for her patience and help with my
budget.

My thanks as well go to Dr. James Purcell, Deputy
Superintendent of BOCES/Southern Westchester, for hLis
assistance in editing and for his support of the project,
and to all of the superintendents and directors who agreed
to be a part of the study and to their staff who took the
time after their busy work day to complete my
questionnaires.

Last but not least, I wish to thank my huspand and
children for their patience and encouragement during the

past two years. Their unquestioning love and support has

always been there when needed.




I.

II.

III.

Iv.

TABLE OF CONTENTS

PAGE

CHAPTER

Introduction....o.....o..oooo..o.ooo..o.o.oo.o.oo..l

statement Of the ProblemooooOoooooooo.oo.o...ooo.l

Review Of the Literatureeececeeeccecssscoscossccnces8

Federal Law - The Least Res%rictive Alternative..8
New York State Education LaWe.eoecevseoesoscosssessll
The Continuum of Services and Least Restrictive
Environmentesescsseecscsssscsosoccsecssoscossseeeel
Attribution Theory and the Consequences of
Labelinge cececeessocesccssssssccsoosssosssssseesld
Decision MaKingeeeeiooeoooevnesoonsssosssocssocsseel?
Decision Making and Functioning Within the
Placement TeaMes sseoccocososecccccsscsoscsssossocsedd
Decision Making Regarding Hearing Impaired
IndiviAualsSee coeososossssoscosccsscosssssssseesldd
Statement of Hypotheses and Research
QUESEiONSeeeecscenoscsssscssssssssessss sosseesl8

Method.oo.ooooo...ooO.oooooooo0000000000000000000030

Settingeceeceeetsecsossocssccssosscssocsccssesessell
Subjects/SampPle. cceietecsssssccsssossscesscsssss3
Instrumentationeccceesssecsecssscsosocssosssssscsslds
QuestionnaireS..ccecciecesecsosssscsssossscsseesesld
Case studieSceieescecsotosscssssosscssossssscssceslb
Teacher repPOrtececcsccccccscccssscsscosssssossocsessd
Data Collection ProcedureS.:ccseccesecscssscesescedl
Data Analysis ProcedureScce:eesececsccsscesoccessdl

Resultsooooooooooo.oOoo..ooo.oo!o..o..o.ooooooooooss

Demographic Dati@ccececesseccscscsccecsosscccscsosesdd
Frequency Distributions for Individual
PlacementSeceseesseccsccscocosssosssscccssosssecsced?
Regression Analyses i{or Individual
PlacementSeeceececscsocsscscssssssossossscocsssoeebS
Regression Equations By Group eeececcecsessseesssesl0
Group 1 ~ COH chairpersoneciececssessosscesassl0
Group 2 = psychologistSeiecesececcscesccscessesl0
Group 3 - special education teachers......e...71
Group 4 - parents of handicapped children.....71
Group 5 - SUPErvisorS.e.cccsececcsccsscssssoassl2
Group 6 - teachers of the deaficicevivccccsoeel2
Group 7 - audiologistS. cccecssetsossscresaessll
Group 8 - speech therapistsS. sveteecieseesseeeasl3
Summary of Multiple Regression AnalysSeSe.e.c.ececee.73

"o~

iV)?




Committee Placement AnalySiS:..ceeeececscecsessa85

V. DiSCUSSION.ceeeeocenrsosscssestocsecccocnosoecsnose89
Individual PlacementS:sceseesscesoccscocecocesoss89
Placements by Committe€.ceees cvececcescccccseoee?
Limitations of the Study.ceceeceesssscsccesscsssslOl

VI. Summary and ImplicationS...evescescesesecseesoss,103
SUNMMAYY coeceseesosseoceoorsccosssnsssnssssssssesslO3
Criterion VariableSeeeseeestociecsecsooseossesslOd
Implications of the present studyeceeeeeeeees..109

. Implications for future researcCh..eeeeeevesseoslll
ReferenCeS . ieececeeeeciosesscsnssonsseosssonsccccoassssssll?
Appendix A..ieeeieeeieitiiiiiisttiitrttnsasnaesisoneaall?d
Appendix Beeececeosseoesosooorossnsssssessaccosncsecsessld]
APpPendiX CeeeeceeeccccsosensesssnccscensssocsscsccsseeslB?
AppendiX Decececccsesorsocsssessessnssesnessssossoscse oelB3




TABLE

2.

3.

4.

10.

11.

12.

13.

LIST OF TABLES

PAGE
DEMOGRAPHIC DATA OF DISTRICTS...“..........‘..‘31

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA OF TOTAL SAMPLE::cceseeescecses58

EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND OF GROUPS:teeeceesscscsssBd

CROSS TABULATION OF PLACEMENT BY RATING GROUPS

l&2........“'......."...‘...‘.l...l....‘...64‘

SUMMARY OF SIMULTANEOUS REGRESSION OF
PLACEMENT ON PLACEMENT CRITERIA¢cscecscsescsesesb?

SUMMARY OF STEPWISE REGRESSION OF PLACEMENT ON
PLACEMENT CRITERIA“...........................69

SUMMARY OF STEPWISE REGRESSION OF PLACEMENT ON
PLACEMENT CRITERIA- RATING GROUP 1
CHAIRPERSONS...’l..‘..‘........‘.........\..0“..76

SUMMARY OF STEPWISE REGRESSION OF PLACEMENT ON
PLACEMENT CRITERIA- RATING GROUP 2
PSYCHOLOGISTS.‘....I.................‘.....‘..‘77

SUMMARY OF STEPWISE REGRESSION OF PLACEMENT ON
PLACEMENT CRITERIA- RATING GROUP 3 SPECIAL
EDUCATION TEACHERS....‘.‘ ..l.........‘...!.‘..78

SUMMARY OF STEPWISE REGRESSION OF PLACEMENT ON
PLACEMENT CRITERIA- RATING GROUP 4 PARENT OF
HANDICAPPED CHILD‘.‘....“..................‘..79

SUMMARY OF STEPWISE REGRESSION OF PLACEMENT ON
PLACEMENT CRITERIA- RATING GROUP 5
SUPERVISORS“.“‘.‘..‘.....‘...‘.....l...l....‘ao

SUMMARY OF STEPWISE REGRESSION OF PLACEMENT ON
PLACEMENT CRITERIA- RATING GROUP 6 TEACHERS
OF THE DEAF“....‘...‘l..l...............‘.....81

SUMMARY OF STEPWISE REGRESSION OF PLACEMENT ON

PLACEMENT CRITERIA-~ RATING GROUP 7
AUDIOLOGISTS““.....‘II.0..l.........bl‘..“loaz

vi 9




14.

15.

16.

17.
18.

19.

SUMMARY OF STEPWISE REGRESSION OF PLACEMENT ON
PLACEMENT CRITERIA~ RATING GROUP 8 SPEECH
THERAPISTS....'................................83

SUMMARY OF BETA WEIGHTS OF PLACEMENT CRITERIA
BY RATING GROUP................................84

PLACEMENTS OF CASE STUDY #104, GILES BRENT......88

PLACEMENT OF CASE STUDY #104 BY CHAIRPERSON'S
BACKGROUND....................................loo

CROSSTABULATION OF PLACEMENT CRITERIA LEVELS
BY RATING GROUP..............................0163

VARIABLE LIST........o.oaoooooocoooco0000000000164

ZERO ORDER CORRELATIONS......................0.164



3.
4.

LIST OF FIGURES

PAGE

CHARACTERISTICS USED AS VARIABLES IN THE
STUDY- THE LEVELS AND THE SOURCES:eeeetecese 40

DESCRIPTIVE SENTENCES“J“....................42
VARIABLES IAIRED.‘.‘....“...............‘....49

DISTRIBUTION OF PLACEMENT WITHIN SAMPLE.......90

viiif {



Chapter I

INTRODUCTION

Statement of the Problen

~ While the integration of some hearing impaired
children into the regular classroom has been a fact for
many years, this phenomenon has recently been accelerated.
In 1975, PL 94-142, The Education For All Handicapped
Children Act, was passed which emphasized educational
programming within the least restrictive alternative
setting for all handicapped children. For hearing
impaired children, the law encouraged thei:. placement in
programs within the local school éistricts or within
intermediate school district settings.

Despite the fact that these programs have emphasized
placement in the mainstream, there has been little
systematic attempt to develop empirically criteria for the
identification aad selection of the children who would
benefit most from a mainstreamed program. Equally as
important is the fact that there have been few systematic
attempts to study the decision making criteria and process
of the individuals within the natural context of

committees who are responsible for the educational

placement of hearing impaired children. The bases upon




which these children are placed, therefore, are unknown

and may rest upon the use of limited information,

stereotypic notions, or simply upon the availability of

and the nature of the programs offered in various
locations.

Bitter and Mears (1973) identified several questions
regarding the educational integration of hearing impaired
children. Included among these questions were: (a) "What
are the significant characteristics of the hearing
impaired children vho are making a successful adjustment
in regular classes?", (b) "Are there guidelines and
diagnostic tools which may be used in initiating and
maintaining the integration process?", and (c) "What
evaluation procedures can help in determining entry
points?" (Bitter and Mears, p. xiii)

Literature regarding criteria for and characteristics
of children who are (or will be) successful in the
mainstream fall into two groups, those derived from
empirical study and those based on theory and clinical
professional opinion. In terms of the latter, Northcott
(1973) stated that a systems approach to the admission and
maintenance of hearing impaired children was needed and

she mentioned the following as possible intrinsic and

extrinsic criteria for educational placement: (a) age at




onset of loss, (b) age when hearing aid was fitted, (c)

degree of loss in the speecn range, (d) nature of
preschool training, (e) professional guidance for parents,
(f) presence or absence of other handicapping conditions,
(g) size of school district and classes, (h) distance
traveled, (i) availability of speech and academic
tutoring, (j) attitude of teacher and class, (k)
personality and social skills of the child and class
participation, (1) clarity of speech. (m) speech reading
ability and (n) language patterns of the child. Other
professionals (Craig and Salem, 1975; Mecham and VanDyke,
1971; Bitter and Mears, 1973; Leckie, 1973; McGee, 1973)
commented on the neceséity for the development of: criteria
for admission into integrated programs and isolated
factors reported by programs in operation. Those factors
fell into four broad categories: (a) communication
skills, (b) social development, (c) academic abilities and
(d) parental and teacher support. While the positions
surveyed above represent sound thinking and the judgment
of knowledgeable professionals, they cannot be relied upon
exclusively for making educational decisions since they
are not based on empirical research; however, these
theoretical and clinically oriented papers have laid the

foundations and elucidated the possibilities for the



second group of studies which have empirically

investigated the criteria.

Two apprcaches have been used within these
empirically baszd studies of placement criteria. 1n the
first, sets of data concerning the characteristics of
successfully mainstréeamed students have been subjected to
factor analysis to determine significance of clusters of
descriptors and performance. Pflaster (1976) used this
technique to derive thirteen uncorrelated factors common
to her subjects; oblique analysis yielded eleven
correlated factors. The factors in both analyses fell
into three broad headings: (a) communicative, (Db)
linguistic, and (c) personality. The four major factors
subsumed under these headings which accounted for
sixty~-five percent of the variance were: (a) the use of
suprasegmentals, (b) the child's receptive and expressive
language, and (c¢) the child's motivation; other minor
significant factors were speechreading ability,
interpersonal behavior, communicative attitude, personal
adjustment, sibling constellation, auditory attitude and
classroom communication. It is of interest that level of
hearing loss did not appear as a significant factor in the
analyses and this should be noted when determining ,

placement of hearing impaired children. Johnson (1973)



has discussed the harm that labeling a child "deaf" solely
on the basis of pure tone hearing loss can do, and
stressed the need for determining placement on the basis
of the child's functioning level.

The second approach to establishing placemert
criteria empirically has been to derive decision "cut off
points” with regard to placement or to compare the
performance of integrated versus non-integrated subjects
on diagnostic or achievement instruments selected a
priori. Reich, Hambleton and Houldin (1977) employed this
approach to compare subjects in integrated and
non-integrated settings. Criteria were derived on the
bases of measurement of (a) pure tone audiograms, . (b)
oral-aural ’“.nctioning, (c) intelligence, (d) achievement,
(e) self-concept, (£f) speech intelligibility, and (f)
social adjustment. Those criteria found to be significant
in the integrated setting were: (a) oral functioning, (b)
intelligence, and (c) parent involvement; hearing loss was
not a significant criterion.

Rudy and Nace (1973) attempted to develop an
instrument that could be used to predict success in
integrated settings. They used measures of intelligence,

achievement, social maturity and hearing loss; however,

the authors stated that validation of the instrument




through correlation with actual achievement was necessary.

Hecht (1977) attempted to determine which
characteristics of hearing impaired students were most
often used as criteria for deciding student placement and
to determine the weights given to each major
characteristic. Results obtained for her subjects
indicated that oral-aural ability and hearing loss levels
were given high weights while socio-economic level and
motivation were given low weights by her subjects who were
not actual decision makers.

While attempts have been made intuitively and
empirically to determine criteria for placement, the
procedures and criteria used for placement have not been
investigated and no previous study has tried to verify
what variables are used by knowledgeable (such as experts
asked to provide testimony about a hearing impaired
child's placement) and non-knowledgeable personnel (such
as members Of the placement team without training in the

area of hearing impairment) during the placement meeting.

It has been stated that the committees responsible
for placing handicapped children (variously named

Committee on the Handicapped, M~team, Placement Team

etc.), by virtue of their makeup, are not true decisi a




making bodies in that they generally do not examine
alternatives of placement. Rather, they bring to the
decision making process preconceived placements based on
the opinion of experts and/or the opinion of the committee
chairperson (Mehan, 1981; Patton, 1976).

It is the intent of the present study to investigate
the notion of placement criteria from the perspective of
actual use. More specifically, the study was designed to
identify the set of criteria used for placement of the
hearing impaired child within various groups composing
typical placement committees and multi~disciplinary teams.
Additionally, the study was designed to determine if the
committee decision making process reflects an examination

of those criteria deemed most significant by these groups.
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® Chapter II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

) This review of related literature will concern itself
with: federal law regarding the least restrictive
alternative, the continuum of services currently in place

o ' for the hearing impaired, attribution theory and the
consequences of labeling, decision making theory in
general and decision making as it applies to the

o functioning of the multidisciplinary team. It was felt
that all of these areas contribute to the understanding of

the present study.

®

Federal Law - The Least Restrictive Alternative
It is the public policy of the United States

® government that the purpose of the public schools is to
provide all children with the opportunity for a free,
public and appropriate education (Abeson, Bolick, and

¢ Hass, 1977). The passage of PL 94-142, The Education For
All Handicapped Children Act of 1975, was an outgrowth of
the civil rights movement and the culmination of

g legislation and litigation designed to insure the rights
of all children to receive a free, public education under
the equal rights protection clause of the Fourteenth

o
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Amendment to the Constitution.

Brown vs. The Board of Education (1954) was the basis
for all right to education decisions; Pennsylvania
Association For Retarded Citizens vs. Commonwealth (1971)
and Mills vs. The Board of Education (1972) laid the
groundwork for due process rights in education of the
bandicapped; Section 504 of the Vocational Rehabilitation
Act (1973) guaranteed barrier free access for the
handicapped to any program or activity receiving federal
assistance; and the Education Amendments of 1974 (PL
93-380) guaranteed "...procedural safeguards in all
decisions regarding identification, evaluation and
educational placement of handicapped children." and
iﬂcreased the amount of étate.grant money for thé
handicapped (Abeson and Ballard, 1977, p. 87). PI, 94-142
committed the federal government to financial contribution
to the education of the handicapped and strengthened the
educational rights achieved under PL 93-380, which it
superseded (LaVor, 1977).

Federal mandates under PL 94-142 provide for: (a)
the right to due process of law which includes informed
consent, prior notice of meetings, etc., in the parents'
native language, and the right of parents to a hearing if

they disagree with the proceedings; (b) the least

20
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restrictive alternative which guarantees that the
handicapped child shall, to the "maximum extent possible"
(PL 94-142, Federal Register, 1975), be educated with
their non-handicapped peers; (c¢) non-discriminatory
testing which is neither racially nor culturally biased
and administered in the child's native language or mode of
communication; (d) confidentiality of information; (e)
individualization of education through the development of
an Individualized Education Program (IEP) for each
handicapped student, developed with input from parents;
and (f) provisions for compliance with federal law by the
State Education Agency which must submit a plan to the
fed:ral government. Under the Act, failure to comply will
result in the curtailment of federal funds. ‘

The Act further provides for the establishment of
multidisciplinary teams to aid in the placement of
handicapped children. Due process, initially under PL
93-380 and later with PL 94-142, calls for procedures
which require the schools to consider all program
alternatives and to select the setting for each child that
is least 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..." (PL 94-142,




Federal Register, Sec. 3c, 1975).

New York State Education Law

° Article 89 of the New York State Education Law states
that each Board of Education must provide services for
handicapped children residing in that district. The law

° also provides that the Board of Education for each local

school district must appoint a Committee On The

Handicapped to assist in the identification, evaluation

° and placement of such children. The membership of the
committee must include a school psychologist, a teacher or
administrator of special education, a parent of a

() handicapped child and a physician who does not have to be
present at the placement meeting unless requeste& by the
parent. Occasionally, a member of the general

® administrative staff is included on the committee. These

groups of people would generally not be knowledgeable
regarding all handicapping conditions; therefore, the
[ committee is expected to call upon experts in the area of
the handicap of the individual child to assist them in
their decisions. In the area of hearing impairment there
[ are four groups of professionals who might be called upon.
They are: teachers of the deaf, speech clinicians,

audiologists and supervisors of programs for the hearing

Q 2 2
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impaired.

The Continuum of Services and Least Restrictive

Environment

The concepts of least restrictive environment and
mainstreaming are often interpreted as being synonymous;:
however, they should not be. Anderson, Martinez and Rich
(1980) have stressed the need for definition of terms in
order to resolve the confusion. Mainstreaming is
presented as a descriptive concept of educating
handicapped children with their normal peers whenever this
is appropriate; least restrictive environment is defined
as a program placement concept wherein handicapped
children should be educated in environments as "hormal" as
possible, with mainstreaming, placement in regular
classes, considered the most normal or least restrictive
placement.

The notion of least restrictive alternatives assumes
that a continuum of services exists, and PL 94-142
mandates that all of the alternatives be considered for
each child. Deno (1970) and Dunn (1968) presented models
of the sequential placement possibilities for handicapped
children ranging from regular class placement to homebound

instruction. Dunn's model included eleven placement

23




possibilities, while Deno's Cascade included eight.

Rucker and Gable (n.d.) adapted several models to develop
a seven level continuum of services for use in the Rucker
- Gable Educational Programming Scale, a scale designed to
measure attitude and knowledge of appropriate placements
for mentally retarded, learning disabled and emotionally
handicapped children. The rationale behind the
development of the scale was that more and more
handicapped children are being moved toward the
"mainstream” of education and that the attitudes and
knowledge of regular education staff and administration of
appropriate educational placements for handicapped
children are important to the success of these children.
The continuum of services for many héaring impai}ed
children and youth in New York State falls within the
following levels which are similar to those described by
Deno, Dunn and Rucker and Gable:

l. Residential school for the deaf - The students live on
campus and the school is for hearing impaired étudents
exclusively.

2. Day school for the deaf - The students live at home
and attend a school for hearing impaired students.

3. Full time special education classes - The student

attends a full time program exclusively for the deaf
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® but within a school for normal hearing ci’lildren.
4. Part time special education classes ~ The students
attend a special class for the deaf for the majority
® of the day but attends the regular classroom for
certain subjects.
5. Resource room -~ The students are enrolled in the
® regular classroom but attend a resource room for
special instruction for part of the day.
6. Itinerant program - The students are enrolled in the
o regular classcoom but receive special instruction from
an itinerant teacher for part of the day.
7. Regular class ~ The students are enrolled in the
o regular class and may or may not receive special help
as a related service from district persor.mel‘.
The position statement on least restrictive
@ placements for deaf students, adopted by the Conference of
Executives of American Schools for the Deaf (1977), noted
that accurate understanding of the nature and severity of
® deafness was fundamental to the judgment of placement and
that the least restrictive environment for hearing
impaired children was only least restrictive if the
@ alternatives for schooling enable the “...fulfillment of
their academic and social potential and prepares them for

a productive and well adjusted adulthood." Consonant

O
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with federal mandates, the least restrictive environment
should be one that provides the full service components
of: (a) individualized instructional planning; (b)
appropriately certified teachers and qualified supervisors
of instruction; (c) periodic audiological and
psychological assessment and appropriate functional
amplification; (d) satisfactory #amily contacts and (e)
the counseling and services of personnel trained to work
with deaf persons. 1In the idealized form, all of these
factors are in place within each of the levels in the
continuum which include direct services (levels 1~6).
While level 7 is offered on the continuum, it is
hypothesized that few severely to profoundly hearing
impaired children can be integrated into the reéulaf

schools on that level.

Attribution Theory and the Consequences of Labeling

Attribution theory is a general term related to
studies that account for how individuals perceive
situations and make inferences about others and themselves
(Harvey and Weary, 1981). Much of the impetus and
rationale toward mainstreaming the handicapped (Dunn,1968;

Deno, 1970; Johnson and Johnson, 1980) has been based on

attributional research and theory regarding the effects of




iabeling, as has much of the criticism of placement of the

hearing impaired individval on the basis of hearing loss
alone (Johnson, 1973; Reich et al, 1977; Pflaster, 1976;
Ncrthcott, 1973; Connor and O'Connor, 1961; Northern and
Downs, 1974). While levels of hearing loss must be taken
into account in the placement process, (Advisory Committee
on Education of the Deaf, 1971; Conference of Executives
of American Schools for the Deaf, 1977), it must be
remembered that hearing loss level is only one
consideratién within the psycho-educational assessment of
hearing impaired students. The assessment of the hearing
impaired child for the purposes of placement and of
determining specific methodologies and teachlng strategles
was treated at length by Kretschmer and Qulgley (1981) and
will be used as one basis for determination of the
variables to be used in the present study.

Another potentially biasing label with regard to
hearing impaired children has to do with communication
modality. Hecht (1977) suggested that there are two
clusters of goals for the education of hearing impaired
individuals. One cluster that she identified stressed the
need for the development of verbal communication skills to
increase the students' participation in the mainstream of

society, while the other cluster emphasized the need for
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fluency in sign language and for associations within the
deaf community in order to develop the students’'
identification and :oping skills. While there has been a
dichotomy in the philosophy of education of the deaf,
stemming, historically, from the various influences of
European educational methods (Brill, 1974), the
integration, to the greatest extent possible, of hearing
impaired children and youth has been a goal of all
educators of the deaf and should be possible within the
context of both oral education and "total communication®.
The second goal, that of identifying with deafness and the
deaf community as well as being a part of the larger
communlty of the non—handlcapped, is also common to both
groups of educators. Given the potentially biasing
notions surrounding the use of alternative communication
strategies, both speech reading and manual communication,
(but particularly the latter), placement teams may avoid

maximal integration despite the child's functional level.

Decision Making

The literature contains many references to decision
making, decision making within organizations, small group
decision making, mathematical decision making theory, and

decision making within placement teams. This literature
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comes from a variety ot fields, notably: sociology,
psychology, anthropology, economics, political science,
law and buginess administration. Understandably,
therefore, there are varying definitions, theories,
viewpoints and orientations.

Within organization theory, sociologists have been
divided between the rational systems, or normative
approach, and the natural systems approach. Strother
(1963) discussed the difficulties inherent in defining a
social science of organization and cited the works of
Stogdill, Agyris, Barnard, and March and Simon as part of
the "eclectic trend" to develop integrated theories of
economic organizations (Strother, p. 16). These
integrated theories have attempted to account for the
behavior of individuals within organizations and several
(Simon, 1957; Simon and March, 1958) have introduced the
concepts of mathematical decision theory and the use of
the model building capabilities of the computer. These
theories, however, have generally been applied to
industrial organizations and their applicability to social
service organizations remains in question.

A further problem with organizaticnal theory is that
of the dichotomy of individual and group participation.

Strauss (1963) stated that individual participation, based
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on delegation, involved very different processes than
those involved in group participation with its emphasis on
conformity and peer pressures. Placement teams are small
decision making bodies within larger social service
organizations; thus, the problems inherent in both can be
seen in the functioning of the team.

Bales' model of interaction process analysis relates
to role differentiation in problem solving groups. The
problems inherent in these groups are: (a) adaptation to
the environment; (b) organization and control of the task:
(c) management of individual and interpersonal emotions,
and (d) the development and maintenance of integration.
Simon (1976) broadened the base of problems to include the
total organization and related the question of efficiency
and roles to organizational objectives and to the required
acquiescence of subordinates to the overall organizational
mission. He stated that decision making within
organizations should be structured vertically to allow for
coordination between operative and supervisory personnel
and that this would lead to greater expertise in making
decisions; however, he also stated that there could be a
conflict between subject matter authority and hierarchical

authority. Hierarchical authority might rest with the

chairperson while subject matter authority might rest with
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another member of the group or an outsider brought in to
give expert opinion.

Blau and Scott (1962) suggested three aspects of
group participation which might serve to enhance group
activity. These hypothesized dynamics were: (a) the
sifting of suggestiqns leading to error correction
mechanisms, (b) the social support of the group which
facilitates thinking, and (c¢) competition which mobilizes
energy; nowever, "Hierarchical differentiation of status,
particularly when formally established, appears to curtail
these three processes..." (Blau and Scott, p. 122).

While status on the placement team, with the exception of
the chairperson, is not formally established, research on
team functioning seems to support the existence sf an
informal hierarchy with the chairperson and other
professionals enjoying the higher status and the teacher
and parent having lower status (Mehan, 1981; Yoshida et
al., 1978;:; Patton, 1976).

At the opposite extreme of team functioning is the
problem of "groupthink" (Janis, 1972, p. 9): "...a mode
of thinking that people engage in when they are deeply
involved in a cohesive in-~group, when the members striving
for unanimity override their motivation to realistically

appraise alternative courses of action." The
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manifestations of groupthink are: (a) limited discussions
in which the full range of alternatives is never examined;
(b) selection of a course of action that is initially
preferred by the majority and never subjected to critical
examination; (c) failure to reconsider choices that are
initially rejected; (d) inadequate search for expert
advice; (e) selective bias in response to certain factual
information and (f) failure to consider fully the
drawbacks of the preferred choice and to develop a
contingency plan.

"Ideal" rational decision making assumes that the
following steps are taken: (a) defining the problem, (b)
identifying alternatives, (c) quantifying alternatives
through examination of short and long.range objéctives and
rewards, (d) using decisinon aids such as decision trees,
decision matrices, linear programming and models, (e)
making the decision through the choice of the best
alternative, and (f) implementing the decision (Hill,
1979). While in the idealized form, all relevant
information should be collected, analyzed, considered and
acted upon, the question still remains, that given that
each individual has a finite ability to process
information, what are the actual dynamics of the placement

team's decisions and what information is actually used in




the decision making process.

Decision Making and Functioning Within the Placement Team

Research into the functioning of the placement team
(Mehan, 1981; Ysseldyke and Algozzine, 1980; Ysseldyke,
Algozzine and Mitchell, 1982; Fenton, Yoshida, Maxwell and
Kaufman, 1979) indicates that placement teams do not
follow the above steps to decision although it is possible
for them to do so. Fenton et al. (1979) have developed a
scheme for special education placement teams built upon
rational decision making models. The steps to decision in
their scheme included: (a) perceiving the problem through
the collection of data and the identification of service
needs, (b) exploring the alternatives with spécial service
needs as the primary criteria for selection of placement,
and (c) selecting a solution by evaluating each
alternative and determining th:e most ireasonable.

Mehan (1981, p. 3) in his ethnographic/descriptive
study of placement team meetings, identified the model of
placement team decisions as being "recollective" - the
decisions were presented rather than debated. He stated
that the meetings that he observed did not have the
features associated with decision making on either

rational terms or social systems terms. He further stated
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® that the manner and language of presentation of

information was intended to obscure rather than to inform.

® Three other generai approaches to investigating the
inner workings of the placement team can be identified.
These are: (a) studies as to how information is presented

°® within team meetings, (b) studies as to the extent of
individual participation in and satisfaction with team
meetings, and (c) studies into the factors thch

°® contribute to placement decisions.

Studies of the manner in which information is

presented indicate that placements are made on the basis

® of referral information and that decision makers fail to
reject stereotypes (Ysseldyke and Algozzine, 1980),‘that
labeling results in more restrictive placgments (Newman,

® 1980), that the presenting problem influences the kind of
information examined (Goldstein et al., 1980) and that

twice as much time is spent on presenting academic rather

° than behavioral information (Ysseldyke, Algozzine,
Rostollan and Shinn, 1981).
Studies of participation and satisfaction have shown
that: (a) some members of teams perceive themselves in

passive roles and that teachers are the most

disenfranchised from the process yet are still satisfied




with che procedures (Yoshida et al., 1978); (b) that

parents and lay persons are not included ‘in discussions
(Patton, 1976); (c) that there is little parental input,
roles of members are not stated and there is little
encouragement for participation of lay persons (Ysseldyke,
Algozzine and Mitchell, 1982); and that, (d) when there is
conflict, the psychologist or team leader resolves it

(Hyman, 1973).

As for factors that contribute to placement decisions

- ) of various groups of professionals, Matuszek (1979) found
that both psychologists and teachers relied on IQ, test
achievement, class achievement and home related anxiety as

o their primary factors in meking various placement
decisions regarding non hearing impaired children. She
found that socio-economic status was important for

® psychologists but not for teachers, whereas self concept
was important to teachers and not psychologists. Johnson
(1980) investigated placement decisions made by

® psychologists and found that complex combinations of IQ

levels, emotional-social problems and IQ-achievement
discrepancies did not yield the hypothesized placeﬁents

e for his subjects; however, simple combinations of factors
where one was obviously causative did yield the

hypothesized placement. Morrow, Powell and Ely (1976)

2%
1
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found that psychologists' recommendations and social
histories did not significantly contribute to placement
team decisions whereas intelligence factors and
educational functioning did. Holland (1980) in a study of
urban, suburban, and rural teams, found that the same
problems were operating in all three environments and that
factors influencing decisions, other than those already
discussed, were available resources, parental pressures
and the geographical proximity of special services.
¥sszldyke, Algozzine and Mitchell (1982) have
suggested that structuring the planning team meeting to
include time for specific components of the decision
making process mentioned in the model of Fenton et al.
(1579, p. 312) would be an iméortant step in improving the
process. They further stated that the meetings should be
modelled to follow the factors identified by Fenton et al.
as facilitating effective decisions. They were: (a)
consensus decision making, (b) clarity of goals, (c)
structured separation of activities and, (d)
nonspecialized participation by team members during each

stage of decision making.

"\
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Decision Making Regarding Hearing Impaired Individuals

As stated previously there have been several
empirical studies related to criteria for the integration
of hearing impaired students but only one (Hecht, 1977)
which attempted to examine actual decision making criteria
of various groups. The decision makers in the Hecht study
were administrators of hearing impaired programs, teachers
of the hearing impaired, normally hearing parents of
hearing impaired students, hearing impaired parents of
hearing impaired students and hearing impaired college
students. Results were analyzed for simulated placement
tasks given on two different occasions. The subjects in
her study gave the most weight to factors of hearing loss
and oral-aural ability; most of her subjects placed
students with moderate to profound losses in special class
settings and reserved resource rooms and itinerant
services for students with mild hearing loss. While the
xesults of the Hecht study were informative regarding the
attitudes toward placement of the hearing impaired student
of her subjects, her subjects were not those ordinarily
associated with the decision making process in the local
school district. Two of her groups of subjects, parents
of hearing impaired children and teachers of the hearing

impaired, would attend the placement meeting; but, the
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question that her study did not address was, how would

their opinions differ from the actual decision makers
opinions and how much weight would their opinions carry.
The statement on least restrictive environment by the

Conference of Executives of American Schools for the Deaf
made the point that "Educational planning cannot be viewed
as the prerogative strictly of placement officials....",
and that the wishes and feelings of the parents and
students must be accounted for within the placement
procedure. The mandates of PL 94-142 also stipulate that
parents and students are to be a part of the process.
Research into planning team procedures for other
disability areas, particularly learning disabilities,
(Mehan, 1981; Ysseldyke et al, 1982) has shown that this
is not often the case; however, research regarding the
hearing impaired student (Pflaster, 1976) has shown that
parental expectation and preference has been a significant
factor for the successful integration of the student.

There is a need for further research regarding the
decision making procedures for placing the hearing
impaired student. Mandated members of the placement teams
as well as other groups of professionals who might be a
part of the decision making process for the hearing

impaired student have not been a part of any studies to
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Py date; several significant variables have not been included
in studies to date and the procedures of the committee as

a whole have not been studied.

®
‘ Statement of Hypotheses and Research Questions
In response to the intent of PL 94-142, The Education

® For All Handicapped Children Act of 1975, more and more
hearing impaired children are being placed in less
restrictive settings. It is the intent of the present

® study to determine if the criteria currently being used to
place these children is consistent with the criteria
recommended by empirical studies, state mandates, and

® professional opinion; to determine if Committee on the
Handicapped members and experts in the area of hearing
impairment use different criteria; to determine if the

 J group process resulted in less or more restrictive
placements and to determine whether additional expert
testimony influences decisions regarding the placement cf

® hearing impaired students.

Based upon this review of the literature and the

statement of the problem, it is hypothesized that there

g will be differences in criteria used for placement
decisions among the groups and that there is a small set
of variables upon which various groups of individuals will

®

RN
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base their decisions.

The research questions genera£ed from these
hypotheses are:
° l. What are the significant criteria for Flacement used by
the aggregate of professionals who typically have direct
contact with hearing impaired students and/or make

e placement decisions with regard to hearing impaired

students?

2. Are there differences or similarities in the sets of
PY criteria for placement used by the eight different
knowledgeable and "non-~knowledgeable" (with respect to
hearing impairment) groups in the study?
® 3. Are there differences in the order of priority placed

upon those criteria shared by the groups?

4. Are there differences between the placement decisions
® made in committee and those made individually?
5. If there are differences in the decisions made in
committee from the decisions made individually, are the
® diffefences associated with the committee process and the

inclusion of referral information in the form of an

expert's report or by other unknown variables?
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Chapter III

METHOD

Setting

The present study was conducted in the Northeast,
primarily within New York State and the greater New York
City metropolitan area. It included: (a) a
representative sample of Committees on the Handicapped
from small cities, suburban locales and rural locales in
New York State and (b) a representative sample of
professionals who work primarily in the area of hearing
impairment from New York City, New York State, Connecticut
and New Jersey. While several subjects within the
professional groups who w&rk primarily in the arég of
hearing impairment were from organizations within New York
City, Committees on the Handicapped from New York City
were not included in the present study because the
internal framework of committees and subcommittees was
different than those found in all other demographic
settings used in the study.

The local school districts in the sample ranged from
small rural districts with total school populations below
500 to larger city school districts with populations above

10,000 (See Table I for school district demographics).
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Table 1

Demographic Data of Districts®

Response
Variable Range NP M
# of Students in 301 - 10,500 70,729 2,726.9
District
# of Handicapped 16 -~ 624 6,076 234.7
Students
# of Hearing Impaired 0 - 25 118 4.5
Students
Variable N 3
Percent of Incidence ot 6,076 8.6
Handicapped stuadents
Percent of Incidence ot
Hearing Impaired
Withain Handicapped 118 2.0
Within Total 118 .2

2 26 districts surveyed

b Aggregate number of students within the district surveyed.



The percent of incidence of handicapped students in
the sample districts was 8.6% and the percent of hearing
impaired students was .2% (as percent of total enrollment
ages 5 to 21). Nationwide percentages are comparable:

(a) percent of incidence of handicapped students 3 to 21
years old within the total school enrollment in the United
States in 1982-83, 10.73%; (b) percent of incidence of
hearing impaired students, .18% (National Center for

Education Statistics, Department of Education, 1985).

Subjects/Sample

In response to the passage of The Education for all
Handicapped Children Act, 1975, all states have developed
planning teams whose purpose is the placement of.‘
handicapped children. As noted in Chapter II, the
plannring team in New York State is called the Committee on
the Handicapped and four members are required by state
statute: a teacher or administrator of special education,
a school psychologist, a parent of a handicapped child,
and a school physician. At the present time, the school
physician need not attend the meetings unless specifically
requested by the parent of the child under discussion. 1In

the present study, physicians were not included in the

sumple of Committee on the Handicapped members.




Several states in the Northeast were surveyed to
determine if the composition of the planning team was
comparable from state to state and compatible with federal
mandate, (PL 94-142). The Education for All Handicapped
Children Act mandates members that must be present at an
IEP (Individual Education Plan) meeting but does not
mandate members of the placement team. The people who
must be present at the IEP meeting are: (a) a
representative of the public agency, other than the
child's teacher, who is qualified to provide or supervise
the provision of special education, (b) the child's
teacher, (c) one or both parents, (d) the child if
aporopriate and (e) other individuals at the discretion of
the parent or agency (Sec. 612; 121 a 344).

While considerable leeway is given to persons invited
to attend the placement meetings, the planning team
members that clearly overlap in the states surveyed in the
Northeast (Vermont, Pennsylvania, New Jersey and
Connecticut) are: (a) providers of special education
services, (b) administrators, either general or special,
and (c¢) school psychologists. The parent as a mandated
member of the committee is unique to New York State and a

social worker is included as a mandated member of the

planning team in Pennsylvania and New Jersey (personal




communication with the LCirectors of the State Departments
of Special Education).

The subjects were divided into two general
classification types, or groups: (a) placement team
members (members of a Committee on the Handicapped) who
Wwere assumed to be less knowledgeable about hearing
impairment than professionals with direct contact with
hearing impaired children and (b) ancillary professionals
serving hearing impaired students who were assumed to be
knowledgeable about the effects of a hearing impairment.
Each classification type or group was subdivided as to
their professional affiliation. The placement team
members were: (a) administrators, generally.the
Chairperson of the team; (b) psychologists; (c¢) ;becial
education teachers, and (d) parents of handicapped
children. The groups of ancillary professionals serving
the hearing impaired students were: (a)
supervisors/administrators of special education programs,
generally for the hearing impaired; (b) teachers of the
deaf; (¢) audiologists, and (d) speech pathologists.

A total of 212 individuals served as subjects, 110
Committee on the Handicapped members and 102 ancillary
professionals. The 110 Committee on the Handicapped

members were drawn from 26 local school districts in
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Southern and Northern Westchester, Putnam, Dutchess and
Rockland Counties. Responses from 26 chairpersons, 28
psychologists, 29 special education teachers and 27
parents of handicapped children were obtained from this
pool of committee members. The ancillary professionals
were drawn from fourteen programs (both public and
private) from the greater Metropolitan area with services
for hearing impaired children. These organizations
included Boards of Cooperative Educational Services,
schools for the hearing impaired, University and private
clinics with speech and/or audiological services and
several rehabilitation centers. A total of 102
individuals from these programs completed.questionqaires
yielding responses from 26 administrators/superviéors of
special education programs, 29 teachers of the deaf, 24
audiclogists and 23 speech therapists. The lesser number
of audiologists and speech therapists was attributable to

the ratio of staffing within the programs.

Instrumentation

Questionnaires. Four different questionnaires were

developed to collact demographic information from the

following groups: (a) committee members, (b) professional

group members, (c) committee chairpersons, and (d)
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supervisors or directors of special education programs.
The information collected included personal data such as,
(a) educational background, (b) position, (c) length of
time in the field, (d) general knowledge and courses taken
regarding hearing impairment and special education, (d)
contact with hearing impaired students. The information
collected also included the range of options available to
students within the programs and the numbers of students
in the programs (see Appendix A).

Case studies. A series of simulated case studies

were generated and given to the subjects which required
them to make placement decisions regarding hearing
impaired students of varying characteristics.,

The manner in which these case studies were'éenerated
took into account selected characteristics of hearing
impaired students which potentially might influence
decision makers judgements regarding placement. Thes2
characteristics were obtained from three general sources:
(2a) empirical studies, (b) state guidelines, and (c) the
considered professional opinion. Specific characteristics
included within the case studies were selected after a
careful review of this literature by the investigator and

a second judge with extensive background in the

psycho-educational assessment of hearing impaired
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children. Fourteen variables were selected in this manner
and they were: (a) hearing loss, (b) improvement of
hearing with hearing aid use, (c) intelligence, (4)
self-concept, (e) academic achievement, (f) motivation, .
(g) use of the auditory modality, (h) linguistic
-Jnctioning, (i) social adjustment, (j) parental
expectation, (k) use of sign language, (1) speech
intelligibility, (m) the presence of another handicapping
condition and (n) the use of the visual modality for
speech reading. Two variables were added at the request
of the United States Office of Education, Special
Education Programs; they were: (o) parent preference as to
placement and (p) distance of the placement from the local
school district. Sixteen variables; therefore, Qérved as
the bases for the computer generated case studies.

The factors of age, ;ex and socio-economic status
were not varied but rather were held constant across all
simulated case studies. Three levels were assigned to
each variable and descriptive sentences were written for
each level of each variable. (See Figure 1 for variables,
levels assigned to them and sources; Figure 2 for
descriptive sentences.)

Since generating case studies for all combinations of

every level of the variables would have resulted in an
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unworkable number of cases, variables were paired (see

Figure 3) and the case studies were generated so that all

combinations of levels were assigned to each pair of

variables and that one level of each variable was included
in every case simulation (see Appéndix B for the computer
program). Using this procedure 405 case studies were
generated. Each case was then assigned a name and
printed on a single page with a checklist of eight
placement choices. These eight placement choices
reflected the following continuum of placement
alternatives:

l. Regular classroom placement with no basic change in
teaching procedures.

2. Consultation services; regular classroon pl;Eement
with specialists available for consultation with
teachers or parents when needed. Speech therapy and
tutoring available from local school distriet
personnel.

3. Consultation and direct services: regular classroom
placement with itinerant teacher of the hearing
impaired to consult with teachers and to provide
direct services to students for one-half to two hours
as specified in the IEP.

4., Resource room: regular classroom placement with

43



resource room services (teacher of the hearing

impaired providing supplemental instruction) for up to

49% of che school day.

Resource room placement as above with interpreter
(oral or manual) attending regular classes with the
student.

Part time special class: placement in a special class
for the hearing impaired for the majority of the
school day but student attends regular classes for
certain subjects.

Full time special class: placement in a special class
for the hearing impairazd on a full time basis but
within public education.

Placement in a day school or residentiai schéél for

the deaf.




Figure 1
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Characteristics used as Variables in the study -

the levels and the sources

Variable level Source
1. Hearing moderate all empirical
loss-unaided (50-70 db) studies
severe
(71-90 db)
. Profound
(90 db + above)
2. Hearing approaches normal all empirical
loss-aided some improvement studies
no improvement
3. IQ Above average Empirical
(110 & up) studies
Average Rudy & Nace
(95~109)
velow average Important to
(80-94) psychologists
4. Self-concept good Empirical
weak studies
poor
5. Academic average SEA Criteria
functioning (on grade level) Empirical
below average studies
(1-13 yrs. below) Important to
low teachers
(more than 2 yrs.)
6. Motivation good Pflaster,
adequate Hecht
poor studies
7. Aural good aural skills All empirical
functioning fair aural skills studies
poor aural skills
8. Linguistic good Pflaster
functioning fair study
poor
9. Social good SEA Cri;e;ia
adjustment fair All empirical

poor

studies




Figure 1 (con.)

Variable level Source
10. Parent high Pflaster,
Expectation average Reich Studies
low Important to
present study
11. Parent mainstreamed USOE criteria
Preference least restrictive Important to
self-contained present study
12, Manual unfamiliar Important to
ability does not use present study
uses & educators
of the hearing
impaired
students
13, Speech good Pflaster study
Intelligibility fair Important to
poor speech thera-
pists.
14, oOther absent SEA criteria
handicap present-mild
present-severe
15. Distance 6-7 near, 8 far USOE criteria
all near Important to
6~7 far, 8 near present study
16, Speech good Important to
Reading fair present study
poor & educators

of hearing im-
paired stu-
dents
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Figure 2

Descriptive Sentences

Hearing loss- unaided

The student has a moderate hearing loss of 55 dB PTA.
The student has a severe hearing loss of 83 dB PTA.

The student has a profound hearing loss of 105 dB PTA.

Hearing loss - aided

His aided hearing sccres approach normalcy.

Aided scores show some improvement of hearing as a result
of hearing aid use.

Aided scores do not show improvement of hearing with

hearing aid use.

IQ

IQ is between 115 and 125
IQ is Dbetween 95 and 105

IQ is between 75 and 85

Self concept
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2.

1.

43

Self concept is good in that he shows a strong belief in
his abilities.

Self concept is fair in that he shows some doubts and
insecurities about his abilities.

Self concept is poor in that he projects a sense of

failure and futility.

Academic functioning

Academic functioning is on grade level.

grade level.

Academic functioning is low, more than two years below

grade level.
Motivation

Academic functioning is one to one and a half years below
l
|
!

Motivation is very good, student works consistently at J

all tasks. %

Motivation is adequate, student works at tasks that

interest him and his interest can be stimulated.

Motivation is very poor. student is not interested in

academics and his interest is extremely hard to
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G.

1.

3.

H.

2.

stimulate.

Aural functioning

He is considered to have good aural skills in that he
seems to be auditorily oriented and has good
discrimination abilities.

He is considered to have fair aural skills; although he
is auditorily oriented, he shows some difficulty in
following conversations via the auditory pathway because
of inadequate discrimination abilities.

He is considered to have poor aural skills as he did not
seem to depend upon his heatring and he understood little

except for a few isolated words through his hearing.

Linguistic functioning

His linguistic functioning in terms of syntactic
complexity, word knowledge and use of language is quite
good and approximates that of his normally hearing peers.
His linguistic functioning is fair in that he can
generate simple and some complex sentences appropriate to
the context although a number of grammatical errors are

present and vocabulary is somewhat limited.
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His linguistic functioning is poor in that he does not

typically generate complete sentences, his vocabulary is
limited, and a number of grammatical omissions and errors

are noted.

Social adjustment

His social adjustment is good; he relates well to both
peers and the adults in his environment.

His social adjustment is fair in that relationships with
both his peers and adnilts in the environment depend on
the situations in which he finds himself each day.

His social adjustment is poor in that he cannot 'relate to

the adults and peers in his environment despite the
situation.

Parental expectation

Parental expectation is extremely high. His parents

expec* superior work and effort from him.
Parental expectation is average. His parents expect him

to do as well as posgsible in school but do not push him

to overachieve.

o6



Parental expectation is low. His parents evidence a lack

of faith in his abilities and do not show interest in his

work at home.

Parental preference

His parents prefer him in a mainstreamed setting.

His parents want him in a setting that is as least
restrictive as possible for him.
His parents prefer him in a self contained class with

other hearing impaired children.

Manual communicatlon ability -

He is unfamiliar with sign language or finger spelling.
Although he has been exposed to sign language and
fingerspelling, he is not comfortable with their use.
He has been exposed to sign language and fingerspelling

and is comfortable with their use.
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Speech Intelligibility

His speech is readily intelligible to all listeners.

His speech is moderately intelligible and can be
understood by most listeners with concentration.

His speech intelligibility is poor but can be understcod
by the sophisticated listener in the context of the

situation.

Other handicapping conditions

He possesses a mild motor/mobility problem in addition to
the hearing impairment.
A severe motor/mobility problem is also present.

There are no other physical problems present.

Distance from placement

All regular school and resource placements (placement
options 1-5) are within the local school district. The
day/ residential private placement is not within easy
commuting distance, special classes are within commuting
distance.

All regular school and resource placements (placement
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1.

options 1-5) are within the local school district. Both
the special classes and the day/residential private
placement are within commuting distance.

All regular school and resource placements (placement
options 1-5) are within the local school district.
Special classes are not within easy commuting distance,
(approximately 50 miles away), day/residential private

school is within easy commuting distance.

Speech reading ability

He is a good speech reader and can follow normal face to
face conversation fairly well.

He has some difficulty following conversations via speech
reading.

He is a poor speech reader ; visual cues do not help him

to follow any conversations.
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Each case study was reviewed by a team of raters,
familiar with hearing impaired individuals, and those
studies with combinations of variables that were deemed
® impossible to exist in the same child were eliminated.

The raters also commented on the clarity and
meaningfulness of the combinations. In general, they felt
Py that, while an actual case study would include more
in-depth information, each case contained sufficient
information to allow a placemerc¢ recommendation. Computer
) generation of the case studies resulted in several
duplications of combinations and these were also
eliminated. A total of 279 case studies remained after
o the above mentioned process was completed.
A glossary of terms was developed as was a s;t of
instructions, which explained the nature of the task and
® what was to be done (see Appendix A for examples of the
case studies, instructions, and glossary).

Teacher report. A packet of information was also

developed to be used in the second part of the gtudy

involving group decision making processes on the part of

the Committee on the Handicapped placement team. This
included: (a) set of instructions similar to that

mentioned@ above under Case Studies, (b) a randomly

selected case from the previously generated 279 case




studies (case study # 104, Giles Brent), and (c) a

simulated report from the student's previous teacher with
a recommendation for placement (See Appendix A for the

randomly selected case study and teacher report).

Data Collection Procedures

Initial contact was made with Superintendents of
fifty districts in the geographical area previously
described. Letters (see Appendix C) were sent to the
superintendents describing the purpose of the study and
the benefit that it would be to the district to
participate. Thirty Superintendents agreed to allow their
staff to be a part of the study and desigﬁated the
Committee on the Handicapped Chairperson as the ébntact
person for the study. The investigator then contacted the
committee chairpersons, familiarized them with the nature
of the study and sent them a letter explaining their role
(see Appendix C).

The 279 case studies used in the first part of the
study were reproduced ard divided into groups of ten in
such a way that every case study was distributed to a
representative sample of each group. The ten case
studies, the appropriate questionnaire, the glossary and a

page of instructions describing the placement
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alternatives, the placement task and the rationale of the
study were then distributed to the individual subjects.
Within the page of instructions, each subject was
requested to complete the questionnaire, to review the
individual case studies, and to make a placement decision
with regard to the eight alternative settings.

After eight weeks if an individual had not returned
his or her materials, a reminder letter was sent. Follow
up phone calls were made two weeks later, if there was
still no response.

These procedures applied to all of the subjects
whether they were a member of a Committee of Handicapped
placement team or whether they were ancillary
professionals in the field of.hearing iﬁpairment..'After
each individual within a Committee on the Handicapped
placement team, however, completed his or her individual
placements, the committee chairperson of that team was
sent the second packet of information and stimuli which
consisted of: (a) a set of instructions, (b) the randomly
selected case from the previously generated 279 case
studies (case study # 104, Giles Brent), and (c) a
simulated report from the student's previous teacher with

a recommendation for placement. The chairperson of the

Committee on the Handicapped placement team was then asked
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to include the randomly selected case study on the agenda
of their next meeting.

As a part of the overall instructions, the committee
was asked to functicn as it normally did in deciding the
placement for the randomly selected case and it was asked
to view the teacher's report as one additional piece of
information in the decision making process. After the
debate on the final disposition of case #104, the
committee decision was returned to the investigator in a

separate envelope previously provided.

Data Analysis Procedures

Data were analyzed using cross tabulation, Chi-square
tests of significance and multiple régression teéhniques.
Cross tabulation was used to investigate differences
between the groups for dem;graphic variables as well as to
investigate overall distribution of placement. The
frequency distribution of placement for the 2120
placements was compared with frequency distributions of
each group and of groups l1-4 (COH members) and groups 5-8
(professional groups). The data were analyzed for
significance using chi-squares.

Multiple regression analysis was done using the SPSS

program on the DEC-20 at Teachers College, Columbia

£4



University. Simultaneous regression was used to analyze
the overall sample for those criteria given the most
weight in the placement decisions. Stepwise regression
allowing the computer to choose the order of variables
entered was also done for the overall groups. Stepwise
regressions were then done for each group.

The dependent variable in the multiple regression was
special education placement and the independent variables
were the sixteen criteria built into each case study.
While data were analyzed with rating qroup as a predictor
and then without, it was felt that the data without the
rating groups as predictor were clearer and, therefore,
regression data with rating group as predictor were not
reported. The independent‘variables were treatea”as
ordered categorical variables because the levels were
shown' to have linear relationships during the analysis

techniques.
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Chapter 1V

RESULTS

The purpose of this study was to investigate the use
that was made of 16 criteria thought to be important in
making educational placement decisions regarding hearing
impaired children by various groubs of knowledgeable and
less knowledgeable (with regard to the impact of hearing
impairment) professionals. Comparisons were made of the
significance placed on these criteria by eight groups of
subjects who would ordinarily be involved in the decision
m&king process, four constituent subgroups of Committee on
the Handicapped placement team members (less
knowledgeable) and four groups of ancillary professionais
who might be called upon to give input to the
deliberations of the committee (knowledgeable).

The study also investigated placements made in the
natural setting of a Committee on the Handicapped meeting.
Placements, done individually for one randomly selected
case study by the committee groups and the expert groups,
were compared to the placements of the same case made by

26 Committees on the Handicapped.

Although thirty Committees on the Handicapped agreed
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to participate in Lhe study, four had to be dropped due to
insufficient response. The following results reflect this

condition.

Demographic Data

Demographic data were collected for the eight groups
which yielded information on the following characteristics
of the subjects: (a) past direct service to the
handicapped, (b) present direct service to the
handicappéd, (c) formal courses in special education, (d)
formal courses in hearing impairment, (e) contact with
hearing impaired students, and (f) years of experience in
their present position (see Table 2).

Most of the members of all groups except the parent
and chairperson group had either past or present
experience providing direct services to handicapped
children and courses in special education. It should be
pointed out that the educational background of the
chairpersons of the committees, the parents and the
supervisors was heterogeneous (see Table 2a). Within the
Chairperson group, 33% had never had course work in
special education and 37% had no past direct service te
handicapped children. Within the parent group, 63% had

never had course work in special education and 88.5% had
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no past or present service to handicapped children. As
anticibated, many more members within the four groups
designated knowledgeable (5-8) had courses in hearing
impairment than did the (less knowledgeable) committee
member groups (1-4). All groups, however, reported more
contact with hearing impaired children than courses taken
in the area.

Frequency Distributions for Individual Placements

The distribution of placement within the sample (see
Figure 4) followed an approximately normal curve.
Placement five, which was added in an attempt to
circumvent the oral/manual philosophical debate and to
give respondents an opportunity to choose a setting with
the additional support services of an interpreter, either
oral or manual, was chosen 13.2% of the time. Placement
five was, therefore, chosen less frequently in the overall
sample than placement four, the alternative resource room
choice and less frequently than placement six, the part

time special class.
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Demographic Data ot Total Sample

Table 2

58

Variable Yes No
N/% N/%

Past Service to 161/75.9 51/24.1

Handicapped

Present Service to 119/56.1 93/43.9

Handicapped

Courses in Special 141/66.5 71/33.5

Education

Courses in Hearing 111/52.4 101/47.6

Impairment

Contact with Hearing 167/78.8 45/21.2

Impaired

Note. Total n = 212

o
(S




Table 3

Educational I:ckground of

Groups 1, 4 & 5
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Variable Spec. Ed. Gen. E4. Psych.
N/ % N/% N/%

Educational Background 9/35% 9/35% 8/30%

of Chairpersons

Variable H.School College Grad.
N/% N/% N/%

Educational Background 1v/38% 14/54% 2/8%

of Parents

Variable Sp. Ed. Clinical Sp. EAd.

Teaching Amain.

N/% N/ % N/%

Educational Background  14/54% 5/19% 7/27%

of Supervisors




Figure 4

Distribution of Placement Within Sample
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Cross tabulation of each variable with the eight
rating groups showed that there were no significant
differences in the three levels of any of the variable.
assigned within the groups: therefore, each subject group
did receive a representative sample of all levels of all
variables (see Appendix D).

In the cross tabulations of placement and the levels
of the wvariables summed across all raters, there were
differences. Chi-square analysis showed significant
differences, p < .01, such tpat the more severe the
level of the variable, the more restrictive the placements
for all variables except parent expectation.

In the cross tabulation of demographic variables and
placements summed across all raters, there were also
differenices. Chi-square analyses showed significant
differences, p < .0l, for the following variables:
past direct service to the handicapped, formal courses in
hearing impairment and contact with hearing impaired
students. In general, respondents in the overall sampla
who answered "yes" to these variables were more likely to
place children }n the part time special class than the
full time special class, a move on the continuum of

services toward the less restrictive placements.

When each rater group was considered separately, with




62

regard to this issue, significant differences were shown
among the members of groups one and five. Committee
chairpersons (group 1) who had had past direct service to
handicapped children were more likely to place in the part
time special class and less likely to place in the regnular
class with itinerant services than were chairpersons
without past direct service (Chi-square = 14.04, p <
.065). Similarly, supervisors (group 5) who were providing
direct service to handicapped children were more likely to
place in the full time special class and in day schools
for the hearing impaired than were their counterparts who
were not providing direct service (Chi-square = 17.05, p
< .01). 1In general, in these two groups, more knowleége
about the hearing impaired area resulted in a move along
the continuum toward more restrictive placements, contrary
to the results for the overall s;mple.

The distribution of placement for the collapsed
groups of committee members and ancillary (expert)
personnel also showed differences, with committee members
choosing placement four, the resource room, 25% of the
time, more frequently than the ancillary (expert) group
who chose it 20% of the time and the ancillary expert
group choosing placement six, the part time special class,

18% of the time, slightly more f£requently than the
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committee members who chose it 15% of the time. While the
results of sampling by group seemed to reverse the
tendency shown by the overall sample, the results in
general were inconclusive regarding the influence of past

experience with the handicapped on placement (see Table

2).
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Table 4
Crosstabulation of Placement by

® Rating Groups 1 & 2
Variable Placement
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
®
Group 1 10 58 171 279 151 167 193 71
COH Members .9% 5% 15% 253% 13% 158 18% 6%
¢
|
Group 2 2 45 156 208 128 196 180 105 {
Experts .2% 4% 15% 20% 12.5% 18% 18% 10% 1
|
Note. Chi-~square = 26.27 d.£. = 7

Significance - .0005
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9
Regression Analyses for Individual Placements

Zero order correlations showed correlations between

C placement and all variables in the equation and showed low
correlation between the sixteen variables indicating that
the variables of student characteristics were independent

® of each other (see Appendix D).

The first regression analysis was a simultaneous
regression in which the sixteen criterion variables were

b forced into the equation at the same time (see Table 5:.).
The beta weights of the sixteen variables were compared
with each other to ascertain the relative importance of

O' the variables in predicting placement. The following
order of importance was obtained from this full model:
academic functioning, IQ, aural functioning, speech

¢ reading ability, linguistic functioning, motivation, aided
hearing loss, parent preference, social development,

° unaided hearing scores,A speech intelligibility, other
handicapping condition, self concept, parent expectation,
distance of placement and manual ability. The last four

° variables were not significant beyond the .01 level. The
RSQ (multiple R sguared) for this equation was .3483,
indicating that 35% of the variability of placement was
accounted for when all of the variables were in the
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) equation. Academic functioning was by far the most

important variable in the prediction equation with a beta

weight of .3177.




Table 5

Summary of Simultaneous Regression

of Placement on Placement Criteria

Variable 31 R? Cha%;e é? I
Speechrd .1/717 .172
Motiv .1513 .155
Distance -.0728 -.070
IQ .2302 .233
Social .1169 .147
thhand .0480_ .041
Aural .2217 .202
Hearaid .1471 .183
Linguist .1675 .227
Selfcon .0458 .097
Speechin .0883 112
Prntpref .1447 .208
Hearun .1128 .162
Manual -.0051 -.055
Academic .3177 .412
Prntexp .5902 .3483 .3483 .0170 .208

Note. All variables in the equation = 16
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7’

A stepwise multiple regression for the entire sample
was done to allow comparisons with stepwise regression by
rating groups. These comparisons were most appropriate to
the purposes of the present study. Results showed twelve
variables in the equation (see Table 6). The variables
entered were identical to those that were significant in
the simultaneous model; however, the order of significance
changed. Parent preference (from beta weight = .1447 to
.1835) and speech intelligibility (from beta weight =
.0883 to .1316) received relatively more weight in the
second equation and aural functioning relatively less
weight (from beta weight = .2217 to .0936). The order of
significance follows: academic functioning, IQ., K unaided
hearing loss, linguistic functioning, social development,
parent preference, speech reading, speech intelligibility,
motivation, aural functioning, aided hearing scores, and
other handicapping condition. The twelve variables in the
equation accounted for 35% of the variability of

placement.



Table 6

® Summary of Stepwise Regression

of Placement on Placement Criteria

®
2
Variable R R Cha%ge éz r
®
Academic .4125 .1701  .1701 . 4125 <412
IQ .4530 .2052 .0351 .1884 .233
® Prntpref .4881 .2382 .,033 .1835 .208
Hearun .5055 .2556 .0174 .1333 .162
Social .5235 .2741  .0185 .1365 .147
PY Linguist .5395 .2910 .0169 -.1342 .227
Speechin .5549 .3079  .0169 .1316" .112
Motiv .5657 .3200 .0121 .1120 .155
PY Speechrd .5721 .3273  .0073 .0888  .172
Aural .5788 .3350 .0077 .0936 .202
Hearaid .5846 .3418  .0068 .0857 .183
¢ Othhand .5878 .3455  .0037 .0617 .041
¢ Note. Significant variables in the equation = 12
vVariables not in the equation = 4
e

§0



Regression Equaticns By Group

The results of stepwise multiple regressions done for
each rating group (see Tables 7 - 14) showed that fewer
variables entered the rating group equations than entered
the simultaneous and stepwise equations for the entire
sample.

Group 1 - COH chairperson. The significant

variables for Group 1 (Table 7), in order, were: (a)
academic functioning, (b) IQ, (c) parent preference, (d)
parent expectation, and (e) aural functioning. Eleven
variables were not significant in accounting for
variability of placement. The variable that received the
most weight in the analysis was academic functioning. (beta
weight = .4049) which accounted for 16% of the variation
in placement within this group. IQ and parent preference
each accounted for 5% more, respéctively. Parent
expectation and aural functioning received relatively
little weight but were significant.

Group 2 - psychologists. The significant variables

for Group 2 (Table g), in order, were: (a) academic
functioning, (b) lianguistic functioning, (c) speech
reading ability, (d) aural functioning, (e) social

adjustment, (£) parent preference, (g) IQ, (h) other

handicapping conditions, and (i) speech intelligibility.
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® Again the variable that accounted for most of the
variability of placemént in this group was academic
functioning (19.3%), beta weight = .4403. It should be

® noted that IQ was among the last in the priority of
variables among the psychologists sampled.

Group 3 -~ special education teachers. The

significant variables for Group 3 (Table 9.), in order,
were: (a) academic functioning, (b) speech reading, (c)
IQ, (d) parent preference, (e) aided hearing, (f) speech
intelligibility, (g) motivation, (h) unaided hearing loss,
and (i) social adjustment. While the psychoiogists and
teachers each had nine significant variables in the
regression equation, it should be noted that the ygriables
were different and the importance attached to those that
were shared was also different.

Group 4 - parents of handicapped children. The

significant variables for Group 4 (Table 10),, in order,
were: (a) academic functioning, (b) parent preference,
(c) unaided hearing loss, (d) social adjustment, (e)
motivation, (£f) IQ, (g) parent expectation and (h) other
handicapping conditions. There were eight significant
variables in the equation; again, academic functioning was

the most heavily weighted (beta weight = .4413) and

® accounted for 19% of the variance. The parents placed some




weight on the affective variables of motivation and

socialization.,

Group 5 - supervisors. The significant variables

for Group 5 (Table ’ ), in order, were: (a) acadenmic
functioning, (b) motivation, (c) socialization, (d4)
unaided hearinq loss, (e) IQ, and (f) linguistic
functioning. While academic functioning was again the most
heavily weighted (beta weight = .3220), it only accounted
for 10% of the variance in this equation. The supervisors,
like the parerts, placed some importance on socialization
and motivation.

Group 6 ~ teachers of the deaf. The significant

- variables for Group 6 (Table 12), in order, were: (a)

academic functioning, (b) IQ, (c) parent preference, (4)
parent expectation, (e) aided hearing, (f) sr :ech
intelligibility, (g) unaided hearing loss, (h) linguistic
functioning, and (h) social adjustment. This group had
nine significant variables in the equation and, again,
academic functioning was the most heavily weighted (beta
weight = .4837). IQ in this equation accounted for 6% of
the variability, and was the second most heavily weighted.
The teachers of the deaf were the most systematic and

predictable in their placement decisions.
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Group 7 - audiologists. The significant variables

for Group 7 (Table 13), in order, were: (a) unaided
hear.ng loss, (b) academic functioning, (c) IQ, (&) speech
intelligibility, (e) aided hearing, (f) social adjustment,
(e) linguistic functioning, and (£) distance of placement.
It should be noted that the variable chat was the
strongest in terms of beta weights in the audiologist's
equation was unaided hearing loss but the variable only

accounted €for 9% of the variance in the equation and

academic functioning accounted for an additional 6%.
Distance was a significant variable in this equation.

Group 8 - speech therapists. The significant

variables for Group 8 (Table 14), in order, weres: (a)

‘academic functioning, (b) IQ, {(c¢) parent preference, (4)

other handicapping conditions, {(e) speech intelligibility,
(h) unaided hearing loss, and (i) motivation. There were
seven significant variables in this equation with academic
functioning the most heavily weighted (beta weight =
.4804). While speech intelligibility was significant, it
only accounted for 1% of the varizbility in placement.

Summary of Multiple Regression Analyses

As stated previously, the results of stepwise
regressions done £or each rating group showed that fewer

variables entered the group equations than when all groups
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were considered simultaneously and that the greatest

number of variables in an equation was nine, while the
least was five. The two groups of administrators,
chairpersons and supervisors, had the least number of
variables in the equation, five and 2ix respectively;
teachers and psychologists had the greatest number, nine.
The overriding variable in terms. of Beta weights and
significance was acadenic functioning which had the
highest weight in seven out of eight group equations as
well as in both the stepwise and simultaneous regression
equations. While the groﬁp seven (audiologists)
regression gave the highest Beta weight, .2983, to unaided
hearing, academic functioning was second with a weight of
.2570.

The order of significance of variables differed from
group to group and the multiple R square, total
variability accounted for, also differed considerably
between groups, from a low of .2473 to a high of .4696,
indicating that the groups were not uniformly systematic
in their placements and that some groups were more
predictable in their responses than others. The least
systematic group was the supervisors of special education
(multiple R square = .2473), whereas the most systematic

group was the teachers of special education (multiple R
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square = .4696), closely followed by teachers of the

hearing impaired (multiple R square = .4406). Table 14
compares Beta weights by rating group and summarizes those
criteria given significant weight in the decision making
process of the groups. Academic functioning and IQ were
significant to all groups while the variables of aural
functioning speech reading, and distance were only
significant for one or t¥o groups. Each of the other

variables was significant to three or more groups.
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®
Table 7
Y Summary of Stepwise Regrecsion
of Placement on Placement Criteria - Rating Group 1
o
Chairpersons
e
2
2 R
Variable R R Change 43 r
o
Acadenic .4049 .1640 .1640 .4049 . 405
IQ .4582 .2100 .0460 .2150 . 242
® Prntpref .5096 .259/ . 0497 .2338 . 263
Prntexp .5256 .2763 .0166 .1298" . 067
Aural .5438 .295/ .0194 .1436 .210
®

Note. Variables in the equation = 5

L Variables not in the equation = 11
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o
Table 8
o Summary of Stepwise Regression
of Placement on Placement Criteria - Rating Group 2
[
Psychologists
® 2
. 2 R G
Variable R R Change A r
° Academic .4403 .1938 .1938 .4403 . 440
Linguist .4837 .2339 ,0401 .2016 .249
Speechrd .5096 .2597 .0258 .1622 .221
® Aural .5325 .2836 .0239 .1634 . 246
sécial .5514 .3041  .0205 1444 .148
Prntpref .5686 .3233 .0192 .1423 .193
L+ IQ .3873 .3449 .0216 .1497 1,152
othhand .6034 .3641 .0192 .1415 .116
Speechin .6150 .3782 .0141 .1232 .101
Note. Variables in the equation = 9
® Variabkles not in the equation = 7
®
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R
Table 9
i
gﬂ Summary of Stepwise Regression
of Placement on Placement Criteria - Rating Group 3
i Special Education Teachers
o
2
5 Variable R 52 Ch%nge _ T
®
Academic .5016 .2516 2516 .5016 .502
Speechrd .5633 .3173 / .0657 . 2595 .332
° IQ .6072 .3687 .0514 .2292 .298
Prntpref .6342 .4023 .0336 .1879 .304
Hearaid .6527 .4260 . 0237 .1592 «257
® Speechin .6668 .4446 .0186 .1385 .141
Motiv .6729 .4528  .0082 .0925° .214
Hearun .6795 .4617 .0089 .0972 .129
L Social .6853 .4696 - .0079 .0924 .180
A4 Note. Variables in the equation = 9

variables not in the equation = 7
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Table 10

Summary of Stepwise Regression

of Placement on Placement Criteria -~ Rating Group 4

Parent of Handicapped Child

Variable R 32 Chgnge é? r
Academic .4413  .1947  .194/ .4413 .441
Prntpref .4991 .2491  .0544 .2235 .257
Hearun .5303 .2812 .0s321 1795 .160
‘Social .5510 .3037  .0225 .1499 .169
Motiv " .5669 .3214 .0177  .1362° .141
IQ .5783 .3344  .0130 .1162 .126
Prntexp .5897 .3477  .0133 .1187 . .038
othhand .5986 .3584  .0107 .1047 .117

Note. Variables in the equation = 8

Variables not in the equation = 8
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®
Table 11
L) Summary of Stepwise Regression
of Placement on Placement Criteria - Rating Group 5
®
Supervisors
® 2 52
Variable R R Change é? xr
® Academic .3220 .1037 1037 .3220 .322
Motiv .3796 .1441 .0404 .2010 .209
Social .4195 .1760 .0319 .1790 .200
s Hearun .4590 .2107 .0257 .1878 .162
IQ .4784 .2289  .0182 .1390° .218
Linguist .4973 .2473 .0184 1377 .160
®
Note. Variables in the equation = 6
[ ] Variables not in the equation = 10
®
° |
|
|




Table 12

° Summary of Stepwise Regression

of Placement on Placement Criteria - Rating Group 6

°
Teachers of the Deaf
® ) 1%
Variable R R Change 43 x
° Acadenmic .4837 .2339 .2339 . 4837 .484
IQ .5457 .2978 .0639 .2582 .347
Prntpref .5890 .3469 .0491 .2267 .288
® Prntexp .6103 .3724 .0255 .1611 .098
‘Hearaid .6273 .3935 ,0211 .1490° .241
Speechin .6403 ,4100 .0165 .1343 .130
° Hearun 6487 .4209 .0109 .1102 .229
Linguist .6573 .4320 .0111 .1200 .313
Social .6637 .4406 .0086 . 0994 .166
o

Note. Variablzs in the equation = 9

® Variables not in the equation = 7
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Table 13

Summary of Stepwise Regression

of Placement on Placement Criteria - Rating Group 7

Audiologists
Variable R 32 Cﬁgige é? x
Hearun .2983 .0890 .0890 .2983 .298
Academic .3988 .1590 .0700 .2676 .217
IQ .4404 .1939 .0349 .1883 .211
Speechin .4621 .2136 .0197 .1407 .120
Hearaid .4831 .2334  .0198 .1426 .194
Social .5012 .2512 .0178 .1342 .163
Linguist .5227 .2732 .0220 .1539 .219
Distance .5341 .2852 .0120 -.1120 -.198

Note. Variables

in the equation = 8

Variables not in the equation = 8
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[
Table 14
® Summary of Stepwise Regression
of Placement on Placement Criteria - Rating Group 8
o
Speech Therapists
] R2
. 2 =

Variable R R Change ég r
° Academic .4804 .2308 .2308 .4804 .480

IQ .5247 .2753 . 0445 .2119 .256

Prntpref .5499 .3024 .0271 .1656 .128
e Othhand .5634 .3174 .0150 .1233 .093

Speechin .5736 .3290 .0116 .1091° .07/

Hearun .5842 .3413 .0123 .1120 .136
9 Motiv .5952 .3542 .0129 .1163 .176
o Note. Variables in the equation = 7

Variables not in the equation = 9

¢
®
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Table 15
Summary of Beta Weights
of Placement Criteria by Rating Group
Group
variable iz 3 4 5 & 1 B8
Acadenic a
Function .40 .44 .50 .44 .32 .48 .27 .48
IQ .22 .15 .23 .12 .14 .26 .19 .21
Parent
Preference .23 .14 .19 .22 .23 .16
Parent
Expectation .13 .12 .16
Aural Function .14 .16
Linguistic
Function .20 .14 .12 .15
Speech Reading .16 .26
Social .14 .15 .18 .10 .13
Other Handicap .14 .10 .12
Speech .12 .14 .13 .14 .11
Hearing Aided .16 .15 .14
Motivation .09 .14 .20 .11
Hearing Unaided .10 .18 .19 .11 .30 .11
Distance -.11
Note. Total variables given weight by groups = 14

%Beta Weights rounded to 2 decimal points.
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Committee Placement Analysis

The case study randomly selected for the committee
debates was case #104, Giles Brent. The researcher, a
faculty member experienced in the area of hearing
impairment and three doctoral students in the Progranm in
the Education of the Hearing Impaired at Teachers College
debated the case prior to its distribution to the
committees. The debate of the case by the above mentioned
group of experts resulted in the placement of Giles in #6,
a part time special class with mainstreaming in elective
subjects znd in math. The criteria used by the experts in
their placement were the student's limited vocabulary,
fair academic functioning and fair self image. While
parental preference and the distance of the special
classes were considered, the experts felt that parental
pressure may nave contributed to the students fair self
image and that the parents' desires did not outweigh the
perceived need for a placement that would give the student
the opportunity to improve academic and language s<ills.

The results of placements in the natural setting by
the various Committee on the Handicapped placement team
meetings are summarized in Table 16. Some interesting
tendencies were noted. Twelve of the 26 committees placed

the student in placement #6, the part time special class.

o
(op)



Feedback from the committees regarding the criteria

debated indicated that the teacher recommendation of
continuation in the special class had the most influence

on their decision. The committees also reported a great

deal of discussion regarding the student's academic
functioning. It was felt that with the achievement being
one to one and a half years below gracde level, the student
was apt to fail in a resource room setting. Seven
committees, however, did choose placement #4, the resource
room without interpreter. Feedback from these committees
indicated that they were most influenced by parent

_ preference for a mainstreamed setting and by the location
of the special class which, despite the fact that it was
within commuting distance, was outside of the local school
district. Several committees chose placement #3,
itinerant services of a teacher Sf the hearing impaired in
a regular class setting, and indicated that tutor
notetaking services as well as speech/language services
should be made available to the student.

Seventeen individual placements were made for student
#104, seven by committee members and ten by members of the
ancillary expert groups. These seventeen placements were
cross tabulated by two rating groups, a committee member

group and an ancillary expert group (see Table 16). The
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results of the cross tabulation did not show significant
differences by placement team membership classification.
The majority of these individuals, however, placed the
student in placement #3, the regular class with itinerant
services and the placement team members tended to place

less restrictively than the ancillary experts.
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Table 16

Placements of Case Study
#104 - Giles Brent

Placement

Variable 2 3 4 5 6 7 Totals

By Committee 3 7 3 12 1 26
11.5 26.9 11.5 46.1 3.8 100%

By Individuals 1 6 3 4 3 17
5.9 35.3 17.6 23.5 17.6 100%

COH Group 4 1 2 7
57.1 14.2 28.5 100%

Expert Group 1 2 2 2 3 10
10.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 30.0 100%

but do denote trends.

33

Note. The comparisons were statistically non-significant
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'. Chapter V
DISCUSSION
) Individual Placements .

It was hypothesized that the priority of importance
placed on the criterion variables in the study would
¢ differ from group to group and that there would be a small
set of criteria that would contribute significantly to the
decision making process regarding placement. It was
o further hypothesized that parent involvement would be
among the small set of criteria used by the majority of
the groups in the study. The rationale behind the lattex
hyrothesis was that the Committee on the Handicapped
élacement team might be influenced by due process
requirements and, in an attempt to avoid impartial
hearings, might weight parent wishes quite heavily. It
was also felt that the average parent of a hearing
impaired child is quite knowledgeable regarding the
disability and the related service needs and, therefore,
that the average expert in the field would teight parent
preference heavily in his/her placement decisions.
There were four research questions that this study
attempted to answer. In order to assist the reader, each

will be discussed in turn.

SLRIC 1¢0
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The first question was: what are the significant
criteria used to make placement decisions regarding the
hearing impaired student?

The simultaneous and stepwise multiple regressions
indicated the relative weights given to the criterion
variables used in the study. In the simultaneous entry of
criteria into a regression analysis, the regression
equation showed 12 criterion variables that significantly
accounted for variability in placement and four that did
not. Stepwise regression allowed the identical twelve
variables into the equation and rejected the four that
were non-significant. As a result, the answer to question
one is that the following are the significant criteria
were used in making placement decisons: unaided héaring
loss, éided hearing loss, IQ, academic functio;ning,
motivation, aural functioning, linguistic functioning,
social adjustment, parental preference, speech
intelligibility, the presence of other handicapping
conditions, and speech reading. The non~significant
variables in both simultaneous and stepwise analyses were:
distance, parent expectation, manual ability and self
concept.

The second question asked if there were differences

or similarities in the sats of criteria used by the eight
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different rating groups. The study clearly showed that
both similarities and differences did exist. A clearer
understanding of these similarities and differences can be
obtained by inspecting the order of priority of the
significant variable used in educational placement
decisions by each rating group as outlined in the
discussion of question three.

The third question attempted to ascertain if there
were differernces in the priority of criteria evidenced by
professionals in the area of hearing impairment and by
members of placement teams.

As predicted, the groups differed in the order of
priority placed on the criteria and a small set Qﬁ
criterion variables emerged in the regression equations
for groups as being significantly different from zero in
accounting for the variability of placement. Only two
criteria were significant to all groups, academic
functioning and IQ. Parent preference and unaided hearing
loss each were significant criteria for six groups, but
not each for the same six groups. Speech intelligibility
and socialization were each significant to five groups,
but again, not each for the same five groups. Despite the
fact that the eight groups agree on several criteria,

given basically the same information, they do not



interpret the information in the same way and do not make

the same placement decisions. The criterion variables
that show up strongest according to beta weights differ
from group to group.

There were several groups whose responses were more
predictable than others. By that it is meant that the
variables within the equation account for more of the
variance in placement than do other equations. Special
education teachers, psychologists and teachers of the deaf
took into account the most information in their decision
making process. The two groups of teachers were the most
systematic and predictable in their decisions. This is
understandable when analyzing the homogeneity of the
educational backgrounds of teachers. The psycholégists iA
the present study, as in other studies, gave significant
weight to academic functioning and IQ; however, IQ
received relatively less of a priority in their decisions
than expected.

The administrators, both chairpersons and
supervisors wer: the least systematic and predictable in
their decisions and used the least amount of the
information provided; it should be noted, however, that
both groups had the most heterogeneous backgrounds. For

example, the chairpersons included those with backgrounds
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° in general administration, psychology and special

j education administration and the supervisors had

|

1 backgrounds ranging from clinical practice to teaching.

® While the administrators were similaz in the respects
noted above, they used very different kinds of information
to make decisions. The equation for the chairpersons of

) committees w2ighted parent preference and expectation
heavily:; the supervisor's did not weight either as
significant. The supervisors included affective

L variables, such as motivation and social adjustment,
whereas the chairperson did not include affective
variables.

® The parents on the committee were fairly systematic
and'predictable in their placements and fairly hoﬁogeneous
in background. They used much of the information

g provided, behavioral as well as academic and, as expected,
parent preference and expectation emerged as significant
in their equation.

g The two groups of clinicians, audiologists and speech
therapists, were not as similar as might have been
expected. The speech therapists were more systematic and

¢ predictable than the audiologists; however, the
audiologists came from more varied backgrounds than the

o speech therapists who basically worked in school settings.

*ERIC 104




94

While the audiologist's equation placed the most weight on
unaided hearing loss, academic functioning was almost as
important as hearing loss and, interestingly, distance was
also a significant variable in their decisions. Distance
as a variable examined the relative time that it would
take to arrive at the placement from the student's home
and while only significant in this one group regression
equation, was mentioned quite often in the feedback
regarding the placement in the natural settingy of the
committee meetings.

The placements by group Chi-~square <ross tabulations
were also very different; committee on the handicapped
groups tehaed to place less restrictively on the continuum
of special education services than the expert groups.

The review of the literature has delineated
characteristics that seem to be rélated to the success of
hearing impaired children in the mainstream and those

variables were chosen to be included in the present study.

According to most of the studies reviewed, aided hearing,

speech reading ability and aural functioning were
important if a hearing impaired child was to function in
the hearing world. It was, therefore, surprising that
those three criteria only emerged as significant in a few

group equations; speech reading ability in psychologists',
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® aided hearing in audiologists' and the two teacher groups;
aural functioning in chairpersons and psychologists. It
is possible that the respondents in this study assumed
® that the students would learn to sign; however, manual
ability did not emerge as a significant criterion for any
.group.
® Both empirical and a priori studies mentioned in the
review of the literature discussed the dangers of
considering unaided hearing loss as the sole criterion for
L placement of the hearing impaired child. The results of
this study clearly show that hearing loss was not the sole
criterion used for placements; on the contrary, while
. included in the gquation for six groups, it was given low
priority in the order of significance for all but one.
Past studies have further stressed the importance of
parent involvement in the success of hearing impaired
children in the mainstream. While parent preference did
emerge as a strong variable in placement decisions, parent
expectation was only significant to the chairpersons,
parents and teachers of the deaf.
The Phase I of the Individual Education Plan (IEP)
for handicapped students stresses the importange to the
placement process of four areas; current academic

functioning, social development, physical development and
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management needs. The criterion variables of the present
study were designed to include representation from all of
these areas and the results have shown that the various
groups tend to use information from most of the areas in
their decision making. Academic functioning was by far
the most heavily weighted variable, as it should be in
consideration of placement; however, if one considers
mainstreaming to be a part of the socialization process,
it is disturbing to surmise that the provision of a
continuum of services from least to most restrictive may
not be designed to utilize mainstreaming as a vehicle for
socialization. While social adjustment was a
significantly weighted variable in the study for six
groups, it must be remembered that almost all variables
had a linear relationship with placement such that the
more severe the level, the more restrictive the placement.
Motivation of the student, as well, was only
significant to four groups and was low in the priority of
importance for these groups. The results of this study,
therefore, clearly agree witi. other studies that have
stated that behavioral characteristics of students do not
receive as much weight in placement decisions as academic

information.
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Placements by Committee

The fourth question asked if there were differences
in placement decisions made in the committee from
pPlacement decisions made by individuals.

The ancillary expert groups, on almost all measures,
tended to place hearing impaired students in more
restrictive placements. The committee debate material was
designed to study the criteribn variables and their
interactions w}th the committee process. Since the expert
validation debate had placed the randomly selected case
study in a special class setting and the report to the
committees from the teacher was Zesigned to reflect that
initial debate, the committee presentations were.Weighted
in favor of a more restrictive placement. The tendency of
the committees to respond to that bias is shown by the
majority of the committees placing the student in the
special class while individual placements tended to favor
placerent in the resource room. A major criticism of
committee functioning has been that Committees on the
Handicapped do not deliberate informaticn but come to the
committee process with pre-conceived notions of placement.
The results of the present study do not agree with that

criticism. If the committees in the present study had

ics
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come to the committee process with a preconceived
placement, the expert testimony of the teacher would have
been ignored and the committees would have placed the
student less restrictively, in keeping with their
individual placements.

A further criticism of the committee decision making
process has been the reliance on expert testimony. It
would appear to be true that the committees in the present
study relied on the report from the teacher of the deaf in
their choice of placement for the randomly gelected case;
however, it must be remembered that hearing impairment is
a low incidence handicapping condition and that the
majority of the committees had little experience with
placement of hearing impaired children and as a result
they may have relied upon expert testimony more heavily
than when making educational placement decisions of higher
incidence or more mildly handicapped youngsters.

In addition, it is interesting to note that the
background of the committee chairperson may have been a
mediating variable in the committee placements.

Committees whose chairperson had a special education
background tended to place in the part time special cla.-
while those with backgrounds in general administration and

psychology tended to place in a resource room or regular
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Table 17
Placement of Case Study #104

By Chairperson's Background

loo

Variable Placement

2 3 4 5 6 7 Totals
Spec. Ed. 2 1 5 1 9
Background 22,2 11.1 55.5 11.1 34.6
General Admin. 5 2 2 9
Background 55.5 22.2 22.2 34.6
Psychology 1 1 1 5 8
Background 12,5 12.5 12.5 62.5 30.8
Totals 3 7 3 12 1 26

11.5 26.9 11.5 46.2 3.8 100.0
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class with itinerant services of a teacher of the hearing

impaired (see Table 17).

99




101

The results of the present study have shown that
different groups of people involved in placement decisions
do not interpret the information presented to them in the
same way. While the groups agree on some significant
criteria, they weight their importance differently.

Previous studies have mentioned the desirability of
inclusion of information collected in the field in
comparison to information collected in a simulated
placement task. The present study has attempted to
present information that should be useful to those

interested in this kind of comparison.

Limitations of the Study

Limitations of the pgesent study include the
following factors: (a) the necessity to limit the amount
of information presented in the case studies so that the
task was not ‘inordinately time consuming; (b) the
limitations inherent in simulation tasks; and (c) the fact
that only committees in New York State were sampled. With
regard to the first and second issues, while it may be
true that a study using a smaller number of case studies
of real children would allow more information to be
presented for each case, would be more representative of

the actual population of hearing impaired youngsters and
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e
probably would not appear to be as redundant as the

¢ simulated case studies. Such a study probably would not
allow for the systematic manipulation of the student

. characteristics as independent variables. These
limitations then are outweighed by the advantzges of the
simulated case approach used in this study.

° Although the geographical locale of the study was
restricted to New York State, it was felt that the results
can be generalized given the constituency of the similar

P committees in other states.

A further limitation of the study was that the
multiple regression analyses of the criterion variables
® used in this study indicated that the significant
variables accounted éor 35% of the variability oflthe
placement decisions made regarding the 2120 case studies;
© thérefore, there was an additional 65% of the wvariability
that was not accounted for. The analyses used in the
present study, however, would not reveal the influence of

e other variables such as judge bias which might account for
more of the unexplained variance in placement. Taking
this into account, subsequent aanalysis of the data could

e explain the questionable variance.

¢

*:ric 113




103

Chapter VI

SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS

Surmary

The subjects of the study were members of twenty-six
Committees on the Handicapped, a total of 110 committee
members, and 102 members of groups knowledgeable about
hearing impairment; the two groups yielded a total of 212
subjects. The subjects individually completed a task in
which they were asked to place ten simulated case studies
of hearing impaired children in one of eight placement
choices. In addition, the committee members were asked to
convene in their respective committees in order to place
one randomly selected case.

The instrument consisted of questionnaires requesting
demographic information pertaining to the background of
the subjects and the organizations in which they worked,
279 computer generated case studies of hearing impaired
children, and a teacher report regarding one randomly
selected case study used in the second task. Data
collection resulted in 2120 individual placements and 26

simulated debates regarding the randomly selected case.

The data were analyzed using chi-square tests of




significance and multiple regression analysis. The
dependent variable was special education placement and the
independent variables were sixteen characteristics of

hearing impaired children that were considered information

that the subjects would need to take into account when
making placement decisions.

The results of the study showed that the various

oﬁ the variables although several emerged as important to
o all groups. The results of the analysis of committee
placements, while not statistically significant, did
indicate a tendency for placements that were more
e restrictive than those made in the individual task.
Anecdotal information indicated that the committees used
the teacher report and /or parent preference as bases for
® the debates.
The results and discussion relatzd to the statistical
analyses done in the present study have led to the
o following general conclusions regarding the criterion
variables, the groups and the committee process in regard

to placement.

The Criterion Variables

The overriding variable in terms of beta weights and

®

groups of subjects placed relatively different importance
|

|

\




amount of variance accounted for was the academic

functioning of the child. As has been stated previously,
the academic area is of legitimate concern in the
placement of any handicapped child and is given priority
by the New York State Education Department in its
regu.ations regarding the.referrél, evaluation and
placement of handicapped children; however, three other
areas are also given priority by these regulations, they
are: social development, management needs and physical
development. The amount of variance accounted for by
academics in this study varied from group to group and was
particularly important to a few groups to the exclusion of
other variables. It is evident that some groups did not
examine all of the information presented to them.

IQ was the second most important variable in the
study. IQ is important in decision making as it is a
measure of potential. As such, the discrepancy between IQ
and academic functioning is crucial to a diagnosis of
several handicapping conditions. 1In the case of the
hearing impaired child, however, intelligence is a
difficult area to test and results can be-misleading.
While it is important to consider intelligence test
results in making placements decisions, undue and singular

reliance on them should be avoided. Fortunately, this did
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not seem to be the case with the rating groups in this
study.

Parent preference was added at the request of the
federal government and emerged as significant in four
subgroups of the Committee on the Handicapped placement
teams, as well as the teacher of the deaf and speech
therapist groups. The variable eluded to preference as to
Placement and was of major priority in placement
decisions; however, its "companion" variable, parent
expectation, was not significant to most groups.

The aural area was only significant to the
chairperson and psychologist groups. This variable is
related to the child's ability to receive information
auditorily and can be crucial to a child's succes; in the
mainstream according to studies mentioned in the Review of
the Literature. Interestingly, aural functioning was not
in the regression equations of any of the ancillary expert
groups.

Linguistic functioning was significant to three of
the ancillary expert groups and only one of the committee
groups, the psychologists. This is a language area related
to expressive rather than receptive areas. It would

appear that, in the case of the hearing impaired child,

expressive language is considered by the ancillary expert
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groups when deciding placement and receptive variables
such as, aural functioning and speech reading were not.
However, curiously enough, the variable of manual
communication ability was not significant to any greup.
Possibly there is the presumption that if a youngster has
good expressive abilities he or she must have at least
adequate receptive abilities in some form.

Social development was significant in the eguations
for five groups. Three of the expert groups and two of the
committee groups. It was, however, not heavily weighted
according to beta weights. Unaided hearing loss was
significant in six equations but also was not heavily
weighted in the equation of any grcup but the
audiol;gists. Several other variables, i.e., the presence
of other handicapping conditions, aided hearing status,
speech intelligibility, and distance of the educational
placement alternatives, played a significant but minor
role in the decisions of some groups.

Research studies regarding placement team decisions
have demonstrated that the teams did not often operate
along the lines of rational decision making, but rather,
relied on either expert opinion or preconceived notions of
placement based on potentially biasing information. There

have been some studies that used multiple regression
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analysis to determine the weights given to variables that
might be used by decision makers in the placement process.
To date, however, research has not been done for many
populations of handicapped children and none have been
done for hearing impaired children which used actual
decision makers as subjects. The present study
investigated the variables considered important to
knowledgeable and less knowledgeable decision makers on
both an individual basis and within the natural context'of
the placement committee meeting.

The placement teams in this study followed the model
of Fenton et al. (1979) and considered the alternatives of
placement available to them. While the majority of the
committees followed the recommendation of the expert,
several committees chose less restrictive placements for
the student with the stipulation of provision of related
services such as speech therapy and tutor-notetakers. The
Committee on the Handicapped chairperson did not dictate
placement in these committee meetings although there is a
possibility that his background did affect it. Parent

preference was seen as important to many committees but

also did not dictate placement.




Implications of the present study

The study showed that placement team members differed
from each other in terms of the information that they
considered when making placement decisions and that they
differed from the experts in the area of the education of
hearing impaired individuals as well. The study further
showed that most information, inciuding the testimony of
experts, was used in deliberations about placement for
many but not all of the joint Committee on the Handicapped
placment decisions and that as individuals many members of
the Committee on the Handicapped did not make use of all
of the information. In fact, certain subgroups made us;
of little information particularly that which related
difectly to the hearing impairment itself. While
consensus decision making can be positive and can lead to
decisions based on the examination of information from a
variety of sources, it can also lead to erroneous
decisions, if based upon limited information. There 1s a
need for informed decision making based on considerable
knowledge about all of the handicapping conditions for
which decisions will be made, including those of low
incidence, on the part of all members of the team.

Members of placement teams come from varied backgrounds;

some have knowledge regarding various handicapping



110

conditions and some do not. There is a need for
in-service training of team members so that those with
limited knowledge regarding the various handicapping
conditions in question can make more informed
contributions to the decisions.

There is alsc a need for committee members to more
fully appreciate the notion underlying the concept of
least {estrictive environment. Least restrictive
environment is a continuum, not be eguated with the notion
of mainstreaming. The least restrictive environment for
some children may not be the regular class or the resource
room, but may be the part time or full time special class.
This.further underscores the need for in service training
of committee members.

Even within the general category of "experts" not all
of the information was used nor was ‘there high
predictability in the placement decisions made. Such
Sindings suggest that at least some "experts" are in need
of further in service training to sensitize them to the

importance of certain criterion variable in making

appropriate and informed placement decision.




Implications for future research

Future studies could be undertaken which present
information on case studies involving different
populations of handicapped students. While the majority
of criterion variables used in the present study are
generalizable to placement decisions made for other
handicapped children, several are unique to the hearing
impaired child. It would be interesting, for example, to
ascertain if teacher testimony is equally as important to
decisions regarding the higher incidence handicapping
conditions, such as learning disability and emotional
handicap. It would also be interesting to see if
different handicapping conditions cause changes in
relati;e weights and the priority of importance of the
criteria used by committees in making decisions.

The data within the present study could also be
subjected to analyses designed to evaluate each case study

and its placements so as to determine the presence of

judge bias and/or other unidentified wvariables.
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INSTRUCTIONS

Please fill out the questionnaire requesting background
information. .

For the purpose of this study:

* Assume that you are a staff member of a moderate
size local school district with a traditional
instructional program that attempts to provide for
individual differences.

* The following hearing impaired chlldren, all male,
all age eight, have been re-evaluated recently. You
are a part of the team that will recommend placement
for these children.

* The district has decided that all dec1smons should
be made independent of prior placement information.

* Assume that all test results and observatlons are
valid and reliable.

The children have had the following evaluations:

* Audiological testing;

* Psychological testing consisting of the performance
scale of the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Child-
ren, and a screening of self-concept;

* Achievement tests yielding a grade equivalent score;

* Tests for expressive and receptive language skills;

* A social history and a medical examination.

First read the glossary, then read through all ten of

the brief descriptions. Re-read each one and check the
number from l-8 which best represents the placement you:
would recommend for that particular child.

The following special education placements are avail-
able to hearing impaired children within the local
school district, the Board of Cooperative Educational
Services and the State:

1. Regular classroom placement with no basic change in
teaching procedures.

2. Consultation services, regular classroom placement
with specialists available for consultation with
teachers or parents when needed. Speech therapy and
tutoring available from local school district
personnel.

3. Consultation with direct services, regular classroom
placement with itinerant teacher of the hearing
impaired to consult and provide direct services to
students for one-half hour to two hours, as speci-
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fied in the Individual Educational Plan.

4. Resource room, regular classroom placement with
resource room services (teacher of the hearing
impaired providing supplemental instruction) for up
to 49% of the day.

5. Resource room placement as above with interpreter
(oral or manual) attending regular classes with the
student.

6. Part time special class, piacement in a special
class for the hearing impaired; student attends
regular classes for certain subjects.

7. Full time special class, full time placement in a
special class for the hearing impaired but within
public education.

8. Placement in a day school or residential school for
the deaf.

While is is agreed that it may be difficult to make a
recommendation based solely on the information pre-
sented and that Committees on the Handicapped would not
make recommendations in this manner, please do your
best, keeping in mind that the case studies are simula-
tions and have beén designed to present the most
salient features of the variables in the briefest
possible way. '

Please do not forget to £ill in the line at the bottom
of the page. This is your guess as to which variables
were most important to you.

Please complete the placement task and return in the
enclosed envelope within two weeks.

Thank you for your time and effort; it is most appre-
ciated.




Glossary

dB - decibel - A measure of loudness built on a logarithmic

scale.

PTA — Pure tone average of three significant speech

frequencies.

Aided scores - Pure tone audiometric testing results with

hearing aids on.
Pure tones - Audiometric testing with tones rather than speech.
Aural skills - The use of the auditory pathway for information.

Linguistic functioning - Refers to language in general
(expressive and receptive) and can include reading/writing

skills.

Motor/mobility - Refers to gross motor and ambulation

abilities.
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9. Face to face conversation - Normal, daily conversational

° 123
° 8. Speech reading abilities - The ability to read lips. .
® situations as opposed to more complex academic situations.
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COH Member Questionnaire

NAME OF DISTRICT DATE

YOUR NAME/PRESENT
POSITION

EDUCATION BACKGROUND,

degree major/minor

1.

2.

Number of years on the Committee on the Handicapped?

Prior to this year, did you have responsibility for
providing direct service to handicapped students?
yes no

If yes: Number of students

Type of handicap(s)

Type of service

Are you currently providing direct service to handi-

capped students? yes . _no

If yes: Number of students

Type of handicap(s)

Type of service

Have you had formal courses in special education?
yes no

If yes, please list them

Have you had formal courses in hearing impairment?
yes no

If yes, please list them

Have you had any contact with hearing impaired
students? yes no

If yes, describe as to number and your role

Years of experience in present position.

Previous positions held.




Professional Questionnaire

NAME OF DISTRICT AND/OR AFFILIATION

125

DATE

YOUR NAME/PRESENT POSITION

EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND, degree major/minor

1.
2.

=
[ ]

Previous position held.

Number of years of professional
practice including teaching.

Prior to this year did you have
responsibility for providing <irect
service to students? yes

no

If yes: Number of students

Type of students

Type of service

Do you currently teach school age
children? yes

no

If yes: Number of students

Type of students

Do you currently assess school age
children? yes

no

If yes: Number of students

Type of students

Have you had courses in special
education? yes

no

If yes, please li~t them

If your degree is not in the area of education of the

deaf, please list courses that you have had related to
psychology of the deaf, nature and needs of the deaf,

language development, education of deaf children

What is your total caseload this year?

Of the above number, how many are
classified as hearing impaired?
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BOCES Supervisor Questionnaire

YOUR NAME DATE

NAME OF BOCES

' YOUR TITLE
1. Number of handicapped students
served in your BOCES.
¢ 2. Total number of hearing impaired students.
(any loss over 30 decibels)
3. Placement of hearing impaired students
¢ Number in BOCES self-contained class
Number in BOCES resource room
Number with BOCES itinerant services
® 4. Special education_personnel:
Number of B~ CES special education teachers.
Number of BOCES teachers of the hearing
° impaired.
Number of BOCES speech therapists.
Number of BOCES audiologists.
®
o
@
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COH Chairperson Questionnaire

YOUR

NAME DATE
NAME OF

DISTRICT BOCES

Does your district provide all of its own services for
handicapped students or does it use BOCES services?

l. Total number of students in district.

2. Total number of handicapped students.

3. Total number of hearing impaired students.
( any loss over 30 decibels )

4. Placement of hearing impaired students:

Number in private school )
Number in district self-contained class
Number in BOCES self-contained class
Number in district resource room
Number in BOCES resource room

Number with related services only
Number with no services

5. Special education personnel:

Number of special education teachers

(district)
Number of special education teachers
( BOCES )
Do you have a teacher of the hearing
impaired? yes no
If yes, employed by District___ BOCES
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) case(2331=3233=~1112~1321)
Colin 1s an eight year old hearing inmpaired child:

The student has a severe hearing loss of 83 dB PTA., Alded scores do
not show improvement of hearing with hearing aid use, IQ is between 75 and
85. Self=concept 1s good ia that he shows a strong belief in his
abilities, Academic functioning is low, more than two vears belov¥ grade
level, Motivation {s adequate, student works at tasks that interest him
and his interest can be stimnulated, He is considered to have noor auyrail
skills as he 4141 not seem to depend upan his hearing and he understooa
little excent for a few isolated words through ais hearing, His linquistic
fundétioning is poor in that ne does not typically generate comslete
sentences, hils voacabulary is linited, and a nunver o¢ grammatical omissions
and errors are notad., His social adjustment is good: he relates well to
both peers and tne aaults in his environrent. Parental expectation is
extremnely nigh. His parents axpect superior ~ork ana effort from him., His
parents preter nim in a mainstreamed sactting, Although he has been exvosed
to sign lanquage and finger spelling he is not comfortable ~ith their use.
His soeech is readily intelligitle to all listeners. .There are no other
physical pronlems present. He is a good speech reader and can £ollow
normal facsaetge-face conversation fairly well. All regular scnool aad
resource placements (placement options 1-5) are Jitnin the local scnhool
district. S5oth tne special classes and the day/residential private
placeqent are #itnin easy commuting aistance.

Check tne recommendation for placemeat whicn you feel is most
appropriate,

wew 1. Reguiar class placemant, no chanNde ... 5. Resource room witn

in teacning procedures. interpreter,

—ee 2, Regular class glacemeﬁé, withn -e= 6§, Part time special class.
consultation,

cee 3. Xeagular class placement, direscet weae 1 o Full time soecial class.
services from itinerant teacher.

www 4, RESONTCE P'dO0M for uD T2 319 % of wwe He Day scnool or rasisoential
thne 24ave. scnool for the geaf,

“hich variacle(s) do you feel mest influenced your decision about tnis

cnild? - - - -

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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case(3132-3311-1213-2122)
Rooert 1s an eignt year old hearing impaired child:

The student has a profound hearing loss of 105 d8 PTA, His alded
hearing scores approach normalcy. IQ is between 75 and 85, Self=-concent
is fair in that he shows some doubts and insecurities about his abilities.
Academic functioning {s low¥, more than two years below grade level,
Motivation is5 very poor, student is not intsrested in academics and his
interest is extremely hard to stimulate, He is consideres to have good
aural skills {n that he seems to be suditorily orlented and has good
discrimination abilities, His linquistic functioning {in taras of syntactic
complexity, word Knowledge and use of language is gquite good and
approximatas that of nis normally nearing peers, His social adjustment 1is
good; ne relates well to both peers and the adults in nis environment.
Parental expectation {s average, His parents expect him to do as well as
possible in school but dn not push him to overachieve., His parents prefer
him in a mainstreamed setting. He nas been exposed to 3ign lanquage and
findger spelling and {3 comfortanle with tnelr use, His speecn is
moderately intelligible and can be understood by most listeners with
concentration, He passmasses a mild zotor/mooility oroolem in addition to
the nearing imocairment, He nas some aifficulty following conversations via
speecn reading, All reaular school and resource placements (placement
options 1-5) are wvithin tne local scnool district. Botn the special
classaes and the day/residential private placement are within easy commuting

Aletance,

Check tne recommendation for placement snich you feel is most
aopropriate, )

w=e leo REgular class nlacement, NO CI2NGE wawe 5. RESOUrCE room #ith

in teacning »mrocedures, interpreter,

me= 2, R2qgular class placement, #ith ~=e 6, Part time special class.
eonsulcation,

ema 3o REJular class placaement, Airect wme 1 o Full time special class,
services from {tinerant teacnher.

cee J, Kesource vocm forl Yo £o 49 § aof w=w 8¢ Day school or resicanilal
tne -ay, scnool for the aeat,

inich variabnle(s) do you teel most influenced your decision anout this

Cni ld ?--- -y o up o» - W D ED B @B AS W W P G WD TP G T D WP GF W ap 1S @ oD @ T @ S GG S0 WP W -0

PR D ED AP G Wb GD WH G P G5 W WP WH WP @P TV GD W0 ED ab oy S0 G W GG VO D GP € ap W6 S W aP = - ap W =p - - . - - snen

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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case(1112-1323-2223-3132)
» Reqggie {s an eignht year old hearing inpaired cnild:

The student has a moderate hearing loss of 55 d8 PTA. His aided
hearing scores approach nornalcy. IQ 1s between 115 and 125, Self-concept
i1s fair in that ne shows some doudts and insecurities about his abilities,
Acadenic functioning is on qrade level, Motivation {s very poor, student

-is not interested in academics and his interest is extremely hard to

o stimulate, de 1s considered to have fair aural skills; although he is
auditorily oriented, he shows some difficulty in following conversations
via the auditasry pathway because of inadequate 3iscrimination anilities,
His linguistic functioning in teras of syntactic coaplexity, word knowledqe
and use of language is quite good and approxinates that of his normally
nearing peers. HKls soclal adjustnent {s fair in that relationsnips with

o ooth his peers and adults in the environment depend on the situations in
which he finds hinself every day. Parental expectation i{s average, His
parents exoect nin to do as well as possible in school dut do not push hinm
to overachiave, dis parents want hia in a setting that is as least
restrictive as possible for him, rde nas been exposed to Sign lanyuages and
£inger spelling and is comfortable with their use, HisS speech

() intelligioility is poor out can be understond by the soohisticated listener
in the context of the situation, He possesses. a mild motor/mooility
problem {a addition to the hearing impairment. He nas some d4ifficulty
following conversations via speecn reading., All reqular scnool and
resource slacerments (glaceament options 1=5) are within the local school
district. Special classes are not within easy conmuting distance

o (approxinataly S0 miles away), day/residentlal private school is within
easy comauting distance,

,

o Check the recammendation €or placement which you tgel 1s most
aporopriate,
wew le Requiar class placement, N0 ChaNQe Lue S, Resource room with
in teaching oroceaoures, interpreter,
| e=e 2, Reqular class placement, with e=e §, pPart timg soecial class.
consalcation,
wee Je. Regular class olacement, dir=ct eew 7 o Full time special class.,
servicas fron ftinerant teacnher.
L wwe 4, Resource roonm folr up to 49 § of wwe 8. Day scnool or residential
tne day. school for the deaf,
whicn variaole(s) do you feel most infliuenced your decision aoout this
o

stST COPY AVAILAG:..
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case(2223~3132~-3311-1213)
Carlton is an eight year old hearing impaired cnild:

The student nas a severe hearing loss of 83 dB PTA. Alded scores sho
some improvément of hearing as a result of hearing aid use, 1IQ is between
95 and 105, Self=concept is poor in tlat he projects a sense of fallure
and futility, Academic functioning is low, more than two years below grad

_level, Hotivation is very good, student works consistently at all tasks.

He 1s considered to have poor aural skills as he did not seem to depend
upon his hearing and he understood little except for a few isolated words
througn his hearinag, His linguistic functioning is fair in tnat he can
generate simple aac some complex sentences appropriate to tne context
although a number of grammatical ervors are present and vocapulary is
some’hat linited, His soclial adjustment 1is poor in tnat he cannot relate
to the adults and peers in his environment despite tne situation, Parenta
expectation is lo¥. His parents evideance a lack of faith in his abilitles
and do not show interest in nhis worx at home, His parents prefer him in a
mainstreaned setting, He is untamiliar with sion language or finger
spelling, His speech is readily inteslligible to all listeners, A severe
motor/monilitv problem 1s also present. He 1s a poor speecn reader;
visual ctes 4o not help him to follow any conversations, All regular
scnhool and resource placement3s (placement options 1-5) are within the loc3
schnol district. Trhe acay/residential private placement 12 not within eas
commuting distance, speclal claosses are within commuting distance,

Checx the recomamendation for placement snicn you £eel is most
appropriace,

wee 1. Reqular class placement, NO CN3NGE ... S5« Resource roon #ith

in teaching procedures. interpreter,

ee= 2, Regular class placement, with -== 6, Part time special class,
consulcation,

eee 3. Reqgular.class placement, direct wea 7 o Full time special class
sarvices from itinerant teacner.

ee= }, Resonrce roona tor up to 49 5 of wwe 8. Day school or residentla
the day. scnool tor tne deat,

Yhicn variaois(s) do you feel most influenced your decision about tais

BEST COPY AVAILA
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case(3233-1112-1321=-2223)
Bob is an eight year old hearing impalired cnild:

The studant has a profounad heariny ioss of 105 dB PTA, Aided scores

-Show sone improvedent of hearing as a result of hearing aid use. IQ is
between 75 and 35, Self=concept is poor in that he projects a sense of
gallure and futlility, academic functioning is on grade level, Motivation
1s very good, student works consistently ac all tasks, He is considered to

® have good aural skills in that he seems to be auditorily oriented and nas
good discrimination abilities, HKis linguistic functioning is tair in that
he can generate sinple and some cCoanplex sentences appropriate to the
coatext although a number of grammatical ervors are oresent and vocabularvy
is somewhat limited, dis social adjustment 1ls g00d? he relates well to
both pears and the adults in his environment, Parental expectation i{s low,
His parents evidence a lack of gaitn in his apilities and 4o not shovw-

® intereast in his <orx at ncre, His pvarents wvant him in a setting that is as
least restrictive as oDossible £nr hin, He.is unfamiliar w»ith sign lanquaqe
or finger snelling. His Spescn is moderately intelligible and can be
undersftood oy most listeners witn concentration, A severe notor/mooility
proolem is also present. Hea Ls a poor speech reaijer; visual cues do not
nels nia to tollov any conversations, All reqular school and rasource

® placenents (placement options 1=-5) ars within the local school district.
dotn the soecial classes and the day/residential private placement are

#ithin easy comnuting aistance,

Check the recommendation for placement #hich you feel is most
approoriate,

ee= le-Reqular class placement, NO CNaNGe ... S. Resource room with
in teacning procedures, interprater,

-e= 2, RrReqular class olacement, with ceww §, Part time special class.
© eonsultation,

www Je Regqular class placement, diroct wew 1 o Full time special classe.
o services from iftinerant teacner. . .

wes 4, Z:source room far ug to 49 % of eee 8, Day scnool aor residential
tne dav. scnool for the deaf,

dhicn variaole(s) 4o you feel most lnfluenced your decision about tnis

oeST COPY AVAIL#
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case(3232-3232-3232»3232)
Mark {s an eight year old hearing impaired cnild:

The student has a prnfound hearing loss of 105 d8 PTA, Alded scores
show some improvement of hearing as a result of hearing aid use. IQ is
hetveen 75 and 85. Self=concept 1s fair in tnat ne shows some doubts and
{insecurities avout nis abilities, Academic functioning is low, more tnan
Ewo yYears below grade level, Motivation is ,adequate, student works at
tasks that interest nim and his interest can be stimulated, He is
considered to have poor aural skills as he did not secm to depend upon his
nearing and he understsod little exceot for a few {solated words through
his nearing, His lingquistic tunctioning {s fair in that ne can generats
simple and some conmplex sentences appropriate to the context although a
numoer of grammatical errors are present and vocaoulary |S somewhat
linited, His soclal adjustment is poor in that he cannot relate to the
adults and peers {n hls environment despite the situation. Parental
expectation is average, Kis parents expect him to do as well as possible
in school but do not push him to ovaracnieve. His oarents prefer him in a
self-=contalned class «ith otner hearing impaired children. Although he ha
been exposed to sign languaye ana finger spelling he {5 not comfortabple
with thelir uyse, His soveech intelliqioility is voor hut can be understood
by the soohisticated listener in tne context of tne situation. A severe
motor/mobility oroclem is also oresent, He has some difflculty following
conversations via soeech reaaling. All regqular school and resource
placsments (placenent ootlons 1=5) are within tne local school district,
Special classes are not within easy commuting distance (aoproxinmately S
miles away), say/residential srivate school is within easy commuting
d{stance. . ' .

Check the recommendation for placament wnicnh you feel 1s most
approoriate,

eew 1. Regular cliss placement, no chanqe ... 5. Resource room alth

in teacnin3 procedures. intarpreter,

eme 2, REqular class dlacement, with wwa b6, Part tine svecial class.,
consultation,

ewes 3¢ RE2aular class nlacemant, direct. wee 1 o« Full tine speclal class.
services from itinerant teacher,

eew 4, Resource rooa for up to 49 % of wee 9. Day scnool or ressidential
tne day. school for the deaf,

4hicn variaole(s) do yonh feel most influenced Your qecision aoout tals

- e - - L L T T 0 1 J -

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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case(1321=2223-3132=3311)

James 1is an eight year old hearing impaired child:

The stucent nas a inoderate hearing loss of S5 dB PTA. Alded scores
not show improvement of hearing with hearing aid use, IQ {s between 95 a
10S. Self-concept is good in that he shows a strong belief in his .
abllities. Academic functioning is one to one and a halsf years below gra
level, Motivation {s adequate, student vorks at tasks that interest hinm

. and his interest can be stimulated, He is considered to have fair aural

skills; ailthough he 1s auaitorily oriented, he snows some difficulty in
following conversations via the auditory pathway pecause of inadeguate
discrimination abilities, dis linguistic functioning {s poor in thar he
does not typlcally generate complete sentences, his vocapulary is limited,
and a numver of grammatical omissions ana errors are noted, His social
adjustmeant is Door in that he cannot relate to the aduylts and peers in.hi
environment despite the situation., Parental expectation is extremely hig
dls parents expect suverior »orx and effort from him, His parents prefer
him in a selfecontained class with otner hearing impaired cnildren.
Although he has been exposed to sian language and finger spelling he is n
comfortable with their use, His spe=ch intelligibility 1is poor but can b
understood oy tne saophisticated listener in the context of the situation.
There are no otner pnysical oroblews present, He i3 a gJood speech reader
and can follow nornal face=to-2face conversation fairly well, aAll regular
school and resource placements (placement ootions 1-5) are within the loca
school district, The day/residsntial privates placemcnt is not within easy
cammuting distance, special classes are within commuting distance,

Check the recomnendation for placement which you feel is most
appropriate,

~ww 1. PeQuUlAr class placement, NO CNANGE wwe 5. Resource room with

in teacning procedures, interpreter,

www 2, Reqular class placement, with w== 6, Part time special class,
consultation,

e 3¢ RE3ular class placement, direct wme /7 o Fll time special class,
services from {tinerant teacher.

e 3, RESource room £or up to 49 % of waa 8¢ Day scnoo)l or residential
the day, scnovul for the deaf,

Which variaovle(s) do you feel most influenced your decision aoout tals

Ch i ld?---------.. - - L 3 T Y L 1 T X I 1 J - an -

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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case(1213=21222331=3233)

Jerold is an eight year old hearing impaired child:

The student has a moderate hearing loss of 55 dB PTA. Alded scores
Shov some improvement of hearing as a result of hearing aid use, 1Q is
between 115 and 125, Selfedoncept 1s poor in that he projects a senses of
fallure and futility, Academic functioning is one to one and a half years
below grade level, Hotiyation i{s very.good, student works consistently at
all tasks, He is consid&fe€q to have fair aural sxills; although he is
auditorily oriedted, he ShoN§ some difficulty in following conversations
via tne auditofy pathway because of inadequate discrimination abjilities.
His linguistic fuactianing is fair in that he can qenerate simple and some
complex sentences approoriate to the context althougn a number of
grammatical errors are prasent and vocaoculary is somewhat limited, His
soclal adiustment {s £air in that relationships with be“h his peers and
adults {n the environment depend on the situations la which he £inds
himself every day. ?Parental expectation is low. His parents evidence a
lack of faitn in his abilities and do not show interest in his worx at
home, His parents prefer him in a self-contained class with other hearing
impaired children. He is unfamiliar with sign lanquage or finger spelling.
Hi3 speecn intelliqibility is5 poor but can be understood by the
sophisticated listener in the contaxt of tne situation. A severs
motor/movility problem is also present, He 1s a poor speecn reader;
visual cues do not nelp him to follow any conversations. All regular
scha2l and resource placemants (placement optians 1+5) are 4ithin the local
schoel district. SoeciAl classes arz2 not within easy commuting distance
(aoproximataly Su ailes away), day/residential private scnool is witnin |
easy comauting distance,

Check tae recoamendation for placswent which you feal is most
appropriate,

ewe 1o ReEJular class vlacement, nNo chanqe ... Se. Resource roonm with

in teaching procedures, : interpreter,

ewe 2, Reqular class placenment, with wwe §, Part time special class.
consultation, . . !

ewe Jeo R€Inlar class placement, 4direct . ame 7 o FUll time special class.
services £rom jitinerant teacner,

wmw 4, Resnurce room £0r up to 349 § of www ‘e Day school ot residential

|
the dav. school for the aeat, ?
Which vartaole(s) do yon feel most influenced your decision about this |
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case(1133=3231=2322=-2113) |
. |
Derek is an eight year old hearing impaired child:

The student nas a moderates hearing loss of 55 dB PTA. -His aided
hearing scores aporoach norralecy. IQ is bpetween 75 and 85, Self=concept
is poor in tnat he projects a sense of faiiure and tutility. Acadenic
functioning is low, more than two years below grade level., Motivation is
adequate, student{ works at taskKs tnat interest him and his interest can be
stimulated, He is considered to have poor aural skills as he did not seemt
to depend upon his hearing and he understood little except for a few
isolated words througn his hearing. Hls linguistic functloning in terms o
syntactic complexrity, «~ord Knowledge and use of language is quite good and
aperoxiaates tnat of nils norwally hearing peers. #dls social adjustment is
£air in that relationsnips witn opoth hiu peers and adults in the
environment depend on the situations in wnicn he finds himself every day,
Parental expectation is low, +#is parents evidence a3 lack of taith in nis 1
abllities and do not snow interest in his ¥ork at home. His parents want
Rim in a satting that i{s as least restrictive as possiole for ninm. ]
Although he nas besn exposed to 3ign language and finger spelling he is not
comfortaole «#ith tneir use, His soeech is moderately intelligible and can
oe understood by Jost listeners «#ith concentration., He possesses a mild
motor/aobility prodblem in addition 2o the hearing {mpairment, He is a poo
speecn reader: visual cues do not help him to follow any conversations.
All reqular scnool and resource placements (placenent odPtions 1+5) are
#itnin tha local schocl districs, The day/residential private placczent &
not within easy commutina alstance, special classes are wichin Coamuting
distance,

Check tiae recommendation for placement vhicn you feel is wost
apprspriace,

wee le REUlAar class placement, NO CNANTE oww 5. Resource roon with

in teachinyJ proceduras, interpreter,

www 2, Regular class olacement, «#1ith wee 6§, Part time gspecial cliss.
consultation,

www Je Reqular class »lAacement, direcec eow 1 o Full time special clss,
s2rvices gfrom {tinerant teacher,

“we 3, RE301FCe room for uUp to 49 % of www 8¢ Day school or resldential
the daye. school for the deat.

ahich variacle(s) do you feel most lnfluenced your decision apout tnis

- -
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MEMO TO: Committee on the Handicapped Chairpersons

FROM Beatrice Spear

f

‘Simulation of placement

Enclosed is the case study that has been randomly selected

for the simulation phase of the research study regarding COH

decision making.

Also enclosed is a report on the case (Giles -~ Case #104)
which you are to assume has come from his previous teacher.
Assume that the previous teacher is a certified teacher of

the deaf and use her 'report as you would any experts i.e.,

as part of your decision‘'making process; however, feel free

to disagree with her suggestion for placement if your

Committee is so inclined.

Please debate the case as soon as possible and then return
it to me with your Committee's placement checked in the
space on the bottom. Fill in the line wﬁich asks for
variables used if you can, otherwise, ignore it. A return

envelope is enclosed for your use.

Thank you for your time and effort. I will send a copy of

the results to your district as soon as they are available.
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Name: Giles Brent
D.0.B: 2/21/76
C.A.: 8.3

Date of Report: 5/30/84

Giles is an eight year old child with a severe hearing
loss of 83 dB.:right and left ears. He has been in my class
for two years and has done quite wéll despite the fact that
he is one and a half years below grade level in reading and
one Year below grade level in math, ha has made a great deal
of progress in the last two Years while in my class.

He is a motivated child most of the time although he
can daydream if the work does not 1nterest hlm. Despite the
fact that his mother wants h1m in a malnstreamed setting all
of the time, it is my feeling that Giles continues to need
the support of 2 self contained special education class for
part of his day. The third grade is a particularly critical
time for a child and Giles has still not learned to use his
aural skills as well as he should. His self concept is only
fair and he appears to be insecure about his abilities; a .
resource room would not give him the emotional support that
he still needs.

My recommendation for his new placement is that he

attend a special class for part of the day for the next year

149



and that he be mainstreamed in math which is his better
subject. Perhaps next year when his case is reviewed he

could be changed to a resource room placement.
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C55e(22:2=2222=1311=1111)
Giles 1s an eight year old hearina impaired child:

The student has a severe nearing loss of 83 At PTA, Alded scores show
some imorovement of hearing as a result of hearing aid use, 10 is between
95 and J05, Sclf=concept is fair in that he shows some doubts and
insecurities aoout his avilities, Academic tunctioning is one to one and a
half years bejo# grade level, Motivation is adeguate, student works at
tasks that interest him and his interest can pe stimulated, He {is
considered to have fair aural skills; altnoush he is auditorily oriented,
ne shows some difticulty in following conversations via the auditory
pathway occause of inadequdte discrimination abilities, His linguistic
functioning is fair {n that ne can gencrate simple and somhe complex
sentences anpropriate to the context altnough & numper of grammatical
errors are present and vocabulary 1s somewnat limited., His social
adjustment is good; he relates well to potn peers and the adults in his
environnment, Parental expectation is extremely high, HiS parents expect
superior work and effort from him, His parents prefer him in a
mainstreamed setting, He is unfamiliar witn sign language or finger
spelling., His speech ils readily intelligible to all iisteners, He
possesses a mild motor/mobility problem {n addition to the nearing
impalrrment, He is a good speech reader and can tollow normal face=to=face
conversation tairly well, All regular school and resource placements
(placement options 1-5) are within the local school district, The
day/residential private placerent is not within easy commuting distance,
speclal classes are within commuting distance.

Check the recominendation for Slacement which you feel 1s most
asppropriate,

=== 1. Regular class placement, no change ... 5, Resource roonm with

in teaching procedures, + interpreter,

wwe 2, Regular class placement, with === 6, Part time special class,
consultation, .

=== 3¢ Regular class placement, direct weew 1 o FUull time special class,
services from itinerant teacher,

=== 4, Resource room £0r up to 49 % of wew 8 Day school or residential
the day. ) scnool for the deaf,

which variable(s) do you feel most influenced your decision about this

C'hi 1 d ?--------—u-ﬂ---------u»---au----------—-na--------N-----“-"“--“--
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Computer Program

The procedure followed to generate the case studies consisted
of the following steps:

1. A Llatin square pairing each of 16 variables with the
other was created and called LIST 1. RAW.,

2. LIST 1. RAW was used as input for an SPSS program called
LIST 1. SPS, which took each row of LIST 1. RAW and crossed each
of three levels for a member of each pair of variables with each
of three levels for the other member of the pair. The resulting
Tile was called LIST 2. RAW.

3. LIST 2. RAW was used as input for an SPSS program cailled
LIST 2. SPS, which created different orderings of'the variables.
The resulting file was called LIST 3. RAW.

4. LIST 3. RAW was dsed as input for an SPSS program called
LIST 3. SPS, which was used to sort LIST 3. RAW so that in each
row, the variables a through P would appear in alphabetic order.
This was done to facilitate the identification of redundant lines.
The output was called LIST 4. RAW.

5. A text editor called EMACS was then used to sort the lines
in LIST 4. RAW. The resulting file was called LIST 5. RAW.

EMACS was then used to replace the variable names in the file
LIST 5. RAW with the actual sentences to be used in the case
Tisting. The resulting case studies were then edited to eliminate

redundancies and "impossible" cases.
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RUN- NANME

FILE NAA4Ef
PAGESIZE
VARIABLE LIST
INPUT FORMAT
INPUT MEDTIUY
N OF CASES
COMPUTE
COMPUTE
COMPUTE
COMPUTE
COMPUTE
CONPUTE

READ INPUT DATA
ARITE CASES

FINISH

CREATE LIST2,RAW
LIST1

58

vi TO Vvi6

FIXED (7(2A1,1X)2A1)
LIST1 ,RAN
UHKNOYN

Al=1

A2=2

A3=3

Bl=1

B2=2

83=3

(15(A1,F1.0,IX),AI,FI.O/IS(AI,FI.O,IX),AI:FI.O/
15(A1,FI.O,SX),AI,FI.O/IS(AI'FI.O,IX),AI,FI.O/
15(A1,F1,0,1X),A1,F1,0/15CA1,F1,0,1X),A1,F1,0/
15(A1,F1,0,1X),A1,F1,0/15(CA1,F1,0,1X),A1,F1,0/
15(A1,F1,0,1X),A1,F1,0)
vi,A1,v2,B1,V3,A1,v4,B1,VS,AL,V6,B1,V7,A1,VH,B1,
V9,A1,VIO,BI,VIX,AI,VIZ,BI,V13,A1,V14,BI,VIS,AI,VIG,BI
vi,A1,v2,82,v3,A1,v4,B2,V5,A1,V6,B82,V7,A1,VR,B2,
v9,A1,v10,82,V11,A1,V12,B2,V13,A1,V14,82,V15,A1,V16,82
vVi,A1,v2,B3,V3,A1,V4,B3,V5,A1,V6,B3,V7,A1,V8,B83,
v9,A1,v10,B3,V11,A1,V12,B3,V13,A1,V14,R3,V15,A1,V16,33
Vi,A2,v2,81,V3,A2,V4,81,V5,A2,V6,B1,V7,A2,VE,81,
v9,A2,vi0,B1,Vv11,A2,V12,B1,V13,A2,V14,81,V15,A2,V16,B1
Vi,A2,v2,B2,V3,A2,V4,82,V5,A2,V6,82,V7,A2,V8,B2,
V9,A2,¥10,B2,V11,A2,V12,B2,V13,A2,V14,B2,V15,A2,V16,B2
Vi,A2,v2,B3,V3,A2,V4,83,V5,A2,V6,83,V7,A2,V8,83,
V91A2,V10,53,V11'AZ,V12,83,V13,A2,V14,BJ,'JIS,AZ,V16,83
Vi,A3,v2,B1,Y3,A3,V4,B1,V5,A3,V6,B1,V7,A3,V8,B1,
v9,A3,v10,B1,V11,A3,V12,B1,v13,A3,V14,81,V15,A3,V16,B1
V11A3'VZ,BZ,V3,A3,V4,82,V5,A3,V6,82, V73A3'VB'82'
V9,A3,v10,82,V11,A3,V12,82,Vv13,A3,V14,02,Y15,A3,V16,B2
Vi,A3,v2,83,v3,A3,V4,B3,V5,A3,V6,.83,V7,A3,V8,B3,
V9,A3,v10,B3,V11,A3,Vv12,B3,V13,A3,Vv14,B3,V15,A3,V16,B3




‘RUN NAME

FILE NAME LIST2

Y PAGESIZE 538

VARTABLE LIST Al TO AS8,81 TD BS,Ct TO C8,D1 TO DS,E1 TO ES,

F1 To F8,G1 TO G8,HY TO H8,I1 TO 18

FIXED (8(AS5,1X,AS5,1X,AS5,1X,A5,1X,A5,1X,A5,1X,A5,1X,A5/)
AS,1X,A5,1X,AS,1X,AS,1X,A5,1X,AS5,1X,A5,1X,A5)
I.IST2,RAW
HUKNOAN

INPUT FORMAT

INPUT HEDIUM
N OF CASES

e READ INPUT DATA
WRITE CASFS

At
Al
A2
A
® A4
AS
A6
A7
A8
Bl
Al
s ‘ A?
A3
A4
AS
A6
A7

AB
o B8
FINISH

TO
B2
B3
B4
BS
86
87
B8
C1
C2
03]
B1
B2
B3
B4
BS5
B6
87
c7

13,
Cc3
C4
Ccs
Cb6
c7?
cs
Dt
D2

D4
DS
De
D7
G38
E1l
E2
E3
E4
E6
E7
Ed
2D}
D2

C4 D3

Cs
Ccé
06

D4
D5
ES

ES
E6
E7
E8
Fi
F2
F3
F4
FS
F5
Fs
F1
F8
El
£2
E3
E4
FA

CREATE LIST3,RAW

F6
F7
F8
G1
G2
G3
G4
G5
G6
G4
G5
G6
67
G8
Fl
F2
F3
G3

(26(AS5,1X,A5,1X,A5,1X,A5,1X,A5,1X,AS5,1X,A5,1X,A5/)
AS5,1X,A5,1X,A5,1X,AS,1X,A5,1X,A5,1X,AS5,1X,AS)

H8
Il
I2
I3
14
IS
16
17
I8
12
13
14
IS
16
17
18
H1
11
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RUN NAME SORT LIST3 TO PRODUCE LIST4,RAW
ALLOCATE TRANSPACE= 50000
FILE NAME LIST3

| PAGESIZE 58

VARIABLE LIST Vi T0 V16

INPUT FORMAT FIXEO (A2,1X,A2,1X,A2,1X,A2,1X,A2,1X,A2,1X,A2,1X,A2,1X,
COAZ2,1X,A2,1X,A2,1%,A2,1X,A2,1X,A2,1X,A2,1X,A2)

INPUT HKEOIUX LIST3,RAY

N OF CASES UNKNOYN
o : IF (V1 EQ A1’ OR ‘A2’ OR ‘A3’) Xi=Vvi
IF (V1 EQ “B1’ OR ‘B2’ OR ’B3’) X2=Vi
IF (V1 EQ 'Cl* OR ‘C2’ OR 'C3’) x3=Vi
I¥ (VL EQ ‘01’ OR ‘D2’ OR °03°) X4=V1
143 (V1 EQ ’E1’ OR 'E2° OR 'E3’) XS=Vi
IF (V1 EQ 'F1’ OR '‘F2’ OR 'F3’) X6=Vi
IF (V1 EG *G1°’ OR ‘G2’ OR *G3’') x7=Vi
) IF (Vi EQ *H1° OR 'H2’ OR ‘*H3I’) X8=Vi1
IF (V1 EQ °I1’ OR ‘I2’ OR °*I3*’) X9=Vvi
IF (V1 EQ “J1* OR *J2’ OR °“J3’')iXx1o0=vi1
IF (V1 EQ “K1’ OR ‘K2’ OR °*K3’) Xxti=vi
IF (V1 EQ L1’ OR ‘L2’ OR ‘L3’) X12=Vi
IF (V1 EQ ’M1° OR ‘H2’ OR *M3’) X13=V1
143 (V1 EQ °N1’ OR ‘N2’ OR °N3’) Xi4d=V})
e I¥ (Y1 EQ '01° OR ‘02’ OR ‘03’) X15=Vi
193 (V1 EQ ‘P1° OR ‘P2° OR °P3’) X16=V1
If (V2 EQ *A1° OR ‘A2' OR ‘A3’) Xi=V2
IF (V2 EQ ’B1’ OR 'B2’ OR ‘B3f) X2=V2
IF (V2 EQ *Cs’ OR ‘*C2’ OR °*C3’) X3i=V2
IF (V2 EQ '01’ OR ‘D2’ OR *03’) X4=V2
® IF (V2 EQ *E1° OR 'E2’ OR ‘E3’) XS5=V2
IF (V2 2Q 'F1’ GR °‘F2’ OR °‘F3’) X6=V2
IF (VZ EQ °G1’ OR 'G2’ OR °"G3’) X7=V2
IF (V2 EQ "H1’ DR 'H2’ OR ‘H3’) Xx8=V2
IF (V2 EQ “I1° OR 'I2° DR ‘I3’) X9=V2
IF (V2 EQ *J1’ OR ‘J2’ OR ‘J3’) X10=V2
IF (V2 EQ K1’ DR ‘K2’ OR 'K3’) Xit=V2
| ] IF (V2 EQ ‘L1’ OR ‘L2’ OR ‘L3’) X12=V2
IF (V2 EQ *M1° OR 'M2’ OR "M3’) 713=V2
143 (V2 EQ *N1’ DR ‘N2’ OR *N3’) X14=V2
IF (V2 EQ Y01’ OR '02’ DR °03') X15=V2
IF (V2 EQ ’P1’ OR ‘P2’ OR ‘P3}’) X15=V2
If (V3 EQ *A1’ OR ‘A2° OR ‘A3’) X1=V3
s IF (V3 EQ ’B1’ OR ’B2’ OR ‘Bl’) X2=V3
IF (V3 EQ “C1’ OR ‘C2°’ NOR ’C3’) X3=V3 .
183 (V3 EQ 0L’ OR ‘02’ OR 'D3’) X4=V3
43 (V3 EQ ‘E1’ OR ‘E2° OR ‘E3’) X5=V3
142 (V3 EQ 'F1? DR 'F2° R °F3’) X6=V3
£2 (V3 E) (1% 0] °G2* OR ’'Gi’) Xx7=V3 .
IF (V3 EQ 'H1° OR ‘H2' OR 'H}') X8=V3
\' IF (V3 EQ 'I1’ DR *I2' NR ‘13’) X9=V3
| IF (V3 EQ 'J1’ NR ‘J2° OR ‘J3’) X10=V3
IF (V3 EQ ’K1° NR ‘K2’ NR  ‘K3’') X11=V3
193 (V3 EQ ‘L1’ DR ‘L2° NR ‘L3’') X12=V3
IF (VI ED *41° AR ‘M2’ OR "43’) X13=V3
| IF (VI EQ ’N{’ OR ‘Y2’ OR 'N3’) X14=V3
) e (Y3 EQ ‘01’ OR ‘02' NR °03’) X15=V3

[F (V3 £9 *P1’ OR 'P2' DR °P3’) X1h=V)
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IF (Y4 EQ AL’ OR ‘A2’ OR “A3’) X1=V4
IF (V4 EQ *Bil° OR ‘B2’ OR “B3’) X2=V4
IF (V4 FQ °C1* OR ’'C2’ OR °'C3’) X3=va
L ) 1F (V4 EQ D1’ OR ‘D2’ OR ’D3’) X4=V4
IF (V4 EQ *E1’ OR ‘E2’ OR *E3’) XS5=V4
IF (V4 FQ °F1° DR ‘F2’ OR *F3’) X6=V4
IF (V4 EQ °G1’ OR °G2° OR *G3°) X7=V4
IF (V4 EO *H1* OR °‘H2’ OR ‘"H3’) X8=V4
IF (V4 EQ *“I1° OR "I2' OR ‘*I3’) X9=V4
IF (V4 EQ *J1° DR *J2’ OR *J3°’) X10=V4
L IF (V4 EQ "KI1° DR ‘K2’ OR ‘K3’) X11=aVv4
IF (V4 EQ L1’ OR ‘L2’ OR ‘L3°’) .X12=v4
1F (V4 EQ M1’ OR ‘H2' OR *M3°) X13=V4
IF (V4 EQ °N1’ 0OR  ’N2° OR *N3°) X14=V4
IF (V4 EQ *01’ OR ‘02’ OR ‘03’) X15=V4
IF (V4 EQ P1’ OR ’P2° OR *P3’) X16=V4
o IF (V5 EQ *Al’ DR ‘A2’ OR °*A3’) X1=VS
IF (VS EQ °B1’ OR ’R2°’ OR ’B3’) X2=V5
iF (VS EQ °C1’ OR ‘C2° OR ‘C3*) X3=VS
IF (VS EQ °Dl’ OR ’D2° OR ‘D3°) X4=VS
1F ("S EQ El’ OR °E2’ QR - *E3’) X5=VS
43 (VS EQ 'F1* OR ‘F2°’ DR ‘F3') X6=VS
Py IF (VS EQ "Gl®* OR ‘G2’ OR ‘'G3’) X7=VS
143 (VS EQ °H1° OR °*H2° OR ‘H3*) X8=VS
IF (VS EQ *I1’ OR ‘I2° OR ‘I3’) X9=VS
IF (VS EQ “Ji’ OR *J2°’ OR *J3') X10=VS
IF (VS £Q ’K1* OR ‘K2’ NR ‘K3') Xii=Vs
IF (VS EQ °L1° OR ‘L2’ OR ‘L3’) X12=VS
IF (VS 'E0 M1’ OR ‘'M2° OR ’M3’) X13=VS§
P 143 (VS EQ °N1’ DR °N2° OR ‘N3‘) X14=VS
IF (V5 EQ ’01’ Ok ‘02’ OR '03°’) X15=\5
IF (VS EQ “P1* OR ‘P2’ OR ’P3’) X16=VS
IF (V6 EQ A1’ OR "A2° OR “*A3’) X1=Vé
IF (V6 EQ ’B1’ OR *B2° OR ‘B3’) X2=V6
IF (Y6 €9 *Cl’ 0r *C2° OR °C3’) X3I=vVé
) IF (Ve EQ ’D1* na ‘D2’ OR ‘D3°) X4=Vé
143 (V6 EQ *E1* OR °*E2’ OR ‘E3') X5avé
tF (V6 EQ *F1* OR ‘F2’ OR ‘F3’) X6=Vé
IF (V6 EQ *G1* OR ‘*G2* OR °G3’) X71=Vé
LF (V6 EQ *H1’” DR "H2’ OR *H3') X8=Vé
IF (V6 EQ *I1’” OR ‘I2° OR I3’} Xx9=V§6
IF (V6 EQ *J1’ DR *"J2° OR “J3’) X10=Vé
) IF (V6 £Q °K1’ OR ‘K2’ OR °‘K3’) X11=Vé
IF (V6 EQ ‘L1’ OR ‘L2’ DR °L3’) X12=Ve6
IF (V6 EQ *M1’ OR "M2° OR ’"M3*) Xi3=Ve
1F (V6 EQ N1’ OR ‘*H2° OR *N3’) X14=Ve
IF (Ve E) *0O1* OR ‘02’ NR ‘03°’) X15=Veé
IF (V6 E9 *P1’ DR 'P2° OR °’P3’) X16=Vé
9o ) IF (Y7 E9 ‘AL NR ‘A2’ OR °*A3’) X1=V7
IF (V7 EQ “B1’ OR ‘B2° NR *B3’) X2=V1
IF (V7 EQ 'Cl’ N’ °"02* NR  *C3*) X3I=V7
F (V7 £Q D1’ OR ’DZ° OR ‘D3‘) X4=V7
IF (V7 EQ °EL’ NOR ‘E2’ Owx 'E3’) X5=V7
IF ° (V7 =9 °F1° OR  ‘F2° AR ~F3*) X6=V1
IF (V7 £ ’G1* n® 42 OR °G3’V XT=V7
o IF (V7 E7 *HL® 09 ‘H2’ OR *H3°) Xa=Vv7
IF (VT &) *T1® 9% *12° 0R °I3°) X¥=y7
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IF (V7 EQ *Jl’ 09 *J2° OR ‘J3’) Xin=Vv?

IF (V7?7 EQ °K1° OR ‘K2’ OR ‘K3°‘) Xii=V7

IF (V7?7 EQ L1’ OR ‘L2’ OR ‘L3°) X12=V7

IF (V7 EQ M1 NR ‘M2° DR °M3’) X13=V7

IF (V7 EQ ’*N1° OR ‘N2’ OR ’N3’) Xi14=V7

143 (V7 EQ °0O1° DR ‘02’ OR ‘03°) X15=V7

193 (V7 EQ °P1° OR *P2° OR 'P3°) X16=V7

IF (V8 EQ *A1’ OR "A2° OR *A3°) Xi=v8

1F (V8 EQ ’B1’ 0/ ’B2’ OR ’B3°’) X2=v3

IF (V8 EQ °C1’ OR *C2’ OR °C3’) 'X3=vS8

IF (V8 EQ D1’ NR ‘D2’ OR ’D3°’) X4=V8

IF (VR EQ ’E1’ OR ‘E2° DR °E3°’) XS=v8
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IF (V9 EQ ’B1° NR °B2° OR “B3°) X2=v9

IF (V9 EQ °C1’ NDR °C2° OR “C3°’) X3=v9
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43 (V10 EQ “J1’ OR °J2° OR "J3*) X1o=Vi0n

iF (V10 EO “K1° OR K2’ OR ‘K3°) X1i=Vi0
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(Vi4 EQ 'K1’ OR ‘'K2' OR ‘K3°* =
IF KL ) Xit=vi14
. IF Ez:: gg ”I;:' g: :'LZ: OR :P3') X12=vi4
IF V14 B9 'Ni* Ob ':2' OR .43') X13=vi4
IF V14 Eo 01+ o * 2' OR ‘N3') Xi4=v14
e Cvia o1° .'02 OR 03°) X1S=vi4
EQ ‘PL1’ OR P2’ OR ‘'P3’) X16=V14
) IF
(V1S £Q ‘A1’ OR ‘A2’ OR ‘A3’ =
IF ) A A3’) X1=Vi5
. i i edi o
IF tvis éd ‘017 o 'CZ' OR 'C3') X3=V1s
IF (V1S EQ ’E1’ OR '02' or '03') Xoovis
IF (V15 EO ‘F1‘’ OR '?g' o '53') Xoovis
IF (V1S EQ 'G1’ OR G2’ o 'F3') Xaovis
TF Vit B0 ‘Hi® OR .'GZ' OR '63') X7=Vis
I CV1s B 11 'HZ' oR 'H3'),X8=V15
° v ME [»:Q e gR 'IZ' OR .I3') X9=Vis
IF (vis éQ ‘K1° 0: '92' on 'J3ﬂ) Xi1ovis
IF (V1S EQ ‘L1’ OR 'Kz' o 'K3') Xi17ovis
(F (V15 EO ‘#1’ OR '32" Ok *43c) Klacyis
IF (ViS EQ ‘01’ OR '62‘ o8 'VB:) Xisovis
i V15 9 rpre . 2' OR 03°) X1s5=Vi1s5s
° 1’ OR P2’ OR ‘P3’) X16=V1S5
[F (Vié EQ ‘A1’ OR ‘A2’ OR- ‘A3’
IF Q - ’A3°%) Xi=Vie
" Ez:g Eg 'gi: OR :82: OR :83') X2=Vie6
o Coie éo oy g: 'CZ' oR 'C3') X3=Vi6
I vie Eo '23¢ oR '02' OR '03') X4=Vie
T Ve Eo F1v o 'EZ' OR '83') X5=Vie6
> " (16 By hps R 'FZ' OR F3°) Xx6=Vi5
v tVie 58 ';1' OR 'GZ' OR ‘G37’) X7=Vi5
P . H1* OR H2’ OR *H3’) X38=V1s
o (V16 FQO ‘I1‘ OR ‘I2' OR “X3°’) X9=Vi6
. E::g EQ :Jl: ER :JZ' OR 7J37) Xxto0=Vis
. T e ?g 'E:' Eg 'KZ: OR ’K3°’) Xli=Vie
) ) L2’ OR ‘L3’) X12=
® IF (V16 EQ 'M1° O M2’ ‘ Ve
It v e R M2' OR M3*) X13=Vi6
e (V16 EQ ‘N1’ OR ’N2' DR 'N3’) X14=Vie
(V16 EQ ‘01’ OR ‘32’ OR ‘03’) =
IF (V16 EQ ‘P1’ OR ‘P2’ OR ‘P3° X1eav1s
PRINT FORMATS X1 TO X16 (A) Pa7y X1e=tIe
READ INPUT NATA
ARI A
o RITE CASES xgzi;XaQZ;;XAQZ,1X,A2,1X.A2.1X:A2.1X.A2o1X,A2,1X.
xi'To'x1é eA2,1X,A2,1X,A2,1X,R2,1X,A2,1X,42)
FINISH
&
. -,
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Superintendent's Letter

Dear Sir:

As part of a study funded by the Department of Education,
Special Education Programs, Washington, D.C., I am investi-
gating how placement decisions regarding hearing impaired
students are made. In fulfillment of the doctoral degree
requirements at Teachers College, Columbia University, I
have chosen to study the decision making process by con-
structing simulated case studies and having field based
personnel make placement decisions with regard to the
information provided.

I would like to include members of the Committee on the
Handicapped in your district in the study. The information
that I am requesting and the tasks that I will ask your
committee to complete will take approxXamately two hours of
their time, one hour for individual tasks and one hour for
group tasks, and can be done anywhere. All responses will
be kept confidential, neither district nor subject names
will be identified in any written or oral reports. The
study will give you and your committee valuable feedback
regarding parameters used in making placement decisions. As
a result of the funding, I will be able to pay the subjects
a token amount in appreciation of their time, effort ‘and
professionalism. Enclosed is a copy of the Statement of the
Problem from the proposal so that you can get a better idea
of the nature of the research.

If you agree to participate in the study, I will send you a
questionnaire requesting certain demographic information
regarding your district. I will then be in touch with you
or your designee to determine how you would wish me to
distribute the information to your committee members and to
answer any questions that you or your designee may have
regarding the study and its value to your district.

Thank you for considering this request. If you wish further
information regarding the research, please feel free to
contact me at (914) 832-6631.

Sincerely,

Beatrice Spear, M.S., M.Ed.




Dear Sir:

As part of a study funded by the Department of Education,
Special Education Programs, Washington, D.C., I am investi-
gating how placement decisions regarding hearing impaired
students are made. In fulfillment of the doctoral degree
requirements at Teachers College, Columbia University, I
have chosen to study the decision making process by con-
structing simulated case studies and having field based
personnel make placement decisions with regard to the
information provided.

I would like to include teachers of the hearing impaired,
speech therapists and audiologists in your BOCES in the
study. The information that I am requesting and the tasks
that I will ask your staff to complete will take approxi-
mately one hour of their time, and can be done anywhere.
All responses will be kept confidential, neither BOCES nor
subject names will be identified in any written or oral
reports. The study will give you and your staff valuable
feedback regarding parameters used in making placement
decisions. As a result of the funding, I will be able to
pay the subjects a token amount in appreciation of their
time, effort and professionalism. Enclosed is a copy of the
Statement of the Problem from the proposal so that you can
get a better idea of the nature of the research.

1
|
Director's Lelter

If you agree to participate in the study, I will send you a
questionnaire requesting certain demographic information
regarding your BOCES. I will then be in touch with you or
your designee to determine how you wish me to distribute the
information to your staff and to answer any questions that
you or your designee may have regarding the study and its
value to your BOCES. I am planning to collect data early in
March.

Thank you for considering this request. If you wish further
information regarding the research, please feel free to
contact me at (914) 939-1750.

Sincerely,

Beatrice Spear, M.S., M.Ed.
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COH Chairpersons Letter

Dear Sir:

As part of a study funded by the Department of Education,
Special Education Programs, Washington, D.C., I am investi-
gating how placement decisions regarding hearing impaired
students are made. In fulfillment of the doctoral degzee
requirements at Teachers College, Columbia University, I
have chosen to study the decision making process by con-
structing simulated case studies and having field based
personnel make placement decisions with regard to the
information provided.

The materials that I have prepared are not materials that
will affect you in any way with regard to your present
position or work. They will, however, be a source of
feedback for you and tor your committee members. Your
Committee was chosen because you are within the area of
interest to the study as well as within the geographical
area of the study. The information collected should benefit
you directly because of the intended feedback and should
benefit those children with whom you work and/or whose
placements you might affect.

In order to do this study, I will have four groups of
placement officials and four groups of ancillary profes-
sionals in the area of deaf education, all of whom will
individually complete sinilar simulated placement tasks. I
will also ask the Committee on the Handicapped members to
come together to debate one case study for placement.
Fortunately, because of the federal funding, I will be able
to provide you with a token payment in appreciation of your
time, effort and professional standing.

If you and your committee agree to participate in the study,
you will be asked to complete tasks that will take approxi-
mately two hours of your time, one hcur for individual
placements and one hour in the group. All of the informa-
tion that I gather will be kept confidential and any
reports, written or oral, that I present in connection with
this study will observe your right to confidentiality; thac
is, your name will not be identified in any presentation of
the results of the study. There are no known risks or
discomforts involved and you are free to withdraw from the
study at any time. I am more than willing to discuss these
procedures or this project with you at any time.

As part of a profession that is ever increasing its ability
to work more eftectively with handicapped persons, I appre-
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®
ciate your willingness to participate in the study. I will
be in touch with you shortly to ascertain if you do wish to
® participate and to send you materials for your Committee.
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact
me at (914) 937-3643 in the evening or at (914) 832-6631
trom 8:00 A.M., to 4:00 P.M.
'\ Sincerely,

Beatrice Spear, M.S., M.Ed.
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Table 18
Crosstabulation of Placement Criteria

Levels By Rating Group

Variable Levels ’ Significance
1 2

Hearun 36.1°2 .9973

b

Hearaid 32.9 .9999
IQ 33.3 . 9945
Selfcon 33.9 .9961
Academic 22.3 .9996
Motiv 31.8 . 8541
Aural 26.9 .9470
Linguist . 37.6 .9867
Social 33.7 .. «9584
Prnexp 35.0 .9954
Prnpref 33.3 . 8841
Manual 32.9 1.0000
Speechin 33.8 1.0000
Othhand 33.3 .9339
Distance 34.2 .9947
Speechrd 33.6 .9989

2 potal percentages of distribution of levels across all

groups.

b Significance refers to differences by level of distribu-

tion to rating groups. There were no significant differ-
ence.
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Table 19

Variable List

MEAN STD DEV LABEL

Placement 5.066 1,730 Recommended placement for
student

Hearun 1.956 .823 Student's hearing loss=--
unaided

Hearaid 1.961 .786 Student's hearing loss--
aided

IQ 1.999 .815 Student's IQ

Selfcon 1.999 .822 Student's self-concept

Academic 2.136 . 757 Student's academic
functioning

Motiv 2.001 . 805 Student's motivation

Aural 2.083 .784 Student's aural
functioning

Linguist 1.866 .774 Student's linguistic
functioning

Social 1.985 .812 Student's social adjust-

. ment .

Prntexp 1.967 .815 Parental experience

Prrtpref 1.968 . 797 Parental preference

Manual 1,985 .802 Student's manual communi-
cation ability

Speechin 1.986 .814 Student's speech intelli-
gibility

Othhand 2.003 .818 Student's other handicaps

Distance 1.978 .814 Distance trom placement

Speechrd 1.974 .804 Student's speech reading

ability
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Table 20

Zero Order Correlations

PLACEMENT HEARUN HEARAID IQ SELFCON ACADEMIC
Placement 1.000 .162 .183 .233 .097 .412
Hearun .162 1.000 .073 .153 .153 -.004
Hearaid .183 .073 1.000 .111 .109 . 157
IQ .233 .153 .111 1.000 .057 .113
Selfcon .097 .153 .109 .057 1.000 -.000
Academic .412 -.004 .157 .113 -.000 1.000
Motiv .155 -.099 .115 .063 .091 .093
Aural .202 .165 .054 .027 -.025 . 239
Linguist .227 .029 .121 .096 -.023 .151
Social .147 -.035 .020 .052 -.037 -.001
Pxrntexp .043 -.112 -.067 -.091 .084 ~-.058
Prntpref .209 .011 .070 -.077 . 044 . 109
Manual -.055 -.026 .021 .118 -.011 -, 081
Speechin 112 -.028 -.123 -.022 -.005 -. 061
Othhand .041 .002 .043 .030 .023 ~-. 027
Distance -.070 .042 .013 -.057 .036 . 020
Speechrd .172 -.060 -.076 -.053 .173 .101
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Table 20
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|
\
Zero Order Correlations ilont.)

MOTIV AURAL LINGUIST . SOCIAL  PRNTEXP PRNTPREF
Placement  .155 .202 .227 .14, .043 .208 |
| Hearun -.099 .165 .029 -.035 -.112 . .011
Hearaid .115 .054 .121 .020 ~.067 .070
IQ .063 .027 .096 .052 ~.091 -.077
Seifcon .233 ~.025 ~.023 ~.037 .084 .044
Academic .091 .239 .151 -.001 ~.058 .109
| Motiv 1.000 .011 ~.013 .003 .072 ,061
Aural .011 1.000 .028 ~.007 ~.052 .030
| Linguist  -.013 .028 1.000 ~.046 .071 .170
Social .003 -.007 , -.046 1.000 .124 ri8
Prntexp .072 -.052 .071 .124 1.000 -.091
Prntpref .061 .030 .170 .038 -.091 1.000
Manual -.028 ~.039 -.174 ~.166 ~.024 ~.036
Speechin .074 .090 ~-.085 .109 . 355 .058
Othhand ~.072 ~.028 .045 .003 .031 -.087
Distance  -.035 ~.059 -.017 ~.093 .008 .024

Speechrd .024 ~-.128 .136 .078 .218 .178




Table 20

Zerc Ordexr Correlations (Cont.)

MANUAIL SPEECHIN CTHHAND - DISTANCE SPEECHRD §
Placement -.055 .112 .041 ~.070 .172
Hearun ~-.026 -.028 .002 -.042 -.060 @&
Hearaid .021 ~.123 .043 .013 -.076 |8
IQ .118 -.022 .030 -.057 -.053
Selfcon -.011 -.005 .023 .036 .173
Acadenic -.081 -.061 -.027 .020 .101
Motiv ~.028 .074 ~.07 . -.035 .024
Aural ~.039 .0990 -.028 ~-.059 -.128
Linguist -.174 -.085 .045 -.017 .136
Social -.166 .102 .003 ~.083 .078
Prntexp ~.024 .355 .031 .008 .218
Prrtpref -.036 .058 -.087 .024 .178
Manual 1.000 .105 -.034 .093 -~.090
Speechin .105 1.000 .001 ~.070 .106
G*hhand -.034 .001 1.000 -.105 -.048
Distance . 093 ~.070 -.105 - 1.000 .048
Speechrd -.090 .106 -.048 .048 1.000
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