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CHAPTER I

Overview, Findings and Recommendations

Introduction

3

W\ This is the final report. of the Data Based Decision
Making in Secondary Special Education Project. This research.
joentified factors. which are associated with the successful
completion c¢f ecucational and training prcgrams for handicapped
secondary students. Existing school recoras were examined to
determine aspects of eaucational progranm planning opr
implementation and features of family backgrounc whigh distinguish
thcse secondary special education students who complete their
prescribed ‘educational grograms from those whe terminate before
ccrpletion. This chapter will present an overview ¢f the project,
cescrikte the major findings and offer recommencations to the
special educaticn program.

Ut 5
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Context of the research

High rates of program termination are characteristic of
handicapped youngsters in secondary special education programs.
In many cases, the dropout rates for secondary special education
students exceed those for students -in regular secondary prograrms.
The relatively large number of secondary special education
students who leave school is alarming because many handicapged
students are not receiving the skills and training necessary to
support an independent adult existence. If we can 1solate the
factors which cause students to leave school, perhaps special
education programs can pe rodified -to counteract the influence of
these factors. These progrars may Etecome more effective 1in
holding their clients. Likewise, 1{dentificaticn of programmatic
factors which increase the likekihood that youngsters will remain
in seccncagy special ecucation programs is extrerely -useful for
planning pragrans for the -education of the hanaicagped.

Special educators are concerned about the effectiveness
of the special education program but the inaividualizea nature of
the educational plans for nandicapred 3tucdents ooscures the
examination of the systematic operatfon of their program. Ag a
result of federal and state legdslation ana local policy providing
for the education cf the handi€Bppec., spetial educators in public
schools routinely collect much more detailed infarma:ion about the
students on their caseloads than is required or regular students

in the school district. Detail.ea persorals psychological and

“equcatinnal histcries are compiled; certification -decisions

require consultation among several different ‘professionals’
parents are asked to describe the behavior of the youngsters at
hore; and the child is obse~vec in school -settings” by spectfal
education consultants. These data contain valuatle 1{information.
about the patterns of the effect ¢f program interventions.
However, the sheer quantity of information collected and the focus

on a particular student mitigate against the use of these data .for

program planning. Becauze the unit c¢f d{informaticn 4is the
jncividual student, summarizing across students is difficult.

Ccnsequently, cnly e relatively small portion of the avai lable.
data is ever aggregatec. . : .

For program  evaluation ard planning, the -unit of
analysis cannot be tne individuale It 1is necessary tc aggregate .
across .indijvidual-students—in crder to discover patterns.on the_ -
performance of groups of special eaucation students. - One

technique for gathering such aggregate data uouLd be to conduct

cross sectional surveys of the special education population served

by a particular. program. Such data cotlection .enterprises avoid'f

any inherent limitstions of program i{information, such as bias.or

" incompleteness. However, the expense of such data. collection is.

prohibitive. Mcrecver, longitudinal rather tham cross sectional’
information -~ is  neeced %o measure long term program effect,
Therefore, this strategy is not desireable for. reasons of bothk -

8
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cost and yield.

A more feasible tactic 13 to search existing program
records for information about the operation of the programes If
the procedures for maintaining the indivicual case  files are in
general adequater, these files will yield longitudinal information
on a student's career at a much lower cost. There are dangers in
this approach. Committment to the maintenance of accurate records
may vary over time so that information for scme periods of a
student's career in school may be better than {nforration for
others.. Moreoversr it may be impossible to deterrine the quality
of the informaticn in a student's file: certain data may not
-appear because they were ndt relevant or btecause they were
collected and Llost subsequently. One gcal of the gresent research
is to assess the ability of the special education department's
files to support program evaluation. The results presented below
inaicate that files are a valuable source of data for planners and
the payoff to aecision makers would . be’ 1ncreased by continuing to
improve file maintenance procedures. )
- o
In order to capture the information cofftained in
~existing prograr records, it is necessary to treat thcse records
in ways which cepart from standard department practice. That is,

individual student records were.examined to determine similarities»

ant not to ciagnose unigqueness. In other uorcs: it 1s not the
specific features cf a special education student's case which sets
hinm or her apart from resular education students which 1s of
interest. In this research, we are Llooking _for patterns of
sameness among certain kincgs of handicapped youngsters. We will
find that the school careaers of handicappec students differ
considerably depending upon their handicapping condition.

9 )
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Pontiac's special education program

The special education program 'in Pontiac represents the
variety of programs anc services authorized by county, atate and
feaeral regulations. 1In additien to thp state and federal laws
governing education for the handicapped, the Local special
education program {s bound by Michigan's Annual Special Education
Plan, the Oakland County Intermediate School District Plan, and
official memcranda from the Michigan ODepartment of Education.
Within constraints established by these various authorities, the
special educaticn. cepartment serves ., {inafviduals from birth to age
25, 1{1f they have an iacentifiea hanaicap. - Handicagping conditions
which are eligiole for service -inglude eaucable, trainable and .

severe mental impairment, emotional dhd physical or otherwise

health impairment, ana hearing, vision or speech ,and language
impairment. : : ‘

ElLigibility for service in the special education program
is determined by an individualized education program committee
(IEPC) which reviews the information on each-prospective client.
Evaluation by a multidiscipiinary team first oaetermines 1f the
student meets the criteria for an identified handicap. If "he or
she does meet the criteria and is within. the age ‘boundaries and
has ‘not been graduated from high school: “the IEPC will design an
educational program to meet the student's needs. After a child has
been certified, the IEPC will review his cr her eligibility every
three years. Any change in the student's program must be reviewed
by the comnittee. Therefore, an IEPC cdecision is requireg before
a student can be considered-terminated from school, decertified
from special education or even advanced from junior high to senior
high school programs. Only the IEPC has the authority to change
the types of special ~educatjon programs or services for
handicappec students. In summary, the IEPC is responsitle for the
development of an {idividual educational plan for each student.
This plan includes a statement of the stuaent's ¢gresent level of:

. educational performance and of goals anc instructicnal objectives.,

with an appropriate schedule masterye.

A full continuum of programs is available for identified
special education students. The IEPC nmakes the placement which
best meets the neegs of the hancicapped student. Thds placerent
may be in the student's regular school or in a segregatec setting.
Programs for the more mildly handicapped students are located in
their home schools but programs for the more severely 1mpa1red are
located in segregated buildings. For example, the special

education department provides a preschool program for 1dent111edwf,f
children beétween the ages of birth and five years. which fs- located -
in a separate facility. A junior high school program ‘for* severely

emotionally impaired students who are” unable to function, in their .
regular schools is also housed in a separate Location. A complex"

-0of three segregated program provide -serive - for the trainable/f»;f
severely and multiply irpaireds In accdition, special- segregated e

R AT
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bilingual programs are also prdvided for students uho'are unl‘to
( to function in their home school's special education program with
~ support from the district's bilingual program.

An effort 1s made to place each stucent 1in the "least
restrictive environment” in which to, pursue his or her training.
Programs offered in the regular high school are among the "least
restrictive” available for secondary special education students.
These programs are the focus of this research.

e
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Design of the research

. This research investigates the effectiveness of
secondary special education programs for enabling their clients to
function independently after graduation. From the' wide array of
programs available for high school aged han'dicapped individuals.
we chose .toc concentrate on those specfal education programs which
are operated in regular high school buildings. These programs
offer the "lLeast restrictive environment” in which to provide
special services and clients in these programs ere least Likely to |
be prevented from liviny norial adult Llives because of the
severity qf their hangicaps. Our chofce of these programs forethe
more mildly hancicapped was dictated by two considerations. On
the one hana, 1{1f'the secondary special education prcgram i8s not
effective for mildly handicapped individuals, {1t is not Likely to
be effective for {ts more severely hancdicappes clients. On the
other hands treatment interventions which are effecijve for the
mildly handicapped may be modified for use with the severelw
handicapped. Therefore, we shall evaluate these effectiveness of
these least restrictive high school programs. . .

-

‘ o The target population for this research was drawn from .
two cohorts of ,special education students: those who entered the
secondary program fn the 1978=79 and 1{n the 1979-80 school years. -
‘To measure program outcomes fairly {1t was necessary to examine the
careers of stucents who have been receiving services sufficiently
long enaugh for prograr interventions to have had a chance to
succeea. handicapped students in these two ninth grade cohorts
could have been in the s 3l education program a minimum- of
three years at the time of this researchs, If subjects hac been®
chosen from much earlier cohorts, all subjects would have had four
years of experience in the program but other groblems would have

. confronted the researcher. The program {s Llikely to' have changed
considerably 1in the intervening years - and the wutility of the
findings woulc have been recuced for making current program
decisicns. Moreover., access to practitioners whose personal
recollections of students 1in the program were necessary ' to .
supplement official retords is limited for’earlier cohorts.

»

The - perforrance of students 1in three categories of
handicap in the two selected ninth grade cohorts will be compared.
Students - who . were certified as educanble mentally i{mpaired,
emotionally impaired or learning disabled are the subjects. of this

“ {nvestigation. - we focused on these ‘three-handicapping conditions
because they include the majority of students 1in*'the -secondary .
special - equcation program for the cohorts selected. There were -
too few individuals in other categories of handicap to support an
fndependent analysis and the distinguishing characteristics of the -
different handicaps were too different to permit grouping students
with different kinas of impairmeént.




 PAGE 10

pata collection procedures dinvolved a combination of
( - searching . official recoras and interviewing informents i{n the

| . special-education'programs Previous researgh by the principal
o {nvestigator has shown that achool diatrict files are not complete
for all students. Therefore, an attempt was made to supplement the,
{nformation from these files with the personsl records and
recollections of special education prectitioners. These.

: + procedures were adequate to yield reliable information on all

’ subjects who, were identified but they cannot guarantee that all

* .aligible subjects in the two ninth grade cohorts were identified.

Y

Several measures of progranm intervention and background
characteristics were collected for each subject.s Firat, the
current disposition of each subject.was ‘obtained so that these who -
hao successfully completed their educational programs could be
identified. Second,_ the number of tires a Student was found
guilty of a serfous violation of schecol . rules was wusec as a,

. measure of his or her ability to ‘function .in the .regular school
environment. Thira,’ the number of self contained special
education classes taken by the individual was used as arn-indicator T‘\
of the tevel of direct intervention by, 6 the program -staff 1in a
student's ecucational -program. Fourth; the number of years-.an
individual received special education services ‘was computeds .
Finally, a stucgent's sex and race were recorced because of the
importance of these variables for considerations of equity. No
reliable measure -of .socioeconomic status. or present family

(- stability was available for many ofi the sutjects.

' 'These data were codeg onto foéta'sheets ty the principal
investigator (see Appendix A) and prepared for: analysis by
computer (see Appendix B). ) .
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:In this sections we present a brief overview o0f the
major findings from this researchs The arguments and evidence
which support these findings are be found in the subsequent
chapters of this roport.

[l
¢

14 Students with Less serious handicaps are more Likely .
. to complete their, secondary training than those
with more loriouu handicaps.

K

oo If completion of the secondary program 18 the criterion
for success in ghe special education program 1in the regular high
schools in Pontiac, stugents with Llearning disabilities are rore
Likely to ve successful than their classmates who are educably
mentally impaired or owptionally impaireds Over two=thirgs (49
‘per cent) of Lparning ci'sabled students remein 1in school wuntil
completion of <their educational program’ only about . haif of
equcable mentally impaired (47 per cent) and emotionally imapired
(53 ber cent).are -able to contdinue less restrictive special
eaucation programs throughout. their high school careers. The
‘limitations of a learning disability - seem to pose fewer problems
in managing an environment of thé nonhandicappec. In .general,

, , however, the interventions of.the secondary special educators seem

( ' to be less effective for those students who ,jrecuire more
1ntervent10n. ’

2« Students with groator neuds for spocial education

services receive more direst involvement from the secondary .
special education progrdl. , .

[

o

Educable mentally impaired anc emoticnally. impaired
students are enrolled in more self contained special . education
classes during their high school careers than are Llearning
disabled students.. In as much as special _educators have more -
direct invclverent in the educational prozrams of students in self

v S contained classes, the mcre serfously cisatled stucents experience . =
.more direct invclvement by program staff. For the years studied,
the secondary special .ecucation prograr {in Pontiac seems to have

' ‘previded a level ‘of service comrensurate with the Llevel ‘of
s clients' needs., , ' o
' P . \ .. ’ N 5
. 3.. The longer students-remain in the secondary’special
, education program, the Lless®need they have for ‘
S direct intervention in their educational programs.

.

‘ - | On the -average, handiéapped students take feyerfse(f
. contained special education classes in their Llater semesters in

3
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high school than they téke fnitially. To the exterit that ‘

_enrollment in self fewer contained special education <classes

represents a greater ability to function independently,  a
student's ability to interact normally with the nonhandicapped
increases as he or she matures in the secondary special education
program. Further, to the extent that this {ncreased ability to
function in regular high school courses indicates ability to
function in non schcol envircnments, the d{ncreased LlLevel of
“"mainstreaming® dindicates that the secondary special education
program prepares- its clients for Lives as normal acults. -

4. Students uho.seriausly violate school rules experience
higher Llevels of direct involvement by program staff
in their educational programs.

Students who are enrolled in more self contained spectal
education courses ate more Likcly to be suspended from high school
as result of viclating school rules. Enrollment in self contained
courses seems to be a measure to prevent a. stuaent from
encountering procblems in the regular high schcol program and to
“intervene with students who have already committed a suspendable
offense. -  Intervention bty special education staff and formal
suspension from the high school program are both responses to the
disruptive behavior of students. : .

.5, Experience in the special education program prior to'
. high school has Little effect on the level of prograla
1ntervention at the secondary levcl. :

o . .
. “

) Students with more serious handicaps are enfolled 1in
more self contained special education courses 1in high school,
regardless of thé number of years they have received special
education services. .There .does not seem tc be a cumulative effect:
of treatment in specfal edutation which reduces the need for
interventicn st the seconcary level. Severity of handicap is the
factor which determines level of intervention: current capacity
and not previos exposure seems to control the extent to which the
.handicapped students participate qith their nonhancicapped
classmates in high school. ! :

6. Students who roceive special education iorvicen ?or more yotrswm
‘are Less Likely to commit a serfous violaticn of school rules
and they are more Likely to complete high school training.

Early 1dentif1cation as a special‘ education studeﬁt
enables the indivicual to receive specipl education services for a
‘greater number of years. This extended exposure seems to promote

better  functioning.in.the regular high school program because -

those students uho ‘are in the program longer are ‘Less likely to be-
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suspended from high school. The Lonzer experience of staff may
allow them to prescribe more appropriate educatijpnal programs in
high school which prevent the handicapped youngster's violating
school policy. Moreover, on a more important measure of success, -
namely, program completion, a longer tenure 1in the prograr {s
related to a higher protability of progranm ompltetion. The Llong
term effect ¢cf total experience in special¥W education programs
seems to support the effectiveness of {interventions -at the high
school level which reduce the difficulties a student encounters in
the regular high school anc which increases his or her chances of
corpleting the secondary progranme.

7. The secondary special education program seems effective
in enabling the majority of 1ts clients to function
in the regular high school environsent.

If the indicator of adequate functicning 4s avoiding

"~ .suspension, the secondary special education program in Pontiac 1s

effective for a majority of its clients. Only a nmrinority of
special educaticn students are suspended from high school. Those
who are suspericed are most lLikely to have been guilty of truancy
and to have ceen suspended only a -single time. However,
suspension greatly increases the risks of termination of schooling
because those who have been found guilty of an 1nfraction of
school rules are much Less likely to corplete high school.

8. The effécts of special education program interventions
do not seem to be uniform across categories of handicap
or for studcnts from different backgrounds. ,

Estimates of the effects of spectal ecucation program
‘{nterventions were derived by fitting a causal model to the data
generated 1in this research. The model postulated that progranm
interventicn variables preceded programr outcome variatles in the
causal order. The analysis of this model 1s especially wuseful
because 1t not only provices estimates of the effects of .the
ingependent variables on the ultimate dependent variable (program
completion) but it also makes explicit the relationships among. all
prior variables. Cur analysis of these causal paths revealed that
the effects of self contained special-ecucation classeés and length
of time in special education programs ~were cdifferent for the
educable mentally impaired, emotionally dimpairec anc Llearning
disabled students. Further investigation of alternative models
can specify the exact. nature of the differences in effects.
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Recommendations

The findings cescribed above support four
recommendations for ~ data based decision making 1in secondary
special education. .

1. Special education and school district staff should
improve the quality of information maintained
as part of student records.

An attempt to use existing special eaucation and school
district records to support an evaluation of the secondary special ~
education program in Pontiac found that ocata were missing on key
variables for a number of subjects. Tc the extent that these data

i can be usea to indicate tne level of program performance, their
~m% apsence limits the information available te program planners. The
o recent efforts to put program data. in machine readable form is a
A step in the right direction because missing data are much easier
- to {dentify in compute files than in hard copy records.. However,
only the ccntinued insistance of program decision makers on
complete d{nforration cn clients can guarantee acequate program
recordss.

( 2. The special educatibn program'should reduce the
disparities in outcome and performance among students
with different handicaps.

-

Our aralysis revealeo that rore seriously handicapped
students do not fare as well in the secondary special education
program as the less seriously impaired. We found that the effects
of , total time in special education programs and the Llevel of
direct staff intervention in an individual stucent's educational
program are not uniform across categories. of handicage. Although
the nore seriously handicapped present greater challenges to
~prcgram staff, the rights of these  individuals to an educational
opgortunity equal to the less severely and nonhandicapped students
are not diminisnede Ccntinuing review of the interventions
availatle for .the more seriously handicappea in the regular high——
schools can improve the services to these incividuals and
guarantee them their rijhts to equal educational opportunity.

3. The special education program should }nprbve K A
interventions available for handicspped students
who violate school rules. : ' :

: This research - indicated that' the more sebi@usly
handicapped students are more Likely to be suspended during their
high school careers and that those who are suspended are much less
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Likely to complete their individual educaticnal programs. We
( realize that students who are more -seriously handicapped may
’ experience more problems functioning in a regular high school
environment and that these problems manifest themselves in higher
risks of violation of school rules. However, the majority of
suspensions are for relatively minor offenses, usually
nonattendance. The cost to the student's academic career is the
sanme for -major and mincr offenses. Therefore, prograpm staff
should consider adcitional strategies for those suspended which -
Wwill increase the chances that these students will complete their
traininge.

4. .Special education program decisions should bemréutinely
based upon data gathered about program operation.

The d{nvestigation conducted here has dindicated ‘that
availaole programm ‘data can support an evaluation of the
effectiveness of secondary special education programse.
Information which is becoming more routinely available in Pontiac
can be analyzed in ways which enable decision makers to examine
the afirect contributions of program interventicns to the success

® of indiviaual clients. We recommend caution against a toc simple’
view of these catar howevers btecause of the tendency we observed = -

for suporession of effects in a causal model of special education

services. Therefore, we encourage program planners to consider

(- their data in the context of an analysis which is sensitive to the

subtleties of program celivery. ~ . ) S S

16 -
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CHAPTER II

Background of the Research

Introduction

This chapter cescribes the backgrounc c¢f the researche.

A rationale for the selection of the sutjects 1s presented and the
procedures fcr collecting information on them are outlineds The @

. distributiond of handicapping conditions and of selected

background characteristics zmong the target population . are.

- di'¥blayed. 1In addition, we discuss the criterion to be applied in’
peastring - the effectiveness of secondary special education
programs. Finally, we present the aispositions of the handicapped
students studied here.

17
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Choice of subjecf;'

This research facuses on the effectiveness of secondary
special ~education FroQrams. For our purposes, cnly those
secondary special education programs which are offered in the
Pontiac Schocl District's two regular high schools will be
considered. The programs ¥in the regular high school buildings are
not- the . only ones offered by the Local special _education
department for adolesc¢ent and young adult clients. However, these
are the Lleast restrijctive programs available for i{dentified

- special educaticn students: ‘they are housed 1in a regular high

school builaing, their clients are 1integrated with the-regular
ecucation stucert population and clients 1n these programs may be

‘"mainstreamed" in regular education <classes. These programs

permit the highest lLevel of interaction between handicapped and

nonhandicapped students. Therefore, these programs - provide .a

Latoratory to examine how well special education program
interventions prepare clients fcr Llives as normal adults. Because
these high schcel programs begin in the ripth grade, the target

population for this research will incluce\ students..who began —

receiving services froh the secondary special ecucation prcgram as
ninth graderse.

As we shall Oeﬁeribe belou, our measure cf effectiveness

is the rate of success 7 ségondary special gcation stude?ts.
cessary to select

sufficient numbters of sybjects to characterize program operations..

Secause there may be: {3joSyncratic features of the students -in° e

particular year anc beCauSe there are too few students in a single
year of Pontiac's program to support the propcsea analyses, all-
the. students who begah receiving special education ‘services as
ninth graders in each of two years were 4ncluced as subjects in

this researchs The selection of two ninth grade . cohorts will

allow . us to investigate the-gutcomes of program interventions -

among two separate gPoUpS of students and will, therebys, reduce
the bias introduced beciliSe of the particular characteristics of
the students in any given year. 1If -such differences 1in program
operations and cutcomeS dO appear between the subjects in the two

- cohorts$, their influente tan be controlled in the analyses.

The choice of the specific rinth grade _cohorts to be

studied was determined by two ccnsiderations. First, a more =

recent -cohort was desireable because 1t was more Likely that

informants had had direct cOntact with the subjects and because -

their recollections of the participants would be more recent.
Access to informants yas heCessary as a check -on the materials
contained in the student records and as a “supplement to the:

official recorc. Someone familiar with the actual circumstances .

of an individual's cage can resolve disparities that may te found

.in  the written records. Previous investigations of the Lccal

official - special ~education records have indicated that such
disparities .are likely to ofcur. . - ‘

BEASEE 18
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‘Seconas 1f the ninth grade cohorts chosen were too
( recent, the effectiveness of the special education program would
not rec-fve a fair test. There is . some minimum amount of program
exposure which is necessary before we <can reasonably expect a
result from the interventions: educational treatments are not
magical. Morecver, subjects are more . Likely to be at risk of
termination Later in their educational careers than earlier. For
example, program termination is more Llikely in later grades than
in earlier graces both because of greater number of
outside=-of-school alternatives that are available to older
students and because of the Lower tolerance .of ~school officiels
for disruptive behavior by stucents who have passed the age of
compulsory attendances Therefore, a choice of ninth grade cohcrts .
which resulted in one group being significantly younger than the
other would artifically bias any estimate of the effectiveness of
the programe. ' S

) These considerations, then, dictated a cheice of ninth
grade cohorts which were sufficiently recent for special educaticn
practitioners tc remember the parti¢ipants but sufficiently in the
past to allcw subjects to have experienced prograr interventions.
The cohorts which tegan ninth grace for” the first time 1in the
1978=-79 and the 1979-8C school years rmet these criteria. During
the time of the research, students. in the earlier cohort would be
completing their junior yearss "At a minimur, the special

, ecucation precgram would have had three years during which to

(- ~ intervene in the educational programs o6f <the _subjects in ‘the

‘ : 1979=-30 ninth grade cohort. Moreover, .all subjects 1in both
cohorts would have passed the age of sixteen at the time of this |
research so that school officials would have had thé cpportunity
to remove those who weres, 1in their wview, too disruptive for
continuation in the regular high school progranr. These students,
then, were the subjects in this research. - »

Kl
X




" was able to icentify aoditional subjects who had entered‘ the.

- to determine the status of the special education. students in these

~contained on the original’ data processing Llists facilitated entry

‘system, their age, sex and race were ‘collected. Information on
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4

PData collection procedures

4

The initial phase of data collection fcr this research
was the identification of the special education program
participants who entered ninth grade in the 1978-79 and 1979-80
school years. Lists of these participants were not available from
secondary special-education personnel. Special education staff
prepares a list for each school year of all the participants .
receiving special education services. This record of participants
is periodically changed to reflect .the current .status of the
students. If a student drops or is acdced to the program, a new
list of participants is preparec: since all changes are recorded
as transactions in the student record system, a former student-who
reenters the prcgram 1s treated as a new student. Only the records
of special education department reflect the history of that
student. However, these Lists are not routinely maintained after
the current prcgram year. Therefore, 1t was necessary to find an
alternate source for a listing of program participants for the ;
ninth grade cohorts in question. Access to the personal records <.
and memories cf special ecucation staff was essential for the
completion c¢f this project. soeemiineneas - : e

.. The district's data processing department lists for all
students —-enrolled as cf the official state ccunting date, the
Fourth Friday cf each school year were the starting points = for
data gathering. District archives contained the Llists for the
1978=79 ana 1979-80 schcol years. _For. the  1$79=-80 _.school year, .

special .ecucatior students were—assigned to a grade level.
Consequently, it was possible to identify-"_those students who
entered special education grograms 1in the district's-high schools
in  the 1979-80 school year directly from the official\\Four£b§\
Friday list. 1In the prececing year, special ‘education students

were listec as "ungraded." Therefore, although the Llists shoued

which students were identified as special education students' they

did not incicate which students were entering the program that
year. For members of the 1978-79 cohort, it was necessary to.have
special educaticn department staff ' review <the official Llist. An: -
informant was atle to specify the students on the "ungraded" List-w‘%
who hac enterec the secondary program in that year. She had also
kept copies of her personal records - for the years 1in question and -

program after the official Fourth Friday count. By these means,-_
Lists of the subjects 1n the two ninth grade cohorts were created.“a

/ . e
7 -

Next, the current student record system uas 1nterrogated |
two ninth  grade cohorts. The student d{dentification- numbers

in the computerized file where the student information is stored.m_
For . those students whose records were still ‘resident on the

students whose records were not. available 1n the computerized file

e
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was collected curing one of the subsequent phases described below.

Wwe note that when this research began, the district had
- just  converted to a new student record system. Because the
conversion was recent, there had not been sufficient time for all
the ‘'relevant data to have been entered  into the new system.
Therefore, the dispositions of most subjects of this research were
not ‘available from the computer records This 1inforration was
collected from an informant in the special education department.
puring the course of the research the 1information on-the computer
files was updated substantially. Recent review cf these files

" revealed that mcst records containea complete informaticn. '

In order to determine the Level of performance of the
subjects,  the school performance record of each subject was
examined. In cooperation with secondary special education staff,
the permanent record of each subject was reviewed. The number and -
type of courses which each student had taken during his or her.
high school career were recorded, as well as the number of credits
he or she had accurulated. . This process also provided a check on
the informaticn collectec during the previous .phases -of data
gathering: For example, students who had teen coded as terminated
in the computer record were found to be still - in attendance’
students who were listed as in attendance.in the ccmputer file had
subsequently left the program.

-

The cisparities observed in the Llists available from the
- student recorc¢ files and from program staff dincicate the
difficulfies of using official records in investigations of this
type. The needs for official student reccrd information  differ
considerably from the needs of providers of service to the

which practitioners need to -plan approgriate educational-

interventions is much more detailed than ‘the information needed to C

produce accurate counts-of current enrollments. An evaluator must
pe alert to these differences because ~they have an impact.on the-
information which is available for the analysis. Specifically in
the case of this research, the procedures: described 'here were
adequate to .guarantee that. the educational outcomes of identified
special education students were correctly categcrized: there were.
at  least three separate examinations of the records of the
students identified as members of the 1978=79 and 197980 ninth
\\Eﬁgde cohorts. However, these procedures cannot ensure that all
potential subjects were identified. An investigaticn of the
of all secondary students in . attendance during the two
in

N

y that there were names missing from the working Lists.

Such an investigation was beyond the resources .of this project.

Frequent ;ssions with program practitioners oid reduce the

probability that\ large numbers. of potential subtjects were ignored

.but the kind of information required to conduct this investigation

is not routinely maintained by the school district or special
. . ° . s

’

Y

handicapped. For exampler the history of a-client's performance . ..

question would have been necessary to rule out the-"
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education department staff.

There is evidence that the utility of the formal records
for use in program evaluation may be 1ncrea31ng. ‘At the time of
this research, the computer files were rerely acjuncts to the hard
copy records maintained by the special education department.
Because the utility of these computer .files had not been
established, many staff members viewed these records as an
unnecessary redundancy. The effort needed to create and to
maintain sych a file is wasted to the extent that the information
it contains is neither accurate nor up-to~date. The more recent.
efforts expendec tc increase the utility of the computer records
have resulted ir major improvements in the quality and quantity of
data contained in these files.

Finally, the folcers which are maintaingn by the special
education cepartment on program participants were reviewed. These
folders contain copies of.all official transactions involving the
students in the sepcial education program. Records of initial.
assessments, family histories and the periodic reviews of student

progress are kegt in these folcers. These folders yielded time of

entry ‘into the special education program and.the family status of
the subjects of the research. Although these folders constitute'
the official special education department's records +on ‘'the~-
participating =~ students, not every folder contained gall the.
required information. The records of .active students were more

likely to be complete than the records of stucents who. had left

the program but all information was not available for all active

students.: These omissigns are notable .in the case of marital
status . of the parents of certified youngsters descrited below.
The vast number of paper recoras which must be majntained makes a

certain amount cf missing data inevitable: it is very difficult to
menitor the concition ¢f all these hard copy -records. Howevers,

‘ these .folders Go constitute the|official record of program

participants and are legally required- to contain a- complete:

-complement- - of data cn each student 1in the special educatiom
- program. For a considerable nuwber of subjects in this research’
-this was not the case.

The attempt tc collect the data for this research

fllustrates: the difficulties of evaluating special programs using

available dnformation and the need for revised record keeping:
procedures to support data based decision making' for - program
plannings Three different official sources of information, the
computerized student fecora systems, the school performance records
and ‘the special education department's . student folcers, were
consulted and information was obtained from ‘an informant in- the
special . education department. These procedures " were still:
inadequate to collect complete information . on every subject. Few
decision makers can afford the resources ~and time to. conduct: such
investigations.  There' dis a clear need to - streamline record

~keeping and oata retreival so that program planners . can. have.

! s
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better access to. timély data for the evaluation of their programse.

In summary, a combination of official records and
personal recollections was the source of data on secondary special
education students in the 1978-79 and 1979-80 ninth grade cohorts.
The data collection prccedures were sufficient to produce reliable
information on the history and s¢hool performance of the subjects
who had been icentifiec as members of the two ninth grade cohorts..
No adequate checks, hcwever, were available to ensure that the
merbership lists in these cohorts were complete. The possibility
of the exclusicn of subjects may contribute to anamolies in the
cgata discussed lLater in this report.
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Description of target population

The rationalé and procedures described in the precedihg
‘sections of this report served to identify the subjects for this

research. Because the difficulties presented by each handicapping
condition are different, 1t is necessary .to analyze the outcomes
of the special education interventions for subjects 1in each
category of hancicap separately. :

cur fccos in this research will be Limitedﬁto students

in three cateyories “of hancicap: eaucatle mentally impairec (EMI), -

emotionally impaired (EI), anc learning disabled (LD). These are
not the only categories of hanaicap served by Pontiac's special
education programe Special progrars -are provided for the

trainable mentally impaired, the severely mentally impaired and

the severely multiply irpaired but these programs are not.housed
in the regular high school buildings. Moreover, services are.
available for the hearing and visually impaired, and the physical
or otherwise health impaired. However, there are relatively few
students with these impairrments and they generally are more easily
integrated into: - the reogular. high school program. Educable
mentally dimpaired, emoticnally impaired and Llearning disabled
students are more likely to experience problems when they confront
the regular high school program and they constitute the majority
of students receiving service from the seccndary special education
programs in the regular high schools.

o A comprehensive evaluation by a multidisciplinary team
that jncludes a psychologist must certify that .an individual:
displays . four behavioral characteristics before he or she
qualifies for: special education services ‘as educable mentailly
impaired. First, the student's intellectual "ability must be at
_least twc stancard deviations below normal. Second, his or her

“Level : of acaderic achievement must be 1in- the. Llowest six. .

percentiles or a standardized achievement test. Third, the
student's lack of developrent must be primarily cognitive.
Finally, he or she must have demonstrated an inatility to behave
appropriately ir the school‘setting. : | . S

‘Emotional impairment must be certified by a psychologist
ano a social worker, as well as educational specialists: This
handicap involves characteristics which adversely affect - the
student's learning, such as an inability to build or to maintain
satisfactory interperscnal relationships with teachers or peers

ana inappropriate feelings or behavior under normal‘circumstances. S

In general, the inability of an emotionally 1impaired student to

learn cannot be explginod by intellectual, . sensory” or hepl;h .

factors. 5

\

- A psychologist and a student's regular teacher msy

¢
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diagnose the preéénce of a Learning d1sabil1tya Such a disgnosis

indicates that .the child has a cisorder 1in one "cr more of the,

basic psychological prccesses involved in the understanding or use.

of language, either written or spoken.. This cisorder does not

include problems which result from physical or emotional handicaps-

or from economic or cultural differénces. The learning disapility
is manifested by a large discrepancy between the student's

estimated ability to learn and his or her present Llevel of

academic achievement.

These three handicapping conditicns are the most
frequently enccuntered in seconcary special education programs in
Pontiac. Therefore, 1information will be presentec separately for
educable * mentally impaired, emotionally impairec and Llearning

.disabled subjectse.

Table 2.1 displays the cistributions «cf héndicapping

conditions of the 218 special ecucation~»students in the two ninth:

grade cohorts selected. We-°note that 25 'per cent mote subjects

were identified in the 1579~80 cohert than 1in the 1978=79 school .

year (122 versus 96). There are several possible explarations for
this difference. For example, more students may have qualified.

for services in the later year :than in the earlier year. However.,
enrollments in ‘the district declined *Letween these two years and
the trenc in special education cepartment policy was toward

decertification of more clients. Both these factors should have ..

.decreasea the number of {dentified special education students in
the later.ninth grade cohort. Therefore,- we cannot rule out the

possibility that a number of ninth graders who ° were * receiving
special educaticn services in 1978~79 were excluded.

w
7

51 per cent) have i{dentified Llearning
fourth of the subjects were diagnosed
eaucable mentally impaired (23 per ent) or emotionally impaired

slightly more than half

. ; _ | |
Among the toti;igroup of sutjects fecr this researchs,

(22 pef cent).. Only a very few subjects (3 “per cent) had a

primary diagnosis of physically or otherwise health impairec.

No sfgnificaht aifferences- in the qistribution of
handicappinyg conditions appear between ‘the two cohorts. However, =
there were slightly more stucdents identified as ecucable mentally-

impaired in the 1978 79 cohort than - in the 1975-80 cohort (27 per

cent versus 20 - ‘per cent) and slightly fewer students were -

identified as enotionally impaired (17 pet «cent  versus 25 per
cent). There is no evidence of a systematic change in procedures

for differential diagnosis which would. account for -.a shift. in'-the .

1

relative proportion of educable mentally . impaired and emoti@Kally L

impaired - in the two cohorts. That 1is, there is no reason for us

to believe that students who wduld have been certified as educable'“-

mentalily impaired in one cohort would; have beéen certified as

emotionally. impaired in the other. .There 1is, .in addition, no o

e
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. evidence that emotionalL( impaired stuaents 'in the 1978-79 cohort

were at greater risk of program termination ‘than those 1in . the
1979-80 cohort. If the emotionmally dimpaired were more likely not
to remain in the school in the 1978-79 cohort and 1{f these
terminations were likely tc occur early -in their careers, these
students may be the ones -who are missing from the-1978-79 cohort.

" If a-particular building policy resulted 1in the suspension and.
. subsequent ‘termination of emotionally {impadirec. students . during
_1978-79 and these students were forgotten by program staff because

of .the elapsed time since their departures, {1t would provide a
possible explanation. for the greater number of -emotionally-
impairec in the 1979-8C cohort. A similar situation- in reverse
woulc have to te pcstulatec for the -greater incidence cf educable
mental jmgairment in the 1978-79 cohort. However, have no
evidence. . ¢f such processes having occurrec. In any case/_ the
differences between the distributions in the two cohorts are not’'

. substantial.

~~.The analyses r¢-orted in Later sections will deal only. -
with educatle mentally i+ airea, emotionally impaired and learning
disabled. students; th are toc few physically and otherwise
health impairec student. support an 1ndependent analysis. In:
adcitions- _‘cchort wil. &t used as a control’ varé:ble “fn. all -
analyses ' to ., counteract the potential bias ., introduced by the:
possible exclusion of subjects in the 1978-79 cchort.- , - \-
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TABLE 2.1
,( Handicapping conditions of identified subjects by cohort
, . (In percentages)
‘ 1978=79 1979-80 Total
) EMI 27% 20% 23%
EX 17 25 22
LD v 59 52 . 51.
POHI 5 2 .3 -
. ' : Missing - 1.7 1
Total Per Cent 100% 100% 100%
(Number) {?6) (122) (218)
( .
< R £
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_ Background characteristics of -the subjects .

N Special education progranms serve students with
: jdentified hanoicaps. With very few exceptions, the incidence of
- these hanaicapping conditions {is unrelated to the background

characteristics of the clients. Therefore, we do not expect to
find systematic differences between regular ana special education
student populations. If-.such differences are found, they may
indicate that students are being certified 1into special education
programs for reasons other than their hancicap. In this section/,

we will descrite the backgrouna character1st1gsﬂ_,ofwv—the”se"6’6”ﬁ"€é—?;~~~
special educaticn students in the 1978-79 and 1979-80 ninth grade
cohorts.

Race. Table 2.2.A displays the racial backgrounds of
sutjects in each ninth grace cohort. Elacks are more likely to be
- ' jdentified as ecucable mentally impaired and as learning disatled
than whites in toth groups. Blacks are about as likely as whites
to e icentifiea as emotionally impaired 1in the <two groups
studiec. The pattern of ethnic distribution within handicapoing
conditicns appears to pe consistent across the ninth graage
cohorts. T

‘ We note that the ratic of blacks to~ whites in special '-.
- education programs is higher than the ratio of blacks to whites in
the total student populaticn in Pontiac. Schools. Ameng  all
- Pontiac students, the olack -to white ratic is about 1:1, whereas
>~ among the learning disablea the ratio 1s about 3:2 ard twice as
- many blacks are certified as eaucable mentally impaired as whites.
These seems to te an overrepresentation of btlack children in both
ninth grade cohcrts. MHowever, we further note that relatively few
" Hispanics, native Americans and Asians (coded as "Other" in Table
2e4aA) were 1centified as special education stucents~ .and this
proportion corresponds to the proportion of students' in .these

~ethnic groups in the school districte.

, The data available to this research are not sufficient
to demcnstrate a clear pattern of racial tjas 1n the celivery of
special educaticn services in Pontiac. An overrepresentation of
blacks should be found in an examination c¢f more than just two
cohorts. PMoreover, 1icentifying a pattern does not explain the
reasons for the appearance -of bias. But, the racial distributions
presentea are consistent with racial biase .. ¢

4

Sex. Males are much more likely to be certified as
emotionally impaired or learning disabled than females 1n both
.ninth grade cohcrts (see Table 2.2.8). . Educable mentatly impaired
students are atout equaily likely to be males or females. Agaih
there seems to té a consistent pattern in the sex distributions of
subjects . in the two _ninth grade cohorts.. This pattern is salso

3
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consistent with an explanation of biased selection. Are males
more likely to te certified into special education because they
are more disruptive in the regular classroom? Does the
overrepresentation of males indicate that the Llocal special
education program has been coopted *1nto, serving as an adjunct to
the oistrict's discipline‘policies? Although we do not have
sufficient data to address the question of bias cirectly in this
research » it 1s a continuing concern for special educators.-

-

‘Age. No differences in mean chronological aé% appears
amohg subjects with different handicapping concitions within the
two ninth grade cohorts. (See Table 2.2.C.) The subjects in the
1978-79 cohort are on the average_about a year clder than the

. susjects in the 1979-80 cohort. Within each cohgrt, there are
‘only negligible. differences in the mean chronolZgical ages of
suktjects in each category cf handicap. The relat#vely small
variances among the subjects within each huadicap group indicate
that subjects are homogeneous with respect to age. :

Family Stability. Finally., where available, we
collected -infcrmation on the marital status c¢f a subject's
parents. These data provide a rough wmeasure of family stability.
It is particularly necessary to attempt to measure family
stability because of the importance attached to the situation in a
client's home by local educators. School people believe that they

( have more prodolems with children from oisrupted families because
the. parents in these families provide Lless support for their
chilo's educatizcnal career. There 1is a tacit acceptance of lcwer
expectations for students from unstable homes. A first step in
the investigation of the basis for this belief 1{s the
determination of the relationship between family stability and

o student outcome. The cemonstration of ‘this relationship is not
sufficient to justify the received wisdom of practitioners: the
relationship = ray be a result of a self=fulfilling prophesy.
However, a relationship between outcore ano home environmert is
reason to continue the investigation “cf the importance of family
stability for the effectiveness of special education progranms.

o Table 2.2.D presents the distriputdiors of the marital
status of the parents cf the subjects 1in each of the ninth grade
cohorts. In all categories of handicap in both-cohorts, with the
exception of the parents of the emotionally 1{impaired subjects in

 1979-8G, parents are more likely to be separated or divorced than
married. The emotionally impaired 4n 1979-80 and the-educable
mentally impaired in 1578-79 are much more Llikely to have come
from homes where at least one parent {s deceased or the mother is
single and never married. -This accounts for the Larger
percentages of "other" statuses-for these two Subgroups. We note
that . this pattern of family stability 1s <consistent with the
distribution among the general populatfon. of students -in "the
school district. . . ;
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The marital status data address the relationship between
( a disrupted home Life and performance 1in the special education
program. However, - there are limitations with these data. One
problem is that the marital status 4information was not available
for all subjects: the marital status of parents was unable to be
determined for over one quarter of - the subjects. Family history
data were more likely to be missing for subjects who had been in
the program edither a very long or a very short time. Procedures to -
obtain complete records may not have been as actively enforced in
the eariier geriods of the special education program or the
information. was collected and subsequently Lost. Current
procedures seem more effective tut still require a2 minimum amount
of time to implement. Due to the relatively large number of cases
for which these dats are missing, separate analyses will be
ccnducted for the family stability variable so that the number of
‘cases available for analysis willl not be unduly compromised.

Another liritation 1s that the marital . status data
reflect the family situation at the time when the «student was
initially certified as eligitle to receive special education

" services. They do not reflect changes which have occurred since
that time. Consequently; these data do not reflect any subsequent
. disruptions in the family which may affect the youngster's
performance in the programe. '

( A final limitation of the wuse of . marital status as an
index of family stability derives from the wide diversity of
interpersonal relaticnships possible 1in families. Divorce .or
separation represent only one extfeme—so{ﬁt%Oﬂ—tor+1m++y—probLen‘*ﬁ==r
Other solutions may have equal or greater consegquences upon

P children. - Because parents remain marriedr, 1t <cannot be
unambiguously 1inferrea thatqfhe home situation c¢f a child 1is
jogeal. : ‘ .

£

Inforration of four background characteristics was
_reported in this section. These data represent only a sample of a
" wide array of variables may increase our understanding of the
. performance” cf special education students. Why were these
variables ana nct others included? First, ethnicity and gencer are
imgortant in all considerations of equalijty of educaticnal
opportunity; wmarital status is one 1indicator, wusually recorced,
which is a surrcgate for the fnfluence of the subject's family. ‘
These var1abLes"tan—be—ﬂsec~to—ﬂetftt~—t+as-1n—~tht——dtt+very——uf—*—
special education services. Second, there is nc reason to believe
that there is significant variation among the subjects within each
handicapping condition in Level of 1intellectual capacity. The
certification process guarantees a degree of homogeneity among the
clients within each category of handicap on those variables which
are-used to determine the presence of 8 handicag. Finally, these
( variables are ones which-are often usec by practitioners to
- .explain outcomes in special education. Therefore, these background :
SR character1stics~ha~e~maaiiest_ctedihjLiLytho program planngLs_and____
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practitioners.
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TABLE 2.2
Selected demographic characteristics of secondary

upccial education students by handicapping condition
, and cohort

1973-79 1979-80

EMI EI LD EMI EI LD
A- Race . ' \
White 36% 53% 38X 29%  43% 36%
Black 64 47 58 71 57 57
Other == == 4 - == 7

Total 100X 100% 100% 100X 100X-100X
(Number) (25) (15) (48) (24) (30) (61)

L

B. Sex

. Male 52X 80X 75X 46% 65% 70X
Female 48 20 25~ 54 36 30

Total 100X 100% 100X 10CX 101X 100X
(Number) (25) (15) (48) (24) (31) (63)

C. Chronologcal Age

Hean 19.0 18.9 19.0  18.2 17.8 17.9
s.D. .7 .8 .7 .6 .7 .6
(Number) (25) (14) (A7) . (24) (1) (64)

Da Family Stability

Married 27% 33% 33% 36% 35% 39%
# dDivorced 40 58 52 57 r 51
Other 33 3 15 7 38 10

4

Total 100% 99% 100X 100% 100% 1CO0X
"~ (Number) (15) (12) (27) (14) (26) (49)
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Measuring effectiveness of special education

" Special education programs are designec to reduce or
remove the limitations which handicapping conditions impose upon
individual Llearning. If these programs are effectiver special
education students will receive the same benefits from their
ecucation as regular eoucation students. In later lifer the life
chances of a handicapped student will not be adversely affected by
his or her handicap. The ultimate measure of the effectiveness of
any educational prcgram, 1including thcse for the handicappeds is
the ability of the students to function 1independently after
graduation. T

Evaluations of educational programs attempt to determine
the extent to which school programs achieve their 1{intended

results. Measures of achievement in educational progr s either—
regular or special, cannot rely on such ultimani%%;ests as
performance in adult roles. There 1is too Llon3 a deb between

the application of the educaticnal treatment- anc the - eventual
outcome to permit any ascription of cause. The atility to lead a
productive adult Life involves many mcre factors than educational
trainings Even if the collecticn of outcome data could wait until
the subject hac achieved aault status, a direct connection between
the achievement of that status and the educational program could
, not be established. However, prograr planners require timely
( dnformation which indicates whether the training which they are -
providing is meeting the needs of their clients. Therefore,
educational program evaluations are baseo upon shorter term

—eee_Mmeasures.of prograr outcomes.. _For this research, the shorter term

measure of the effectiveness of special education programs is the
.rate of complet1on of prescribec high school ccurses ‘demonstrated
by the program's clients. :

It 1s important to clarify the Llimits of our argurent -
that the completion rate of special education students is a valid
indicator of the‘effectiveness of education prcgrams. We assume
that handicappeac youngsters are more likely to remain in effective

secondary special education programs anc., conversely, that rate.of

termination of stucents before completicn.__is-—an indicator of the
level cf ineffectiveness of a—secondary special eoucation program.
Wwe do.not mafntain that a student who remains in an ineffective
prcgram (i.e., one characterized by a high rate of termination)
.may - not experience personal success. Nor c¢o we clair that
students who terminate their involvement in an . effective program
(i.e.,. one characterized by a low .rate of termination) cannot
‘thrive 1in a nonschool environment. These judgments can only be
mace by considering the-circumstances 1{in each i{ndividual case.
. Moreover, we unders$tand that success in adult roles involves more
than educational background ‘and that a full determination of the
effectiveness of a special education program wmust 1include more
than a count of the number of its clients who remain 1in school..

But, we argue that the retention of -its clients 4s a. minimum
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requirement for the effectiveness of a special education programs
If clients who ao not complete the nrogram have the same chances
to function as {naependent adults as those who remain 1in the
program, the training provided 1s urnecessary. We assume that
those clients who complete special education programs have greater
chances of success in their adult roles than those who Lleave the

_ program befofe completion.

Current dispositions were atle to be determined for 97
per cent (n=218) of the identified subjects of the research.
These dispositjons were grouped into six categories. The rmost
desireatle outcomes included completion of the forral requirements
of Pontiac's spezfal education program. (graduation), continued
attendance in Pontiac's programs, and transfer t¢ an equivalent
educational program in another district or 1in another state.
These three outcomes are most clearly con¥istent with . our
assumption atout tie value of completing schooling.. <

Two other possible dispositions Lless “clearly represent
success in the -terms of this research. First, special eaucation
students may rnot ©tce able to manage 1in the relatively Lless

restrictive envi‘onment .of-a regular. high- -schocl. It may be- . ..

necessary fo: these students toc transfer to a more restrictive
educational or training facility. In one senses this kind of
outcome agoes not represent an instance of failure for the special
education program brcause the client continues to receive needed
services: these services are prcvided in a different setting or by
a aifferent agency. 3uts to the extent that the program itself was
unable _ tc provide the structure which the client  needed, the

program can be judged at least partially inadequate. Seconcs, this
group includes cispositions which represent the client's premature
choice of a full &dult status (employment, marriager, teginning a
farily). To the extent that a special .educaticn program prepares
clients for suzcess in these adult rolés before formal completion

.of the required training, the program’ ' is wunnecessary and

inefficients To the extent that failure to complete the required
training limits the client's subsequent options in the adult role~,

~~the procgram has not met its client's needs by not maintaining the

client in the gprogranm.

The final ©group of dispositions dncludes all those
subjects who sinply terminate their participation 1n the program
before completicn with no alternate plan. These <cases represent
the clearest examples c¢cf program failure .tecause the clients are’
forced to rely cn their own resources to function 1ndependently as |
adults. : :

[

"~ These six dispositions represent a range of possible
outcomes for special education students. For our purposes, we
juoge that effective programs will produce higher proportions of

outcomes uhich refleé¢t more training feor clients. 'In the next
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section, we wWill examine the level 'of effectiveness ofu the
secondary special education programs in Pontiac Schools.
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Pisposition of subjects

Table R.2 presents the distributions of these 8ix
dispositions for each ninth grade cohort. We note that higher
proportions of clients graauated in the 1978=79 cohort than in the
later year. This aifference 13, of course, an artifact of the
grade levelg of the students in the two <cohorts: 1in 1981-82,
students in the carlier cohort were seniors in high school while
those in the earlier cohort wene completing their third year.
Corparison between subjects in these twec cohorts will be easier it
we consider continued attenuvance’ and graduation as indicators of a
single variable: graduation 1s a logical extensien, of continued
attendance since a stucent must remain in attendance in orger to
graduate.

Ccnsicering the combined proaram retention nmeasures
learning cdisatlec students have 'the highest percentages of
cecntinuec attencers in toth cohcrts (5C per cent in 1978=75 and 61,
per cent in 1979-80); two of every five emctionally impaired
students ccntinue in Pontfac's specfal education program (40 per
cent 1in 1978-75 anc 43 per cent in 1979-80); educable mentally
impaired students are least likely to remain 1in the secondary.
special education program (38 per cent in 1978-79 and 29 per cent
in 1979-8C0). These data incicate that the secondary special
eaucation programs offered in regular Pcntiac high schools seer to
be more effective for students with Llearnirg disabilities than for
those with <ctnar-catejories c¢f hanaicap. Because the special
egucation_ _pregrars unzser-dnvestigaticn..are operated in _the

.between the cohorts. First, th
- emrotionally impaired categcry in 197

relatively unrestrictive envircnment c¢f 3 regulat high school
buildings, it is perhaps preédictable that these programs would be
most effective for the least seriously impaired.

A clearer indication of the ' greater level of
effectiveness c¢f the program for learning disabled students can be -

-Seen by  inspecting the percentaze ¢cf students with each

handicapping condition who. - terminate the program before
corpletion. In both sohorts, learning disablec students have the
smallest percentages \of program termination (33 per <cent 1in
1978~-79 and 21 per cent \in 1979-80). However, ‘these 1s not a
consistent - pattern between educable mentally 1impaired and
emotionally impaired in thextwo cohcrtss A higher percentage of
educable mentally impaired students (54 per cent) than emotionally
impairea students (40 per cen}\ leave the prograr in the 1979-80
cohort; in 1978-79, educable impairec students (53 per cent) are
more Likely to te leavers than the emotionally mentally impaired
(38 per cent). Twc factors may account for this difference
nurber of subjects in the
=79 1s only half the number
in that category in 1979-80. We speculated above about the’
possibility of a systeratic exclusion
cohort. If there was an exclusion of tudents 'in the earlier

cochort, it would be unlikely that onl emotionally {mpaired

QA0 -
v

f subjects in the earlier Ik
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. }
clients were affected. Yet we cannot rule out that possibility.
For whatever reasons, because of the smaller number in 1978=79,,
the addition ¢f a relatively few emotionally d{mpaired students
could significantly alter the pattern displayod here.

bl

Seconds, substantially more educable mentally impaired
students transferred to other educational programs in 1978=79 than
dio 1n 1979~80 (21 per cent versus 8 per cent).. We cannot be
certain of the eventual outcomes of these transfers: we do not
know how many subjects completed programs dinto which they
transferrec. The termination of 3 relatively few transfers would
produce a aistribution more similar to - the one shown by the-
clients in 1979-80. Moreoverr, we do not know what proportion of
the Leavers in 1979-80 may reenter other programs 1in the coring
year. A decision to return to school by a few of those who have
terminated in the 1979-80 cohort would improve-the success rate of
the emotionally mentally impaired for this group. Nevertheless, at
the end of the 1981-82 school year, considerably more educable
mentally impairead students had opted tc terminate their
educational careers in the 1979-80 ninth grade cohort than in the
preceding year. '

Further Llight can be shed upon this process by an -
examination of when in the student's career are terminations are
likely to occur. The proportion of students in each handicapping

{ category in each ninth grade cohort who terminatea in each
semester of their high schcol careers 'was .computed. Termination

~-eow - .. rates——{n--—_each-— -semseter- between .ndividualsA~u1th~«thef:sameﬂsh_r

: handicapping condition in the different ninth grade cohorts can be.
directly compared for the first five semesters.s The cumulative-
density functions for students with each handicapping condition in
both cchorts are compared in Figure 2.1. These displays indicate
that the pattern of terminations among educable mentally impaired
and’ Llearning disabled students in 1973=79 and 1579-80 are
essentfally the same. The.termination rates of the emotionally
"i{mpaired students show a different pattern 1in each cohort: 1in
1978=-79 much Léwer rates of termination. characterize the early
semesters than in the 1979-80 ninth grade cohcrt. With only two
years of data it is impossiole to cetermine {if the patterns
displayed " . in this chart reflect stable program trends or
idiosyncratic disturoances. Plotting <dcata “ frcm additional years
would reveal the stability cf these patterns. Because these
adcitional data were not available, we can only note the disparity
petween the termination rates of the emotionally 1impaired ‘and
other clients ¢f the progranm. - : : .

Two general conclusions seem to follcw from the data on
the dispositicns of 1individuals with different handicapping
conditions. Fiist,r Llearning aisatled students consistently fare

( better than their more seriously impaired classmates. Since the
. ~special education programs under consideration here are operated
in regular schgol district high sghpols/ this result i3 not
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surprising. The constraints imposed by his or her handicap on a
learning disabled chilo may be more easily addressed in a regular
education setting than thoee imposed on students whose handicap
includes an emotional component. For example, a learning disabled
student may be able to function adequately within a regular
eaqucation classroom with only a minimum of external support. This
support often takes the form of remedial f{nstruction. Students
with a more serious impairment may finc the constraints of regular
educational settings beyond their controls To meet the needs of
these students a special education ‘program may be required to
provide remedial instruction in a more structured settings The
very structure cf a regular high school ' building may Limit the
effectiveness of any alternate settings in that atmosphere. Under
these conditiona, reasonatle expectations for success ray need to
be lowerea . for the more severely cisabled stucents. The
importance of the hanaicapping condition on final dispositian,
however, cictates that any analysis of factors which influence
outcomes must take hancicapping conditicns into accounte.

¢

Seconc, these data show systematic differences between
the two cohortse Althoujh we are unatle . to account for these
differences in terms of the information which 1s available to this
research, we cannot ignore them. Therefore, 1in* all subsequent
analyses, cohort will te entered as a control variable. =~

s,

T
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TABLE 2.3

Dispositions of*;ocondary special oduéation students
hy;hnncicapping condition and cohort

g 1978=79 197980 -
. EMI LEI Lo PoWl EMI &I LD POMI..

" Attend  21% '20% 15% ==k 29% 43% 59% 50X
Graduate 17 20 35 60 R Bt |
Other ed't 21 == 10 €O 8 17 11 .50
Other e 7 == 20 4 == B -
Adult ¢ == m= 6 = 4 == me s
Terminate 38 53 33 20. 54 40 21 ==
Total 101% 100% 99% 100% ~ 99% 100% 101% 100%

(Number) (24) (15) (48) (5) (24) (30} (63) ()

(
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. .
’ : CHAPTER III

The Impact of Secondary Special Education
P ,

Introduction

“

Handicapped students have equal rights to appropriate
educational programs regardless of their handicap. Secondary
special education grograms provide services to high school
students so that they can complete their secondary training. The
procedures outlined in-  Chapter II of this vreport produced
{nformation on the various ‘aspects of the performance of
handicapped. students 1{n Pontiac's secondary special education
program. In this chapter we will examine three aspects ‘of the
operation of programs fcr handicapped high schocl students in more
detail. First, we 'shall explore the effectiveness of the level of
intervention by program staff in a student's academic program.
Second, we shall investigate the extent _to which a student’s
entire history in the special educatjon prograr influences his or
her current level of functioning. Finally, we shall examine the
effects of the school district’s discipline policies on the
academic programs of hancicapped children. '
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Prograa interventions 1n‘secondaf¥_special education

The major component of special education éervices is the
design of educational programs which are appropriate for the

particular needs of handicapped students. These 1individualized

educational prcgrams vary in the degree ¢f integration of the
special education student into the nonhanaicapped student
population. The degree of integration is controlled by the number
of regular education.classes which the handicapped student s
allowed to take. Our focus here is on ‘programs offered in the
regular high school buildings so we will not consider programs for

- students who are, unable to function at all 9n the regular high
- school. :

There are basically two kinds of courses available to
special educaticn students in programs in the regular high school:
they may be scheduled into self 'contained special education
courses Qrs with varying degrees of sugpport fror special education
staff, they may take regular high school courses. In the special
education courses, class sizes are smaller and the specialized
training of the teacher enables him or . her tc be better able to
help the handicapped youngster with prcblems of learning. 1In the

- regular education coursess the special education student 'is

integrated into-a classroom of nonhandicapped students where he or
she is expected to perform like his or her classmates.

_ The enrollment of special ecucation stucents in regular
education courses has, been referred to as "mainstreaming."
Allowing the hanaicappec youngsters tc '‘mix on an egual footing
with nonhandicapged youngsters is thoujht to .Ltetter prepare
special education students -to function 1independently after

‘graduation. Their experience dealing on a daily basis with adults’

anc children whc are not handicapped 1s good practice for Llife as
a normal adult. The legislation requiring the placerment of
special educaticn students in "the least restrictive environment"
follows this rationale.

The irstructional program in the re,ular high schools in
Pontiac has pbeen cut back to a five hour day as a result of the
financial difficulties in the district over the. past several
years. Recurrent fiscal shortfalls have severely Llimited the
possibility of reinstating sixth hour, ~classes and extracurricular

activities. Therefore, a student may enroll in five courses. 1n'7.f
each-of his or her semesters in high schoot. A special education ..
student in these regular high schodls may,6 be scheduled 1into as -

many as five special education courses 'in any given semester. An

index of the level of support a student - is receiving in ‘the .

special education program is the number of special education

courses he or she takes each semester. A student who 1{s better"

able to function in a regular classroom setting will be assigned
to fewer special ecucation coursese. o

v

.43
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Although scheduling decisions reflect the d{ndividual
characteristics of particular students, the pattern of course
selection can be seen in the number of special education courses
which - students 1{in different handicapping categories take. 1In
order to examine the level of intervention by the specfal
education department in a student's acacemic prcgrams, the average
number of special education courses taken by special education
students during each semester of their high school <careers was
computed for each handicapping category 1in both ninth grade
cohorts. The total number of special education courses taken by a
handicappea stucent was divided by the number of semesters he or
she was in the secondary special educat1on programe Table 3.1.A

- presents these data.

I
)

) Educable mentally impaired students-in both rinth grade
cohorts are mcst likely to take special education ccurses (an
average ' of 3.3 courses per semester i{in 1978-79. anc 4.0 per
semester 1in 1979-80). Qn the average,. atout half the courses

" taken by the emotionally impaired and the Llearning disabled

students are offered by the special ecducation program (2.6 and
2.9+, respectively, 4n 1978=79 and 2.4 and 2.5, respectively, in

1979-80). For the members of the two ninth grace cohorts studied,
there i1s a consistent pattern: educable mentally irpaired students

are likely to require more intervention by the special education

program than their emotionally 1mpa1red and Llearning disabled"

classmates.

The results of an analysis of variance réported in Table

3.1.8"show that there is a reliable difference tetween the average

nurber of special education courses taken by students with

different handicapping concitions. The educable mentally impaired

compared to other handicapped students 1in that cohkort than the
educable .mentally impaired in 1978-79 (the 1{interaction term 1is
statistically significant). But the tendency of the educable

mentally impaired to take fewer regular education courses 1s clear
(the main effect forxhandicapping condition {s statistically

significant).

The pattern reQealed bty these data seems to  d{ndicate

‘youngsters in 1979=-80 seem to require higher Llevels c¢f support

that the special ecucation program 1{interventions are tajlored to :

the needs of its clients. Special education stucents seem to be
placed in less restrictive environments wherever possiktle: There

is no evidence of a systematic atterpt to segregate special

educatiomn students because we find differences between the level
cf intervention in the educational programs of students “in the
different handicapping conditions. Students with 'more serifous
handicaps . receive more special education prograr support than

those with less serious handicaps.- The finding here is consistent

with an explanation of special.education <course enrollment which
depends upon the capacities of the handicapped youngsters to
function in less restrictive environments.
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// . v

_ In the school arena, regular education classes are more

like the situation which a handicapped student will confront in

) normal adult life than are special education <classes. Does the

' special education program in Pontiac prepare 1its clients to lead

normal lives after graduation by increasing their opportunities to

fnteract with the nonhandicapped? Is the focus .of training to

reduce the needs of the clients for restricted environments? We

can address this issue by examining the average number of special
education courses taken in each semester of high school.

Figure 3.1 displays the mean numter of special education
courses taken by students with each hanaicapping condition in each
of their high school semesters. (See also .Table 3.2.) There seems
to be a general tendency for special education students to take
fewer special education courses in the - later semesters of their
high school careers. For emotionally 1impairec and Llearning
disabled students in both ninth grade cohorts, the later semesters
in high school show a agcline in the number of special education .

- --courses from the peak reached in sophomore year (semesters 3 and
4). The ecucable mentally impairec in the earlier cohort follow a
similar pattern of decrease in the nurter of special education
courses taken cut students with this handicapeing condition in the
1979-8C cchort continue taking a high number of the more
restrictive classes through their junior year in high school. “On.
the averager however, the special education.program does seem to:
, .enable its clients to enter progressively less restrictive
( - *Learning environments.  How much less restrictive - those
environments become seerms to depend somewhat on the handicapping
ccndition: eoucable mentally impaired clients on the average are
assigned to more special ecucation classes’ than their classmates
in each semester. But even for the educable\mentally iwrpaired, at -
least . in- the 1978~ 79 cohcrts they - are more Llikely to find
themselves in less restrictive classrooms 1n\ their later years
than in their beginning semesters in high school.

Before we can accept the 1interpretation that the
prcgress of a student in  special education 1{s toward less
restrictive classroom environments, we  must explore another
‘possibility. It could te argued that. thcse students who cannot
functich iﬁ‘z‘??gutér—vtutatfvn—ctassrccm——and——ahe-—%equice—_seli____
containea special education classes 1in orcer to continue their
training are the ones who have the most'difficulty in any program .
in the regular high school setting. These students are sorted out
in the early semesters of high school and, those who are unabte® 'to |
function leave the programe. According to this view, the reason . .
"for the decrease in the number of special ~education courses 1in ,
Later semesters is that those who require major interventions by '~
special education staff have Left the program by their junior
year. The fact that those who remain are enrclled in fewer
special educaticn courses is not indicative .of the effectiveness

{ : of the program in cecreasing 1ts clients' needs for .restrictive
learning environments but of the .operation of a selection process
which removes cifficult subjects.




PAGE 43

Apparent support for this negative view can be found .in
the - steady decline in the number of survivors 1{in the program
through successive semesters 1in high schocl. We have seen .
elsewhere that substantial proportions of the subjects -do not
complete their training. The attrition of clients can also be
seen in the declining numbers which constitute the bases for the
percentages 1in Table 3.2. There are also similarities 1in the
patterns of suspensions and the numters of special education
courses: both seem to aecline in later semesters. What {s the
proper interpretation of -this evidence? Do clients who remain in
Pontiac's special education program become progressively more able
to function independently? or does the Pontiac program
systematically exclude thcse who cannot function 4in a regular
ouilding setting?

In our attempt to decide this issue, we first note that
there 1s only a small relationship betweén the number of special
education courses and completion of education program among
students in each category of handicap: the 2ero order correlation
coefficients for eaucatle mentally 1impaired (r=.18 in 1978-79 and
r=.17 4n 1979-80) and learning disabled (r=.03 1in 1578-79 and
r=-,064 in 1579-8C) are essentially =zercs there 1s a slight
negative .relationship tetween program completion anc. level of
- program intervention among the emotionally 1impaired but the
correlations are not significantly aifferent from zerc in either

cohort (in 1978-79, r==.45, t==-1.76 on df=10; in 1979-80, r=-.12, .

t==.59 on df=26). (Note that program completion 4{s a dummy
variable wRich has a value of "1" for students who continue in any"
regular high school prcgram and a "C" ' for those who leave such
prograns fcr any reason.) If the special education program were
systematically excluding difficult stucents (those who required
consistently mcre intervention ty the special education staff), we.
would expect to find stronger negative relationships between rate
of success in the program and number of special education courses
taken. Our failure to find these negative relationships does not

" prove that the.special education program. moves 'its clients toward
progressively less restrictive environments but it does not lend.
support to a process of systematic exclusion of difficult
students.. . '

A more direct measure  of " the effectiveness of.
interventions by the special education program s . the eventual
result of the interventions for the handicapped student. The goal
- of special educators should be to enable each of their clients to
complete their educational programsy, regarcless of their
educational - grogram or their individual handicap. The special
education program should be flexible enough to respond wWith
interventions appropriate for the particular needs of each

incividual client; the appropriateness of the interventions should {:'

be reflected in higher rates of success -in  the educational
‘programs. -
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Evidence that fhe program is functioning in this manner

is difficult tec collect. Judgments 'of appropriateness . are made

periodically on an {incividual basis and 1{individual educational
programs are changed on the basis .of these judgments. We cannot

~ adequately surmarize all the possible patterns of program

intervention. Eut we can reassure ourselves by failing to find a
systematic difference in outcomes within by different subgroups in
the client population. If no systematic differences are found, wWe
have no reason to suspect that the quality of service differs for
students with cifferent handicapping ccnditions. '

' An analysis of covariance of the effects of handicapping
condition and cchort with the number of special education courses
taken each semester as covarfate fails to reveal a significant
effect for level of program interventicn on program completion.
(See Tadble 3.3.) Those who receive more cirect service from the
special edgucaticn program are not more likely to te successful in
their educational programs. The level of program 1intervention
dces not significantly increase the chances of success of clients
in the program. .

Another measure of success: in an 1{individualized
educational prcgram is the number of high school credits a student
accumulates. Table 3.4 shows that there {s no systematic
relationship between the number of special education courses and
the number of credits accumulated. Differences between students
with different hancicapping concditions ang between students in the
two ninth grade: cochorts are not affected by the level of
interventicn by the special education program. -

A direct test of the effectiveness .of special education.
program interventions for disruptive - students can be found in the
relationship between the number of specfal education courses and

“the number of times a student was disciplined for a violation of

school rules. VFore serfous violations result in fcrmal suspension
from school: the number of suspensions 1s an. indicator of the
level of disruption a student causes. (Suspensions will. be
discussea more fully in a later section of this chapter.) The

.viclations of school rules.

number—of—specialecuca

program intervention with 1nd1q1oual clients: more . special

education. . courses implies greater intervention in -a student's

academic program.  Are interventions 1{increased 1in response to‘a'ugl

student®’s aifficulty in the regular education prcgram, that is,
does the program respond to sdspensiops by 1increasing-the number
of yspecial education courses? \Or; ~are students who need higher
levels of program intervention'more \likely to be. suspended? We

shall return to these questions after a afiscussion .of thé."‘

relatfonship between the tevel of program intervention and

\
i
)

For most secondary‘speéjal education  students d{n both
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cohorts, there is only a slight relationship between number of
¢ . special education courses . and number of suspensions. The
correlations between suspensions and level of program intervention
is essentially zero for the emotionally ' impaired. (r=.32 1n
1978=797 r=.15 in 1979-80) and for the learning disabled (r=.18 in
1978=79; r=.11 in 1979-80). Among -educable mentally 1impaired
students, however, the relationship is quite strong in 1978-79
(r=.52, t=2.79 on df=21). For the more seriously handicapped in
this cohort, there seems to be an association between the
incidence of disruptive bahavior and the Llevel of program
intervention. ' ‘ ~ '

An analysis of covariance which tests the effect of
program interventions among clients with “different handicapging
conditions in the two ninth grade cohorts 1s presented 1in Table
3¢54As Cnly the ccvariate, the mean number of sgpecial education
courses, explains a significant pcrtion cf - the variance in the
number of suspersions; these is no significant aifference in the
level of disruption. caused by students with different handicaps or
in the different ninth grace cohorts when the Llevel of program
intervention is controlled. We can see the: effects _of program
finterventicn in. the adjusted means 1in Tatle 3.5.B.  The level of
prcgram . interventicn recuces the relative.rate of suspension among.
the educable mentally impaired (.69 to .56) and increases the rate
among the emotionally impaired («.68 to .76)." COntrclling the .. °

_ level of program intervention reveals that emotionally 1impaired =
( students .are most likely to be suspended. The number of special"
education courses has little or no effect upon the mean number of
suspensions. amcny tnhe learning cisatlec or amcng subjects in the
twe njnth grade cohorts. i ' :

The results of this analysis 1{indicate that the level of
interventicn by special education program staff has. more impact -
for students- with ~more serious handicaps. Special education
courses ‘seer to reouce the risk of suspension amcng the educable
mentally impaired. But for the emotionally 1impairedr more - self
containea courses is associatec with mcre suspensions from school.

- However, we caution against an overintérpretation of these:data -
since sc small a proportior of the. total variance is explained by
the analysis (R **%¢% 06).. . - S L A

Special education  staff prescrite . the Llevel of.
interventicn into a student's educatioral program in response to.
his or her observec need. The likelihcod 1is that more seriously
handicapped clients will require higher Llevels of initial  and
cont§nuing intervention. For these students, it seems that. the .
need \for special program.intervention. declines through 4he1r high"*j

. schoo career, and Limits the risk of school rule violation.5‘ ﬂ
However, program interventions can- be increased in response to a - -
student’s manifest difficulty in managing 1in 'the regular school, i

.environment. When a student's behavior becomes disruptive/ his or -
her special education classes can be 1increased. In this sense,

48
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program intervention is both a preventive and a treatment meas

for student disruption. On the one hand, courses design d
specifically fcr handicapped students can prevent violations of
school rules before they occur by limiting the interaction betuee@\\
the handicapped child and the regular education program. On the
other hand, for a student in trouble 1in schocls these courses \\
represent a protected environment where the risks of further
violations are reduced. Assignment to nore special educatfon
courses 1s as much a response to a student's disruptive behavior

as 1s his or her suspension. A suspension is a device used by the
‘regular school program to reduce disrupticn 1in the educational
program; special education interventions not cnly seek to reduce
disruption but alsc to maintain the student ir school. The high~
termination rates. for special ecucation stugents indicate that the
interventions are not as effective as they coulo be.

In surmary, we have seen that the lLevel of intervention
by the special educaticn program varies somewhat with the severity
of a student's hancicap. Students with more serious handicaps have
mcre direct invclvement with special ecucation practitioners by
virtue of peing assignec to more self-contained special education
classes - during ~ their high school careers. The students wWith
greater needs receive more service.-''However, we have also
otserved a tencency for direct involvement . with special educatfon
program staff -tc decline the longer the client is in school. The

. prcgram does seem to prcmote independent adult fuhctiOning in'as
(_' much as the handicappec students spend an increasing prcportion of
their class tire in regular educaticn ~courses. - Finally, the
prcjran interventions seem to be used toth |as treatment for -and
revention against violations of school rul#s anc do not seem to
erate systematically to harm clients. | : ' :
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TABLE 3.1 "
( _ '
A. Mean number of spec‘al education courses °
by handicapping ccadition and cohort.
1978-79 1979-80
EMI EX LD EMI EI LD
Mean 3e3 2.6 2.9 4.0 2.4 2.6
SeDe .7 .9 9 o5 1.3 1.2
~ (Number) (23)  (12) - (45) (22) (28) (60)°
.B; Analysis-of vapiance
| Source | Ss DF s F
(  \MHandicap , 37.70 2 18.85 18,48 *an:-
' '\q?hort _ « 08 1 : 0.00 0.00
Handicap x | : | o B ) ..
‘cohort ©9.84 . 492 4482 *x
Error . 187.98 184 1.02
Total = 235458 - 189

* ok 'Significént at .01
***x . Significant at .0C1
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| - TABLE 3.2
L _ : :
© Mean number of special gdhcation courses by semester
: by handicapping dondition and cohort
(Number in parentheses)
\ ~
1978-79 . 1979-80 Coo
. : G { o
Semester EMI EI ™ LD - EMI EI Lo
1 3.4 3.0 - 3.0 C 3.8 2.5 ﬁ
: i (200 1D (4%) . (20)  (33)
2 . 3.3 2.5 -« 2.7 3.8 2.5
| (18) - (11 (43 I A (24)
3 3.8 3.4 3.5 f 4e5 2.5
‘ 16) “a (35) (15) 17
. ‘ . . ) ce
4 - ' ‘0-1 = 2-‘9 3-3 . . ! 4-5 2-7 *
. €14) - (9 (32) (13) © -15)
" 5 2.6 2.1 - 2.7 41 1.9 |
. ot ‘ “an L)+ - (29) (10  ~ 14> -
(O . . ’ * . -
! -6 DO 1.6 © 2.2 7 - 4«5 - 1.8
! ), . (7). 28y - &) T (1O
: i ' 2.8 . 1-8 2-6 it ..- .
i | 8 (&) 21 S ?
R ¢ T Pr R 1 .— e e
- (7) (5) 17y .- . .
P ’ I '
a
L i ,
F} ‘ .
-
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- - ' " TABLE 3.3

Analysis of covariance ofgprogram completion
by handicapping condition and cohort
with mean number of special education courses

Source SS DF MS ‘F

Specfal eduation

courses - « 61 1 « 61 2465
. Handicap 1.32 2 .66 . 2.87
-t COh'Ort ’ .10 1 .10 .43
Handicap. x
- cohort 1404 2 .52 2.26
Error 41.27 182 .23
Total. b4.34 188 .25 " -
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TABLE 3.4

A. Analysis of covariance of number of high school credits
by handicapping condition and cohort
with number of special education courses

- Source SS ' DF NS F

Special education

courses 20.34 1 - 20.34 °56 .
Handicap 208.88 2 104.44 2.86
Cohort 116.63 1 116.63 3.20
Handicap x

Cohort 25.79 2 14.90 «41

L Error 6601.60 181 36.47
Total 6977.24 189
( ' B. Unadjusted and adjusted mean number of suspensions

by handicapping condition and cohort

Unadjusted Adjusted» n)

Handicap
EMI 7.58 752 €45)
EX 8.11 B.25 (39)
Lo - 10.C2 5«99 (104)
~Cohort
1978-79 %4 . 9«56 (89)
1979-80 Be.38 8430 (108)

*Means acjusted for covariate anc independents.
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TABLE 3.5
A. Analysis of covariance of number of suspensions

i by handicapping condition and cohort
‘ with number of special education courses

Source SS DF MS F
Special education -~
courses 5.09 1 5.09 Ta?1 x5k

Handicap ' 2.11 2 1.Cé 1.61
Haﬁdicap X : [

Cohort 3.18 ' 2 1.59 241
Error L 116.%95 183 e 66
Total 121.0% 189

%% Significant at .01

8. Unadjusted and adjdsted mean number of suspensions
by handicapping condition and cohort

Unadjusted Adjusted* - (n)

Handicap

EMI « 59 o «56 (45)

EX « 68 76 (40)

v LD Y ’ A (105)
Cshort

1978~-79 b4 obb (80)

1979-80 ' «5C «50 (110)

xMeans acjusted for covarifate and independents.
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Total years in special education

The tctal number of years a handicapped student receives
spectfal education services is a factor in explaining the
effectiveness of secondary special education programs. It 1is
reasonable to expect that students who have been receiving special
educatinn services for more years will benefit more than those who
have only been in the program a few Yyears. There may not have
been sufficient time for the special eaucation prograr to have
mace a difference for those students who have only received
services for a brief perioc. In this section, we shall examine
the relationship between the nurber of years a student
participates in the special education prograwr and the
effectiveness cf program interventicns. :

. Hcw long a student receives special education services
depends upon how early in his cr her schocl <career he or she is
identifies as eligitle for treatment. For . some students.,
foentification cccurs in the earliest years; fcr others, special
ecducation services dc not besin until their school years are
almost ccrpletea. Amcng the subjects of this research, total
years in the special ecucation program rangeas frcm Lless .than one
to fifteen years, with a median of 6.75 years. Eight years.was
the moae of the aistripution. vl

Students in each category of hancicap received service
for about the same numoer of years. Table 3.6.A -shows that
eaucable mentally impaired stucents in both- ninth_grade coherts
have been in the special ecucation program for slightly Llonger
than their classmates with other handicapping conditions. 1In the
1978-79 cohcrts the educable mentally impaired have been receiving
service from the special education program for 7.35 years, as
compared to 6.4¢ years for emotionally impaired and %5.49 years for
the learning disableds, 1in the 1979-80 . cohort, the educable
mentally impairec have been identified as special  education
students for €.78 years, as compared to 5.96 years for the
erotionally impaired and 6.37 years for students with Learning
disabilities. However, these differences 1n nurbers of Yyears
served are not statistically significant (see Table 3.6.5).
Students in the earlier cohort have been receiving service longer
than thcse in the later cohort tut there 1s enough variation in
the nurper of years for which students have teen certified as
eligiole tc receive special education services to reduce the year
advantage of sukjects in the 1978=79 cchort.

. We note that students in the earlier <cohort do
demonstrate significantly more time 1in the secondary special
education program. (See Table 2.7.) But, even though there is a
significant cohcrt effect for time 1n secondary grograms, there
are no retiable differences among handicapping ‘conditions.

“Therefore, both in terms .cf total experience in special  education

LUBES
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and in terms of the number of semesters 1in the programs {n the
y high schools, we do not find any systematic differences in the
years for during which services were received between students
with different hanaicapping conajtions.

We shall first examine the relationship between the
number of years a student has received special education services
ana his or her ability to function in the regular high school
instructional programs Does a student who receives special
education services for a longer period of time develop a greater
capacity for normal interactions with the nonhancicapped
inaividuals? Length of time can be examined with respect to our’
two measures of successful functioning 1in the environment of the
regular high school: the Level of interventions by the program in
the student's ecucational program and his or her rate of violation
of school rulese.

First, one incication of a stusent's ability te function
in a normal (that is, Lless restrictive) envircnment is the numcer
of special educaticn courses in his or her high school schedule.
e saw 1in a previous section that students «ith more sericus

"handicaps take more of their courses in self contained smecial
education classes than students with less serious handicaps. Does
Length of time in program reduce the need  for special classes of
) students in different categories of hancicap? Table 3.8 shows that
( © ° when years in special ecucation is wusea. as a covariate the
relationship between hanoicappinay condition anc average number of
special educaticn courses taken each semester is unchangec. The
number of years a student receives special education services does
not seem to have a significant effect on the level of intervention
in the stucent's acaaemic program-

These  cata indicate that experience in the special
education program prior to high school has Little to do with the
student's apility to ~ participate more with his or her
nonhancicapped classmates. A longer exposure before entering high
school does not seem to better prepare the special education
students for more sustained contact with the vregular student
population. There does not seem to be a curtlative effect of
special education services. The ability to function 1in regular
high schoo’ classes cepends upon the current behavior of the
special educaticn student. At least 1n terms cf partiripation in
self contained special ecucation classes, previous trestment does
not seem to influence curren® behavior. :

Seconds the number of viclations of schosl rules s
another indicatecr of thie ability to function 1in a normal school
environment. I1f special education programs are effective, we
would expect that students who receive services Llonger would
experience fewer problems. Their exposure to the special education
program for a number of years weculd better pregare ther to handle

Q ’ . ‘ - 58
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the constraints imposed by the regular school environment.
Indeed, we fina that for selected subgroups there is a significant
association between time in the special education program and
appropriate school behavior. For the educable mentally 1mpadred
(r==.47, t==2.44 on df=21) and for the learning disabled (r=-.34,
t==2.14 on df=35) in the 1978~79 cohort and for the emotionally
impaired in the 1979-80 cohort (r==.45, t=-2.57 on df=26), :the
longer subjects are in the programs, the Lless Llikely they are'to
violate school rules. However, no significant relationship is
found among subjects in the other groups. Consequently, there
does not seem to be a consistent pattern of effect among  the
students with different handicapping conaitions. 1In general,
thcughs, where there is an effect, those students who have teen in
the program lcryer are less likely to be suspended fror ‘high

school. ,
i

The value of receiving special education servicgg for
longer pericds cf time can mcre easily 'be seer when the rate of
school violations withir each suogroup 1{s adjusted for the tctal
years in the sgecial ecucation program. An analysis of coYariance
shows  that the numter ‘¢f years in special education pgrogranms
exglains a significaant proportion of the variance in /rate of
suspensions (R *%2=.109). (See Table 3.9.) When the effects of
time in special education are controlledr, no significant

differences are ~observed . among students. with /different
‘ handicapping conditions or between stucents in the two nﬂnth grade
{ cohorts. Overalls, subjects in each —-category-of handicap seer _to

benefit from Lcrjer pericds of special education service.
. /
: /

A more direct measure of the value of extended exposure
to special education services is the outcome of the student's
ecucational program. Although it is useful to know that more years
of service ao nct cecrease the client's need for self contained

-—-——4—“1&isﬂesmbu%»do~&eepeasemthe—tnzicenne_oi_suapgns1onz the ultimate
test cf the effectiveness of special education services s the
completion of educational programs. Are stucents who .receive
services for longer periods of time more Likely to be successful
in school than those who are in the special education for triefer
periods of time? . ‘

There 14{s a significant relationship between vYyears 1in
special educaticn and program ccmpletion among students 1in each
handicapping category in the 1979-80 cohort: educable mentally
impaired (r=.59, t=3.35 on df=21), emotionally dfmpaired (r=.44,
t=2.64 on af=26) and learning disabled (r=.33, t=2.64 on df=57).
A significant -zero crder correlation 1s . only founag for the
Learning disabled in 1578-79 (r=.37, t=2.36 on df=35); for the
educable mentally impaired and the emotionally impaired students -
in the earlier cohcrt, there ‘is no significant association between
length of exposure and success in.the program. Considering only
the zero order relationships, Llength of time in special education
seems more important in the 1979-80 <cohort than in the 1978-79

Rq
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ﬁ cohort.

An analysis of covariance shows that both number of
years in the special education program and handicapping condition
have a significant effect on program completion. (See Table
3.1C.) Those students who have been exposed to special education
services longer are more Likely to complete their educational
programs. Euts, controlling for number of years in the program, we
still find a significant difference 1in the completion rate of
students with different handicapping conditions. Students with
less serious handicaps are more likely to finish their schooling
than those with more serious handicaps (see Table 3.10.8),

This analysis’ 1indicates that a Llonger exposure to
special eaucation services 1s beneficial to secondary ‘special
education students. However, wmore time 1in the program does not
seem tc ccrpensate for the greater dffficulties which students
with mcre serious handicaoping conditicns experience 1in school.

- Earlier jaentification cf tne more seriously handicapped students
does not seem .to make their chances of success equal to the
chances of the less serious hanoicapped or nonhandicapped
students.

‘ A corcllary analysis which yieles —the —same —~result—{s——
{___ _____presenteo in Table 3.11. Total years 1in_ special education and
handicapping cordition show a significant effect upon the nurber
of high school credits a stugent accurulates. Receiving service
for longer pericds of time pays off for <clients 1in more credits
but the paycff seems to be higher for the Lless seriously
" handicapped students. .

In summary, early identification as a special education
student means that the handicapped individual will receive special
ecucation services for a longer period of time. On the average,
the more serfously hancicapped students tend to have been in the
special educaticn program slightly  longer than students with Lless
serious handicaps. But the greater Llength of time in the progranm
does not seem tc ecualize program impact among students 1{n - the
different categories of handicap. On most program outcome
measures, Lless seriously handicapped 'students fare Letter than
their more sericusly handicappec classrmates.

60
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TABLE 3.6
A. Mean number of years in special aoducation
by handicapping condition and cohort
1978=79 1979-80
EMI  EI LD ENI, EI LD
Mean 7.35  6.46 6449 6.78 | 5.96 6437
Se.Da 2.16 3.36 2643 3.41 " 2.9 298
(Number) (23) (13) (37) (23) | (28) (59)
\\
l Ba Analysis of variance
‘Source . $s DF MS F
{—— Handicap——-18.43 2 9.22 1.03
Cohort 4.23 1 4.23 47
Handicap x.
Cohort 1.%94 P 97 .11
Error 158C.35 177 8.93
Total 1604.95 182

61 \
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TABLE 3.7
{ A« Mean number of asemesters {in secondary

special education by handicapping
condition and cohort .

1978-79 1979-80
EMI EI LD EMI El Lo
Mean 4.61 592 S.44 373 3.75 boeb?
S.D. 2.66 2450 2440 1.96 2.038 1.53

(Number) (23) (12) (45) . (22) (28) (60)

B. Analysis of variance

Source : S DF MS F

Handicap  19.19 2 9.59 '  1.97
Cohort 65.58 - 1 65458 13447 **x%
" Handicap x o -
{——————Cohort 9275 4 488 1.07"
Error - . 595469 184 4487 =
Total - $90.21 189

*x%x Significant at .001a




TABLE 3.8

A. Analysis of covariance of special education courses
by handicapping condition and cohort
with years in special education program

Source 8§ DF Ms F

Years in special

education, .89 1 .89 <85
Handicap 32475 2 16438  15.75 wuw
Cohort 1o 1 ..00 .00
Handicap x

Cohort 8.61 2 4431 415 *
Error 171.21 165 1.04
Total 213,46 171 1.25

24 ’ ][
E .
R - *» Significant at 0S5 .. .
*h K Signif1cadt at .001

PAGE 38

B. Unadjdsteﬁ ang adjusted mean number of special
education courses by handicapping condition
and cohort .

Un;djusted ~Adjustedr (n)

Hand{cap
EMI 3.67 3.67 (43)
El 2.52 252 (36)
LD 2.71 2.71 (93)
cOho;t
1978=79 3.00 2.91 . (68)

1979-80 . 2485 2.91 (104)

* Means adjustec for covariate and independents.

3
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TABLE 3.9

A« Analysis of covariance of number of suspensions
by handicapping condition and cohaort with
years in special education

Source SS OF MS F
Years in special o
education 9.02 1 9.02 15.55 #ww
Handicap .72 2 1.37 2.36
« Cohort 5e 1 6 1.60
Handicap x :
Error 101.55 176 58
Total 117.10 182 .64

*x* Significant at .001

M(mrﬂrmm  B. Unadjusted and adjusted mean number of suspensions
by handicapping condition and cohort

_ Unadjusted Adjusted» (n)
Handicap
TEMI .63 « 66 - L“”fZKY””
Lo .45 «45 (56)
Cohort o |
1978~-79 53 .65 (73)

1979-80 <51 «50 (1100

*Feans acjusted for covariate and indeperdents.
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TABLE 3.10

A= Analysis of covarifance of program completion
by handicapping condition and cohort with
years in special education

.

Source $S DF MS F
Years in special
education 5.03 1 5,03 24.78 nxn
Handicap 2.01 2 1.01 4.94 *
Cohort 28 1 .28 1.36
Handicap x
Cohort .75 2 .38 1.85 .
Error 35.55 1?75 20
Total ' 43,62 181 24

" %% Significant at .05
*** Significant at .001

Be Unadjusted and adjusted proportion of program
completers by handicapping condition and cohort

Unadjusted Adjustedx* (n)

___Handicap

EMI 047 hb (45)

EI 54 55 (41)

Lo 069 69 (96)
Cohort

1978=79 056 55 (72)

* Mzans adjusted fcr covariate and indepencents.

°
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TABLE 3.11
A« Analysis of covariance of number of ‘high schaol

credits by handicapping condition and cohort .
with years in special education

Source 8s DF MS F
Years in specifal -
education 1448.72 1 1448.72 49,12 *xw -
Handicap 343,42 2 171.71 5.82
Cohort 57.78 1 57.58 1.96
Handicap x T
Cohort - 5465 2 2.83 - «10
Error , 51902.03 173 29.49
Total 6957.60 179

**x Significant at «C1
**x Significant at .CO1

B. Unadjusted and adjusted mean number of high school.
credits by handicapping condition and cohort
with years in special education

Unadjusted | Adiusted* (n)

EMI 7425 6455 (45)
E1 7.05 7.53 (39)
Cohort
‘ 197879  9.34 9.15 N (71)
1979-8C  7.85 7.65 €109).

* Means achstgd for covariate anc independents.

L
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' Program termination and infractions of school rules

- Special education atudents 1in regular school settings
are subject to the same rules as their nonhandicapped classmates.
Can these rules operate fairly for the handicapped, students? Ffor.
the special education student, the behaviors which are prohibited
may be the result of his or her handicapping condition.
Therefore, although the rules may be appropriate for maintaining
orager in the classroom:.or on school grounds, these guidelines may
discriminate against the special education student.,
Unfortuneately, there are instances 1in which the aisciplinary
procedures have been used simply to remove special education
students fronm the regular classrooms Such removal {8 only
allowable when a handicapped student's continued presence is not
in his or her'best interests or in the best interests of the other
students in the classroom. However, wher the _removal {3’
accomplisheo to increase the comfort or convenience of the
classroom teacher or the regular educaticn students whose
instruction is nct suffering, the rights of the hanaicapped
student are violated. Secondary special education' programs have
the responsibility to increase their <clients'! ability to function
in Less restrictive environments. In schcols, regular education
settings are ameng the least restrictive environments. Thereforé,
special educators must monitor the c¢isciplinary actions taken
against their clients tc ensure that the eaucational opportunities
(- o Of their clients are being protected.

-

£

One indicaticn of the application of ciscipline policies
is the incicence of formal suspension fror school. In Pontiac,
there are established procedures which must be followgd in cases
when students are suspended from their <classes for periods longer
than three days. GEBuiloing staff have the right to "close classes"
for .shorter periods of time but if. the student {s tc be denied
‘access to his-cr her ecucational program —for—longer periodss ~a
formal hearing must be helc. At this hearing, an impartial school
official, one nct involved in the matter for which the ‘hearing was
conveneds hears testimony 'and makes a finoing of fact. The
student. or his or her -representative, has an opportunity to
present evidence and tc question the school's witnesses. When a
: -suspension hearing invclves a special education stucert, it ‘15;
: district policy for a representative of the special education ,
department to attend. His or her presence protects the rights of
the hand1cappec student pecause he or she can provide information
to the hearing officer uhich may attenuate the severity bf the
charges. ¢

n

" The offiter conducting the hearing makes a decision.
based upon the evidence presented. The penalty is assigned by the =
building’ administrator who brought the .charge. 8ut, there is an
appeal from both the finding of fact. and the sentence.  Most . .
important., the hearing * produces a swritten record of the "
proceedings. This record.describes the charges against the student ..
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and " the penalty imposed 1f he or she 1is found guilty of the
allegea infraction. ‘

where available, these records were examined to
determine the reasons for which special education stucents were
suspended during their high school careers. These recorcs were not
able to be obtained fcr all suspensions . tecause the procedures
requiring hearings for suspensions were not in opeartion for the
entire four years covered by this research. Evidence of
suspénsions which cccurred prior to the 1implermentation of these
hearings was found on.the student's perwanent record card which is
maintained in the high schools. These <c¢ards show the semester in
which a student hac been suspended but co not indicate the reasons’
for the disciplinary action taken. In these cases, our informant

. Wwas asked about the circumstances of the 1infractions in these

actions. Her recollections were used to supplement the official

records. o

Our measure of the impact of school disciplinary
procedures on secondary special education students 1{s the number:

" of suspensions which students have received -curing their high

school careers. The number is an indicator of the extent to which
a client's ecducational program has been oisrupted. For serious
offenses, a student may be suspended for the duraticn of the
semester in which the infraction occurred; he or she receives no
credit for the courses during the semester 1in which a long term

'suspension is irpcsed. Therefore, suspensions tenc to prolong the

time needed to complete the requirements for 3raduation. , By
delaying graduation, suspensions make completion of the program
less Llikely in two ways. First, older clients may have more
outside~of~school alternatives and may, therefore, feel less need
to complete their training. If an opportunity is available now,
waiting to. finish schocl may not seem attractive. Secondr, there
zre 4dnformal age Limits for readmissicn 1into the regular high
school program: 1f a student is too much older than the classmates
it his or her coursesr, he or she-will be denied readmission.
Receated suspensions, then, are indicators of an 1{inability to -
function acequately in the regular high school setting.

\

Table 3.12 presents the distri:.. fon of the number of
suspensions whié¢h —“were imposec upon .the secondary special
educaticn stugents in this research. PFMost subjects 1in this
research have never been suspended. At Least two=thirds of the
educable mentally impaired (68 per cent) anc the émotionally
impadred (67 per cent) in the 1978-79 cohort and almost three-
quarters of the learning disabled students in the following cohort
(73 per cent) 4n the fcllowing cohort have not been subject to
disciptinary action. About half of the learning disabled (54 per
cent) in the earlier cchort and the enmctionally ntally impaired

€50 per cent) in the later cohort have not be&fn guilty of a

serious infracticn of the school rules. Only among the
emotionally impaired in the 1975-80 <cohort are subjects who have
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not been suspenced from school a minority (39 per cent). For the
majority of secondary special education students, the regular
school district discipline procedures seem to have little impact
because the handicapped do not violate them. Most secondary
students 1in the regular high school special education progrems
function adequately enough to avoid suspension.

Those special eaucation stugents who violate school
rules are most likely tc be found guilty of a single offense.
About a fifth of the sutjects in each category/of handicap in the
1978-7% ninth grade cohortfreceived only .one suspension during
their high school careers.’ Fewer educable mentally 1{impaired (12
per cent) and emotionally impsired (7 per cent) received moré than
a single suspension in the earlier cohort; about as many learning
disabled students in the 1978-79 group (23 per cent) were
suspended . twc or more times zs were suspenoed once. Repeated
offenders .are mcre comrcn in the 1979-80 cohort. Fully half of
the educable mentally impaired (50 per cent) and the emotionally
impaired (¢1 per cent) in the later cchort received two or more
suspensions; multiple suspensions were only uncommon among the
learning disabled subjects (8 per cent).

!

. The 4dncidence of school suspensﬁons among handicapped
students in regular high school buildings does not present a
consistent pattern |across the two ninth grade cohorts. This
inconsistency can be| interpreted to mean that the discipline
policies are not cdifferentially applied to special education
students. Althcugh comparable cata are; not available for the
suspensions of regular: education Studedt§< it 1s Likely that the
suspension rates among the nonhandicapped are similarly Llow.
Moreover, the suspensfon rates among the categories.of disability
"seem to vary in response. tc the individuals 1{in the program at any
given tima anc¢ not by handicapping condition. :

The mean number of suspensions— of c¢lients 1in the
different hanaicap groups: is ancther way to examine the pattern of
suspension rates. The ‘cata in Table 3.13 fail to reveal a
consistent pattern among: the different handicapping conditions
v teean the twe rinth grace cchorts.—In 1578-79, learning
qtsaoled stucents received relatively more suspensions than
ecducable mentally impaired and emotionally d{mpaired students; in
1$79~8C, Learning disabled 'stuocents ' on the average received the
fewest number of susperisions. We note that students 1in all
categories recefve few suspensions anc that the aifferences seen
in Table 3.13 are aot statistically significant. However, the
fact that these cata do.not show a consistent pattern is
important. There is no .reason tc believe that the . school
district's discipline policies are being ‘used to discriminate
against handicappec students. ‘

The simple ccunts of the nurber of suspensions may mask

69
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differences betwéen subjects with different handicapping
conditions. One way in which subjects in the different handicap
groups may differ is the stage cf their careers at which they are
most at risk of suspension. For exampler students with wmore
serious handicaps may be at risk earlier 1in their high scheool
years. The tendency towara earlier suspensions might be reflected
in Lower completion rates because their ecucational programs were
disrupted befcre they hac time to develop stable ties to the
school. Are students in each caregory of handicap uniformly at
risk throughout their high schocl careers or are they more Likely
to be suspendea at some times. than others? Ability to function in
regular school settings may vary with the developmental stage of
the client. This information could enable program planners to
design additional interventions to assist stucents through the
high risk periocs. In addition, 1t can alert program staff to the
differential application of discipline procedures across school
careerss '

The percentages of special education students who were
suspended during each semester in high school are displayed 1in
Figure 3.2. (See also Table 3.14.) These disgplays indicate that
the periods of risk for students seem .to differ by ninth grade
cohort. Fcr all special ‘ecucation students in the 1978=79 cohort,
sophomore year represented the period of greatest risk of
suspension; the percentaje of students suspended seems to decline
frcm the peak reached in the third or fourth semesters. Only the
learning disabled students in the 1979~80 cohort show a similar
pattern ¢cf riske For the educable mentally dimpaired and the
emctionally 1impaired in the later cohort, junior year opresents
higher risks of suspension. :

~ one plausible explanation fcr the gifferences 1in the -
patterns is that the most cdisruptive students were removed from

the program earlier in the 1978~79 cohort - than 1in the 1979-80
cchort. If this were the caser the ccntinued high risk of
students in the 1979-80 ninth grade cohort woulc indicate that the
secondary special education program was more effective with the
younger ° groug in raintaining thegm in schcol " despite their:
ofisruptive behavior. However, this explanation 1s unlikely

- because higher propocrtions of the original members of the grcups

remained in the gresram at the end c¢f sophormore year 1{in the
1$738~-7% cohort than in the next year's cohort (88 per cent 1in
1978-79 ana 72 per cent in 1979-80). If oaisruptive students were
more Likely to te removed in the earlier cohort, we would exgpect
the opposite pattern, that is, a Llower proportion of entrants .
would remain in the 1978-79 cohort than in the 1979-80 group. This

is additional evidence that school discipline policies do not seem
to be operating unfairly against handicapped students 1in the
1979-80 cohort. We have further reason to believe from these data
that differences in the patterns displayed reflect differences
among the individuals in the two ninth grade c¢chorts. Therefore,
the application of the discipline procedures seems to represent an
appropriate response to the behavior of 1individuals and not a

70




b PAGE 66 -

systematic bias against handicapped students.

Another asgect of the relationship between school
discipline policies and program termination is the severity of the
infraction of school rules which results 1in suspension. We might
suspect that students guilty of more serious violations of school
rules would be more likely to terminate their educational careers
before conpletion than less serfous offenders. More serious
violaticns might indicate a greater level ‘0of 1individual
disturbance . which presents a greater challenge for program
interventions. This pcssibility can te investigated by examining
the relationship between programr termination and the seriousness
of the offense which lead to suspension. '

It is possible to categorize the severity of offenses
because the Student tode of Conduct arranges violaticons

.hierarchically. The least serious violations (Classification I)

include acts which "disrupt »r interfere with the ecucation of
other students”: throwing food or other objects in the cafeteriar,
failure to show school fdentification card or . give proper name,
failure to obey a reasonable request c¢f a school erployee and
smoking are examples” of general student misconduct. Serious
student misconduct (Classification II violations) deal with "acts
that are more . likely to result in hurting people, damaging
prcperty, or causing schocl disruptions”: examples are persistent
disregard of instruction or direction, <fighting, garbling and
larceny. The most serfous violations (Classificaticn III) are acts
which are jllegal: arson, assault and battery,° vancalism,
extortion and the possession of weapons are examples of illegal
miscongucte. The penalties which are allowed to be 1imposed
increase in severity with the level of the offense.

» Secondary special education students 1in the two ninth
grade cohorts were more Llikely to be suspended for mingr
violations of schocl policies than for major ones: 58 per cent of
all suspensions for which reasons coulec te determined were for
proolens with attendance. Table 3.15 presents the percentage of
suspensions for truancy amcng the three most recent violations. Of
thcse who have beer found guilty of a viclaticn of school ruless,
the majority had a single suspension and that suspension was for
truancy. Tnere is no apparent relationship between the seriousness
of the charges ajainst & student and the recency of his or her
misconduct. Special education students do not display a pattern of
career cffenders who begin with minor infracticns and move on to
more serious viclations. However, 1t {s possible that school
officials find proving truancy easier than more serfous charges.
we cannot rule out the possibitity that truancy is only one of a
series of charges which could be prosecuted. Moreover, because
there are relatively few cases of multiple suspensions, 1t is
difficult to determine 1f earlier suspensions are for less serious
violations than later suspensions. :
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what are the consequences for violating schuol rules?
Are special education students who are guiity of offunses less
likely to complete their educational traiting than those who do
not violate school policies? The relativelv suall numbers of
incidents of repeated offense Leads us to cuncentrate on the most

~recent suspension in attempting to answer these quesiions.

The most serious consequence which can result from
student code violations is termination of the ecucational program.
Table 3.1% shows the termination rates of secondary special
education stucents for levels of severity c¢f offense. Minor
offenses are thcse included in Classification I of the Student
Code of .Conduct/ major offenses are C(lassification 1II and
Classification 1II violaticns. These <cdata .do not show a simple
relaticnship between termination rate and severity of offense.
For example, mcre serious cffenders among the emotionally mentally
impairec and the learning cisabled in the 1979-83 cohort are less
likely to terminate than less serious offenders. However, the

number of serious offenders is tco AsmaLLJ to justify ~much

confidence in the stablity of these estimates.

_ A clearer picture emerges when violators are compared to
nonviclators, that 1s, when the termination rates of those never
suspencea are compared with those of subjects who have been
suspenced at least once. We seer, then that students who are
suspended for any reason are more likely to leave the educational

program than thcse who are not guilty of misbehavior. Only amrong
the educatle mentally impaired in the 1978-7% <cohort does

suspension  appear “to be unrelates to program termination. In

every other group, -students whc are suspended are at least twice

‘as likely to terminate their educational programs as those who are

never suspended.

Before concluding our ciscussion of disciplinary
actions, we will present one additional measure of the disruption
caused by suspension from high school. We argued above that
suspensions delay completion because students may not accumulate
credits 4n the semesters in which they are suspendec. When we
examine the nurter of hijh school credits earned by students in
each ninth grace ccnort, we fina that students who are suspenced

co accumulate fewer credits than those who do not violate school -

rules. (The raw regression coefficient between creadits and numter
of suspensions is =3.97.) An analysis of covariarce (see Tatle
3.17.A) shows that the number of suspensions explains most of, the

- variance in the number of high schoel <credits accumulated by

special education students (R**2=.343). When the mean nurber of
credits is adjustea for the influence of the number. of
suspensions, we note two changes in the pattern displayed. (See
Table 3.17.8.) T

L)

First, suspensions recuce the differences among students
. o~ B

< 2
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with different hancicapping conditions. The unadjusted means show
the learning disabled students accumulating two full credits more
on the average than the educable mentally d{mpaired and ‘the
emotionally impaired subjects; the adjusted mean for the learning
disabled 1s lower and, after acjustment, the emotionally impaired
are shown to have gained slightly more credits than the educable
mentally  impaired. . These differences., however, are not
statistically significant.

Second, we expect students who have been 1in school
longer to have accumulated more credits but suspensions’
significantly increase the difference between students in the two
ninth grade cohcrts. The difference in the mear number of credits
of stugents in 1978=-7% and 1979-80 1{increase when adjusted for the’
effects of hancicapping condition and number c¢f suspensfons. A
suspension in the 1979-80 cohort means that the student suspended
"is even farther behind students in the 1978~79 cohcrt. These data
provide another indication of the disrupticn 1in ‘educational
programs causec by suspension from school.

In surmary, we have shown that the suspensicn rates of
secondary special education students are lLow and that they do not
display a pattern which supports an interpretation of bias against
the handicappec. These 1s evidence that the ciscipline policies
of the school cistrict responc¢ to the particular hehaviors of
incgividual students . without regard to thefr handicapping
conditicns. In.adoitiern, we fcuna a Llow 1ncidence of repeated
violations by secondary special education studerts: most offenders
are guilty ¢f a single violation of schcol rules. But that single
violation i1s costly in terms of their ecucational training because
offenders are ruch less Likely to remain 1n schcol than
nonoffengcers. :

1] 3
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TABLE 3.12
Number of suspénsions of secondary special

education students by handicapping condition
and cohort

1978-79 1979-80 -
EMI EI LD EMI EI LD
Number »
0 68%  €7%  S4%  S0% 39%  73%
1 20 27 23 3T 45 19
2 - == 17 1T 16 6
‘37~ 12 6 6 4 e 2
Total 100%. 101% 10C% 10C% 100% 100X

(Number) (25) (15) (48) (24) €21) (63
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;TABLE 3.13

Mean number of suspensions of secondary special
education students by handicapping condidion
and cohort

1978-79 1979-80

EMI EI LD EMI EI LD
Mean oS58 b4 78 W71 «77 W36
S.De .99 .81 1.01 86 .72 .68
(Number) (26) (16) (49)  (24) (31) (64)
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TABLE 3.14
\ .
" Percentage of secondary special education students
suspended by semester in high school
by handicapping condition and cohort
. 1978-79 1979-80
Semester EMI EX LD EMI EI LD
1 13 15 “ 9 23 6
(23) €13) . (46) (22) (29) €61)
2 . 1% ., == 11 14 14 7
(22) £12) (45) (22) (29) (60
3 18 -- 18 17 22 11
_ (22 (11) 44) - . (18) «€23) (53)
4 20 18 22 .13 17 16
CC20) (11 (41) (15) - (18 (58)
. { .
5 -- 10 14 .23 7 3 ,
: o (12) (10) . (35) (13) (15) (39
( ' 6 . om= 11 19 40 29 3 '
| | | R CO B €O NS £ PR S O S O S 12
7 . -- 1T 4 -- - e-
' (8) (8 (23) . ' -
8 . - -- 5
7y & o, o
¢
i 7




TABLE 3.15

=

Percentage of suspensions for truancy
by handicapping condition and cohort
(Nuaber in parentheses)

Most recent
2nd most recent

3rd most recent

Total

1978-79
EMI EI
- €n
(5) (5)
100 -
1) (1)
50 100
(2) )
18 57
(8) ¢7)

LD
65
(20

57
(7

50
(2)

62
(29) -

1979-80
EMI EI
4 64
(1) (11
-- 31
(3)
64 57
(1) €14)
’ &

PAGE

Lo

62
13>

57
(14>
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( TABLE 3.16
' Percentage who terminate education program
by severity of most recent violation by f
handicapping condition and cohort ,/
(Number in parentheses) /
1978-79 1979-80 /
EMI EIl Lo EMI EI LD/
_ /
None 41 40 8 3.9 11
(17) 13) (26) (12) 11) L6) .
Minor 50 67 62 100 57 63
' ) (3 (13) 7y (D (3)
Major - - 100 57 . 25 50 40
o (2) (7)) (4) (10 (s)
Total 43 53 20 52 3¢. 20
(21)  (15) (46) (23) (28). (59)
' l/' oy
“.‘1 . I s o
(-
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3

TABLE 3.17

A« Analysis of covariance o! un+er of high school creditl.
by handicapping coi.ditica and vonort
with number of suspensions

Source . SS OF MS F

* Suspensions . 2304.35 1 2304.35 88405 *xx
Hand{cap 121.07 2 60.5%  2.31
Cohort ' . 219.29 1 219.29 B.38 *x
_ Handicap x ’ ‘ B | b
- Cohort - . 24435 2 12{18 b7 g '
Error B 5051.12 193 26417
" Total 772C.13 19? 318.7%
*%x Significant at .01
**%x Significant at .001
( . ) - . . .»“
Be Unadjusted and adjusted mean number of high school credits .
e - by handicapping conditicn ‘and cohort ..
Unadjusted Adjusted* (n)
: Handiqap i
EMI . 7.36 7.38 . - (45)
EX 7.38 o 8.C0O (35)
LD 9.55 9.26 (104)
Cohort _ '
1978=79 9445 9.80 (39, T
1979-80 7«52 7.66 (110
* Mééqé adjusted for covariate and 1ndépendents:
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CHAPTER IV

A Model for the Effectiveness of Special Education

Introduction

In the prececing two chapters of this .t we have
descricea the characteristics of the secondary spec... students in
this research and we have examined the 1influence of these
characteristics on success in special education programs. In the
analyses preseqtéd abover, we have isclated particular aspects of
the program and the subi«cts' performance §n orcer to address
specific questians. In this chapter, we shall arply a technique

which allows us to examine the relative e#ffects of a particlar

arrangement of all individual anc program variables
simultaneously. The resu'ts of this analysts will enable us to
determine if the interrelationships among the wvariables are the
same for subjects in different categories of hancicap.- In other
words, our focus in this chapter will be on the cause of program
completion and we shall attempt to discover 1f the same variables
cause program ccmpletion for handicappec students.
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Evaluation and causal modeling

Spgecial education programs collect a considerable amount
of informaticrn on their clients as part of their routine
operations. The emphasis in this report has been on the more
effective use of these data for making program decisions. We have
argued that certain data should be collected more systematically
ana shoula te more easily accessible to suppert data based
decision making. Those data must also be wusecd in analyses, the
results of which can provide decision makers information atout
program operaticns. Sumraries and counts of client characteristics
are not sufficien: for this taske In this <chapter, .we will
descrite the results of a technique which organizes the available
data in ways which allow the decision makers to assess the
operation of their prozsrams by concentrating on the
interrelaticnships of program variatles.

= The technique we progocse 15 <causal nodeling. To apply'

thts technique, a causal order is postula ed for the variatles and

the causal effects of the variatles in the system are computed.
This approach is especially useful for the cecision maker becsuse
it not only specifies the variaples which produce program cutcomes
but also provides estimates of the effec.s of each variable in the
systeme It 1s pcssitle tc determine to what extent specific
program interventions influence final program outcomes by
considering how external factors influence 1interventions as well
as how interventions influence outcomes. A causal model not only -
cescribes the relationship vetween 1incependent varjables and the

ultimate dependent variable but it also makes explicit the

relationships among all prior variables. Therefurez a program
director can examine the effects of a variable «x-{ich is directly
uncer his or her control, taking other externa. concditions into
account. Issues of prcgram accountability can be addressed more
appropriately because decision makers <can tetter filter out
influences which they can control. :

In the following sections of this <chapter, we will
descrite a particular causal mocdel of special education services.
Wwe will assume that the reacer is familiar with the techniques for
estimating the effects in such mocels and refer him oor her to:-one
of the excellent treatments of estimaticn of <causal paths in the
titerature (for examples, Xenny 1979 or Asher 1976). Our emphasis
will be on the interpretation of the results of fitting the model
to the data for the secondary special education program f{n
Pontiac. : ’
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Descripfion of the model

Program completion. Throughout thkis report we have
argued that the criterion against which secondary special
education programs should be measured 1s the rave of completion of
their clients' individual educational programs. We assume that an
individual's success in completing his or her educational program
will enable him or her to function independently after graduation.
If a client cf the special education program completes high
school, he or she has a better chance to live a normal adult Llife.
Thereforer, the mocel we propose attempts to aescribe how clients'
performance in the special education program and their background
characteristics cause program completion. In this section, we
shall outline the <causal order of the variables assumed 1n
creating the mocel. We shall present the variables in order of
decreasiny proximity to the outcome of program completion.

Infractions of school rules. Because schools have the
responsioility to maintain an educaticnal environment where
learning can take place, students who seriously disrupt their own
or other students' educational programs are removed by means of
formal suspension from high school.  We have seen above that

suspensions interrupt a student's career anc are related to

failure to complete the prescribed training. Our model, therefore,
includes number of susgensions as.a measure of the ability of
seconcary special educatior stucents to function in regular high
schools. Ae expect to find that disruptifve stucents are _less
likely to complete their indivicual educational orograms.

Level of ©° program intervention. The major device
available to special education practitioners for responding to the
jdentifiea needs of handicapped students 1in the regular high
school program is the selection of the .approgriate’ educational

courses for the incividual. Students who" are unable to function

effectively in regular education classes are . scheduled into self
containec special education classes where trainec prcfessionals
can provide more suprort for their 1{indivicdual Llearning problems.
Special ecucatcrs can intervene more directly 1in the educational
careers of clients in tne special-education ccurses: a student
enrolled in mcre special ecucation courses receives a higher Llevel
Gf direct intervention oy projram staff. ’ .

% . b4 4

»

our model‘départs somewhat from our ciscussicn of staff

disruptive behavior by a handicapped stucent. Here we assume that
the level of jintervention is the fesult of a diagnostic decision

'1ntérveqtion -in an earlier chapter c¢f this report. There we
‘suggested that ‘increased levels of intervention may be response to

by program staff and that the disruptive behavior, or the absence ..

of it, results frcm that intervention. .In other -words, we assume
that Llevel of intervention precedes 1infractions 1in the causal
order. It {is pcssible to test the alternative model that Llevel of

/ ‘ 84 I
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intervention 18 a response to disruptive behavior. Our analysis

below will suggest that this alternative model may be more_
appropriate for some groups of handicapped youngsters. A

Prior special education experience. Logically prior to
the Level of intervention by practitioners in secondary schools'is
a client's previous experience in special education programs at
the elementary level. If special education services provide a
comprehensive program for the handicagped throughout their
educational careers, - wue would.expect <cocrdinaticn between
elementary and secondary programs. Evicence. . of such ccordination
may pe the decreased reliance of clients on special -education
services guring - their high school years, fewer 1incidents of
disruption and higher rates of completion. We cid not collect any
specific information atout the services provided to clients prior
to their entry 4nto the'\1gh school programe. Cur 1indicator of a
subject’s career 1n special education is the total number of years
he or she has received special"edbcation "service. We wunderstand
that we lose information oy considering only this summary measure.
Homever, there is less variation in elementary programs than :in
sccondary grograms and the number of years in special ecucation is
an- eassily ermputed datum on the clients. . -

n’ ‘ - - * )

. Background characteristicss All the oprogram variables
operate wnithin tr. context of an indivicual's :‘life situatuion. We
cannot a3 3ume that all clients with the same handicapping
cc ¢ ion present the same problems to ,special educatcrs.
dherefore, 1i 1s necessary to add 1into the mocel - the information
about the ciient's backjround which may 1{ndicate -differences in
Life situ.ci"ns. We shal! continue tc¢ treat separately students
with differ -t nanaicapping cornuitions by fitting our - model to
each group 1{rdependently. ~&is procedure will . enabple us ' to-
compzre , the eftecty of rcagram  ariables and background
characzeristics on “program completion among the different
wavegories ¢f handicap. : .-

me shall entzr three hackground chrraateristics directly
into the mcdel's eqlations. First, we shail asuimate the effects
o9y the jender of the sudject ty treating sex ,.as an exogenous
varfjable . Seconc, we shall attempr to -isolatz systematic
aifferences amerg racial :rouns by consicering client's race as
part of tne mocel. Third, the ninth grade cchort of which the
ctient is a member will be a component of the model so that we may
determica 1f there are systematic differences tetween groups of
stud#nts in the different years. We will not incluzge parent's
marital astatus in the model oecause-of the relatively large number
of subiects for whom these data are missing and because of the
dated quality of the information, even when it is available..

In sumrmary, we have imposed a causal ordering on the
program anc background variables collected -on secondary special

85 .
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education students in th: ? =79 and 1979-80 ninth grace cohorts.
Our ordering assumes th» student's genderr, race and the ninth
grade cohort of which he or she is a member dJdirectly influences
his or her number of years in special ecucation programs.
Further, the years:in special education progrars directly effects
the Level of interventionin a subject's program during high school
which, in turn, effects the lLevel of disruption. and program
completion. Figure 4.1 aisplays the model schematicallly. Although
only the major causal paths are drawn in, we will estimate .all the
~direct and indirect effects in the model.

-

\
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FIGURE 4.1

Causal model for program completion

SEX

(x3)
. YEARS IN LEVEL OF
RACE __+SPECIAL._+INTERVENTIO PROGRAM
(x2) EDUCATION (XS) COMPLETION
(X4) . (X7)
COHORT SUSPENSIONS
(x1) (X6)
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Description of variables

Program completion. Our measure of prcgram completion
is the continuation in less restrictive special education programs
for a number of semesters corresponding to the year of entry into
high school. Program completion is a dummy variable with a value
of "1" for those who are counted as completers and a "0" for those
who are not corpleters. None who have terminated their training

for any reason among the completers. Therefore, neither those who -

have lLeft the program tc marry or for employment are considered
corpleterss Moreover, we limit completers to those whc remain in
less restrictive programs, whether 4in Pontiac or elsewhere.
Suktjects who have transferred to residential settings, for
examples, would not be ccunteu among the <completers. Finally.,
students who entered high school in 1979-80 are considered
corpleters if they remainec in an educational »~ program at the end
of their junior years, students who entered 1in 1978=79 <can be
either still be in schcol or have been graduated. (The means and
standarc deviations for all varijables used in this analysis appear
in Table 4.1, the zerc orcer correlations are presented in Tatble

. 4«2. Note that the number of subjects 1in these tables is reduced
because only those fcr whom information on all variatles 1s

avajlatble are included.)

1

Infractions of school rules. Only 4drncicents of majof*

violaticns of school rulcs will be counted in our indicator of the
student's ability to fu .tion in the regular high school. Our
inaicator is simply the number of times an 1individual was
suspenced from high schor’, We realize that the students may have
peen guilty of countless uvther violations of school policy which
did not result in his or her suspension but @hich cemonstrated his
or her difficulties in school. However, -records of minor
infractions were not consistently maintained anc these data cannot

be reliably recaptured. Therefore, we wWwill attempt to deterrine

the effect of rajor viclatior.. cn preqgram completion.

~Level of program intervention. The average number of
self containeac special ecucation classes which each student tcok
curing his or her nigh schcol career i3 cur measur2 cf the level
of interverntion dy special ecucation program staffs A stucent may
have taken as many as five special education courses each serester
in a totally self containedg program cor s few as no self contained
classes in any semester. The former ~case represents maximum
intervention; the Llatter minimum staff involverent in a student's
egucational program.  The numoer of special education courses the
student took each semester were summed and the sum divided by the
number of semesters the 1nd1y1dual remained in high school.

Prior special education experience. The.totaf number of

years cduring which'a student.received special educaticn services

will be our measure of the student's prior exposure 1n programs

d
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for the handicapped. Total number of years was computed by
subtracting the year in which the student was first certified as
eligible for special education services from the year in which he
or she lLeft the progran or the current year, whichever was later.

Background varfables. In order to estimate the effects
of the background variables desrcibed above. a series of "dummy"
variables were entered into the mocdel's equations. First, the sex
of a student was coded "1" for male anc "2" for female so that
pcsitive values for the coefficients of that variable indicate an
effect for peirg female anc negative values indicate an effect for
being male. Seconc, vrace was cooced tc indicate the effect of
being olack by assigning a value of "1" for black students and "O"
for all - others: positive vatues for vrace coefficients will
inoicate an effect for being black and negative values a non black
effecte Finally, students in the 1978=79 ninth grade cohort were
coded "1" and those in the 1979~80 ninth grade cohort were coded
"O«" A positive value for the coefficient for cchort will indicate.
an effect for reing in the later cohort and a negative value an
effect for peing in the earlier cohort. :

s
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TABLE 4.1

Heans'for variables in causal model
(Standard deviations in parentheses)

-
Variable EMI EX + LD
Program completion .48 .58 71
(X7) (.51) (.50) (a46)
Number suspension J62 .72 41 .
(X6) (.58%8) (.78) (.71) N
special education |
courses 3.65% 2.52 274
(X5) (70) (1.14) (1.08) .
‘4 Ay
Years-in prograr 7.14 661 6.35%
(X4) " (3.28) (2.8%) (2.8C)
Sex j 1.48 1.7 1.25
(X3 E (.51) (47) (.46)
Race * l69 l53 ) 160
(X2) (.47) (51) (.45)
Cohort 1.50 . 1.72 T 1481
. €X1) " (.51) (ab5) - « (a649)
Number | 42, 36 - 92
3\0,’;’ o
{ ' '
- 30




TABLE 4.2
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lero order correlations for variables in causal model

A. EMI

Program complecion (X7)
Suspensions (Xé)
Special courses (X5)
Years in program (X4)
Sex (X3)

Race (X2)

~

B. EI

Program completion (X7)
Number suspension (X6)
Sﬁecial courses (X5)
Years in program (X&)
Sex' (X3)

~ Race (X2)

Xé
_.18

Xé
-.38

X5
.06
«30

X5

.« 28

.18

X4
.40
=43

-.10

X4
.20
-.34
.20

91

X3
.05
14

-.18
~.23

X3’

.07
.08

~.1¢

~e25

X2
.02
.06
.13

-.24

«33

Xe
«33
-.05
c 11
38
-.10

X1
-.19
11
.56
.12
«10

- 05

X1
«23

.10

-.05
~=13
«14

.03
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c. LD

Program completion (X7)
Nuaber suspensions (Xé6)
Special courses (X5)
Years in program (X4)
Sex (x3)

Race (X2)

Vs

L

X4

X6 X5
'.50 .01 .37
«15 ~a23
«03
. X
‘%

92

X3
«05
.02

-.04
«05

.20

«20
11
.03
=15
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A model of special education services f

et

‘"

In this section we shall describe th@ results of fitting
the model in Figure 4.1 to the data collected' from the two ninth
grade cohorts ‘who participated in Pontiac's secondary special
education program. We shall present the results 1{r the order
specified by the model, that is, we shall wmove progressively
through the model beginning with the background (exogenous)
variables and ending with program completicn, the final dependent
(endogenous) variable. The data which support this discussion are
presedtea in the panels of Table 4.3+ Using a technique descrited
by Alwin anc Haiser (1973), we decompose total effects into their
direct and incirect compcnents. Direct effects are the path
coefficients derived in the standard way (Kenny 1979; Asher 1976).
Finally, note that the resiaual paths are provided: they indicate
the contrituticn of all unmeasurgd varfatles to the Levek of the
successive dependent variables.

Total years in special education programs. The first.

variable we shall discuss is total years 1n special education
programs which, 1in our model, is directly causec Ly the three

exogenous variatles in the system. 'Because of 1ts Llocation in the
mocel, note that there are no indirect effects on—the tctal nunmcer
of years. Alsc, the magnituae cf the resicual paths for the mcdel
equations indicate that the excgencus variables explain only a
snall propcrtion of the variance in the total nurcer ¢f years in
special educaticn rrograms for learning disabled students (.997)
and for .the educable mentally impaired (.952); the 4exogenous

" variables are slightly more impcrtant in é&plaining the Lleagth of -

time for .which the enoticnally impaired have received special
education services (.853). (See Table 4.3.A.)

-4

-
!
- .

Among the educable mentally impaired (-.1649“ and the

.emotionally impaired (~.197), males spenc more years -in special

education programs than females; females Hhave a slight acdvantage
among the ‘learning disaclec stucents (.063). The direct effects of

race . in, the _ mocel c1ffer among students with. different -
hand1caop1ng conditions: non tlack educable mentally 1impaired

students (-.131) receive sgecial -ecucation services for more years

‘wnereads black emotionally impaired students (.365). spend wore

years in sgecial education grograms;, there - is no race effect on
tenure in spec1at education for the Llearning disaoled (.043).
Among alt. €tiudents, there.is a slight tencency 1in favor of

suojects in the 1973-79 cohort to spend more years in special

ecucation grograms, as is expected. Co .
. : ‘ a . ‘ L «

. . The results. of ?1tt1ng the  first stage of our proposed

causal ' model -for the delivery of special education services

indicate that the background characteristics of high_ school

students do not seem to determine how Llong subjects receive

special segucation servicess Other factors which are - not
L h : . n,

.
. i
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associated with these characdteristics o individuals operate to
cause the studerts to be certified as special education students.
We assume that these-other characteristics are those aspects of
client behavior which are symptomatic of their handicaps. These
aspects of behavior are not caused by a student's sex or race or
the year in which he or she began high school. However, we note
that the causal force which is present operates differently for
students with different handicapping conditions. Ffor example,
being black seers to cause a longer tenure 1n special education
programs among the emotionally impaired but a shorter tenure among
the educable mentally impaired. We will be alert to these
differences in the sunsequent stages of tnhe mocel's aeveloprent
because they incicate the possitility that simple exp: -+ations of
a variable's effect may be misleading.

Number of specifal education courses. Th: ,-cond stage
of the proposed causal mcdel atterpts to predict the average’
number of self contained special education courses, using student
backgroun$ characteristics and the numbter of years w-ic¢ch he or she
has spent in special ecucation programs. Wwe note t:at there 1s
considerably less contribution by unreasured v~ riables to our
measure of the level of intervention among the ecucable mentally
impaired (.771) than among the emotionally impairec (.970) and the
learning /disabled (.986). Also, at this stage we begin to be able
to detect irdirect effects for variables 1in the model.
Specifically, we are able to estimate the inairect effects of the
backgrouna characteristics through the numper of years in special

ecucatio' programse (See Table 443.8.) : B

{
- Among students in all three categories of handicap-,

rales receive higher levels of program 1intervention. The direct

eifect o f being male is strongest for the educable mentally
impaired |(-.315), moderate for the emctionally 1impaired (-.137)
ana weakest for the learniny disabled (-.013). 8eing black seems
to increasse the number of self contained special education courses
for thel vducable mentally impaired (.190) ano the Llearning
gisablec ! (.1C3) but to have Llittle dairect effect fcr the
emotionalily impaired (.047). Being members of the 1979-80 ninth
grade cohort hss a very strong direct effect on the level of
program intervention fur the educable wmentally idrpaired (.572),
whereas hlaving started high scncol a year sccner influences the
Autrber of self contained classes fcr the Llearning disaclea
(~e127). Cohort membership makes no difference for the
emotionally irpaired (-.018). Finally, -the direct effect of
number ofl years in special education 1{s negative for the educable
mentally (impaired (-.064), positive for the eroticnally impaired
(e145) . jand negligible fcr the learning disatled (.020). More
years in special education reduce the Llevel cf program
intervention fcr the ecucable mentally impaired but increase the
number rof special education courses taken by the emotionally
impaired 'in high school. ' :

&
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Although we may aerive estimates of indirect effects for
the backgrounc haracteristfcs which are mediated through the
number of years whicn a studgent has received apecial ecucation:
services, we fino them to be only very slight 1n our model
However, the pattern of direct effects reveals that the causs
relationshrips among the variables differ amang the different
categories of handicap. The™gender and race of a student exerts
more influenceramong the educable mentally 1impaired than arong

§tudents with Oth$£ handicaps; scohort membership also has a very

strong effect fcr the educable mentally impajrea which is opposite
the effects for the eroticnally impafired ahd learning disabled
stuzents. Qpbky for the :vstiolhally impadired does length of tenure
seem.  to cause higherﬁLeveLs of direct staff dnvolverent 4n a
stucent's equcational projram. We see again evidence that the
5pi?ial egucation programs operate aifferently for students with

different handicaps. These differences become mcre mariec as we
“proceed through the model.
' )
e

Suspensions. Our mocel postulates that suspensions’ from
high school result directly from the Llevel of dintervention by
prograp staff into a student's educaticnal program as well as from

:the influence of all other antecedent wvariatles. Table 4.3.C

~

‘incicates that the explanatory power of our nrodel {s generally

higher for infractions of school rules: the/direct contribution of

"+ iall unmeasurec varijables for the ecucable ;mentally d{mpaired s

‘a824, for the emotionally impaired .898 and for the Llearning
disabled .901. WMoreover, we encounter more 4{ndirect effects at
this stage Etecause the influence of prior variakbles ray be
'mitigatea throuch years in special education or number of special

reducation ccurses. (We do not separate out these indirect effects

An table 4.3 but we Will refer to the wmediating variable {r cur
discussion telow.) : ' o :

!

The cirect effect of sex‘on suspensions is strongest for
the educagle mentally impaired (.190). There 1s a moderate effect

_of being femdle for the learning disablea (.098) but the gencer of
.a student has little to do with increasing the probability - of

being suspenced for the emotionally i{mpaireo (.029). Race
ajrectly effects suspension frecm hich school cifferentiy for

students witn cifferent handicaps. Amcng the -educable mentally

impaired, not.ceing black leads to higher r\sks of suspension from

high schecol (-.140); for thr learning disablec . (.233) ani the

emorionally inpaired (D, 4) Eeing black Lle-s directly ‘to

suspensions. NMembers of the 1978-<79 ninth . grage cohcTt who are

learning disabled (-.253).and ecucable mentally {wpaired (~-.178)

are suspenaed more often. The cirect effect o¢f. longer tenure 1in

special educagicn programs 1s uniformly to recuce incidence- of

violaticn of scnool rules. 8ut this effect 1{is stronger for the

emotionally impaired (-.40%) and the -educable mentally i{mpoaired

(-e394) than for the learning disabled (-.269). Enrdllment 14n

more self containea special education cOurdes' directly produces™
more suspensions, especially for the educable mentally imnaired.
(.412) and th% emotionally 1@E$1red (e266€) ‘ y - E

~
’

4
N

es e

’
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The 1ndirect effects on.number of suspension are in
general very small with only two exceptions. First, for the
educable mentally impairec the indirect effect for race 1{is as
large as the direct effect but opposite in sign (.155 vs. =.140).
Therefore, while being white for students with this handicap .seems
directly to cause suspensions, other varifables in ‘the system are
suppressing the effect of being black. When we examine ' the
components of the indirect effect which are medfated by the
intervening variables in the model, we fina that the Llargest
proportion of the indirect effect is mediated by the Llevel of
intervention by the program staff (.202). Those black students in
whose educaticnal program special educators are more directly
involvec are suspended more .often. This may 1indicate that staff
become mcre cirectly involvec in the eaucational programs of
placks who are experifencing difficulties 1in. functioning in the
regular high school program. When the Level of interventicn is’
taken into acccunt, the apparently greater risks for whites of
suspension is reversed. The opposite pattern of race effects is
observed among the emotionally impaired where number cf years in
special education seems to suppress the effect of being white.
The direct effect of race for the emoticnally impairec (.074) is
opposite in siyn from the indirect effect through Llenjth of tenure
in special education programs (-.135). : '

Seconcs there is a strong and opposite indirect effect
for cohort (.275) amorg the educable mentally impaired through
Level of intervention («236). The magnitude and sign of the direct
path from ccncrt tc nevper of suspensions in the moael seems tc
indicate that those sutjects in the 1978-7% ninth grace cohort are
suspended mcre cften than those in the 1979-8C group. Howevers,
when Level of intervention 1s consicderear, membership 1n the
1979-80 cohort leads to more violaticns of schocol rules. The
higher Level of staff intervention in the educational programs of
disruptive stucents in the secondary special ecucation prograr in
the 1979~3C scncol year suppresses the effect of membership in the
Later cohort. ,

The results of the third stage of cur propcsed causal
mocel provice acditional evidence fcr the Jdifferential orperation.
5 ¥f the seccncary special educatien programe The pi3tterns of
aijrect anc indirect effects among stucents with <cifferent
handicaps show that student backgrounc characteristics i{influence
tevel of functicning ir the regular high school in different ways.
Race and .year of entry into the high school projram are not
uniform in their effects among the categories of handicap. Level
of intervention oy staff and time in special edgucation programs
seem to operate to reverse the direct effects of these variables
among certain handicapped students. Further 1investigation of
alternative models may reveal that different causal nrcdels are
appropriate for different categories of handicap. For example, a
model which postulates that the numter of self contained courses
changes in response to demonstrated difficulties 1{in functioning
may be more appropriate for the emotionally impaired. However, the .



PAGE 90

results of testing oﬁr current model d{ndicate that the secondary
special educaticmn program operates differently for students with
different handicaps.

Program completion. The final stage of our proposed
causal model involves the explanation of program completion. The
magriitude of the residual path coefficients 4indicate that the
mocel explains a respectatle proportion of the variance among the
three hancicapping categories: the educable mentally impaired
(.841), the emctionally impairez (.795), and the learning disatled
(.771). . £t this staje, we again cbserve idnstances of the
suppression cf the airect effects ¢cf pgrior variacles by
intervening variacles. : ‘

The strorgest cirect effect con program completion for
sex is opservec amcng the edjucaols mentally impaired (.263)7 being
ferale has less effect for the learning disables (.1C0C) and the
erctionally impeired (.C48)., Eeins black has a streny direct
effect omn ccn.-l=ticn for the emrdticnally impairea (.31c3) ana the
learning cisaclec («3C5) tut not for the emotionally mentally
jmpairez (.CO4). The cirect effect of cchort on corpletion is
opposite in sign arong the emotionally mentally impaired (-.379)
anc the emotjcnally imgaired (.238): for the former, members of
the earlier cchort - are more Likely to finish their schcecling; for
the latter, members of tne later cohort are wmore Llikely to be
completers. Lerzth of expcsure to special eoucation services has
3 strong pcsitive cirect efrzct for the ecucable mentally irpaired
(.422) and the Llearning cisaclec (2220 out cnly a slight effect
for the emctionally impaires (.08%). tevel of staff irtervention
has hardly any effect for learning goisacled (.056) and opoposite
effects among the educacle mentally impairec (.400) and the
emctionally impaired (-.24€)s Finally, all gisruptive students
have lcower chances of finishing school but the wmagnitude of the
effects ciffers by catepory of hanaicap: the effect for learning
disablec ijs strcngest (=.516), for the emoticnally dmoairea
moderate (-.222) and weak among the ecucanble mentally impaired
(-.130).

1a jererzls, trn= inzsirect effect of the prior variatles
are small 3nd in tne same cirection as the girec: effects. There
ar€, NOweveéls twC exceptions. Firsts, the incirect effect of sex
for tne educanle mentally impaires (-+2C%) is cpposite the direct
efféct («20&)e Wwhereas the direct effect of bpeing female is a
greater chance of reraining in the special education programs
there is almost an egually strcr; indirect effect for ceing male.
This indirect effect cperates throuch the .number c¢f special.
ecucation classes the student takes (-.109) and the total years
which the student has received special education services (-.071).
Ecucable mentally impaired females have an advantage in completing
their schooling because they receive services for more years and
becaus¢ they are enrolled in more special education classes.
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Seconc, the indirect effect of cchort mesbership for the
educable mentally impafrec (.182) is oppcsite 1in sign to the
direct etfect (-.379). Most of the 4d4ncirect effect d1s mediated
through the nurber of special education <classes (.198).
Thereforer members of the earlier cohort are more Llikely to
complete their educational programs because there i3 more direct
staff involvement in their educational programs.

Finally, we note that the dJndirect effect of cohort
memoership among the learning disatled (.117) is creater than the
afrect etfect (.CD21), althouzh in <the same cirection. This
incirect effect operates mainly throush the numoer of suspensions
(.131). The learniny cdisatlead students suspenced 1in the 1979-30
cohort are nore likely to remain in school. A sirilar patterr 1is
revealed in tne dinofrect effect of tctal years 1n special
education, rcst of which {s meciatea th%oughv number of
suspensions. fcr the learning cisableg din 1979-E80, “suspensions
seem to ce¢ an effective device for promotinyg better school
functionin; sc that more students remain in schcol.

There is not a consistent pattern of effects on program
conpletion across the three categories of hanaoicap. For the
educable mentally impairedr, being female, a member of the 1978-79
cohort with more years in special ecucation ‘"anc taking more self
contained special education classes in high school directly
jncreases the chance of completing schecol. For the emotionally
impairea, blacks in 1579-80 with fewer self containecd classes and
fewer suspensicns are wore likely to be ccmoleters. Fcr learring
cisaolec students, blacks in the special educaticn program for
more years who co not violate school rules are more Llikely to
finish. Gur investizaticn of the indirect effects shows that
program varjacles influence outcomes differently for different
categories of handicap. An adecuate understancing of the e:fects
of the seccndary special ecucation prcgrar must take handicapcing
condition intc account because of the differences we obtserved
fitting this mocel. :
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TABLE 4.3

Pirect and indirect effects in causal model-

EMI EI LD
‘ pir= Indir- Dir- Indir- Dir~ Indir
' Dependent Independent ect ect ect ect ect ect

A. Years in Sex ~.164 —-——- -.197 .- .062 -
special Race -.181 - « 355 -—— « 043 -
edu- Cohort -.092 - -.113 -—- ~-.037 -
cation Residual (.953) (.263) (937D

B. Number Sex  =.315 010 -.137 -.029 -.013 .C01
special Race «190 .012 047 LCS3 «103 01D
courses Cohort «572 006 -.018 =-.C17 -.127 =.0C1

Years -.CE4 - «145 - .022 e
Residual (.771) (.072) (.55%)

Ce Sus- Sex «190 -.061 029 .C37 .098 ~-.C18

pensions Race -.140 .155 «024 =.123 «20% -.CC
Cchort -.178 .275 054 .037 -.25% -.004
Years -.394 -.026 -“.409 20329 —.269 «C02
Courses «412 -—- « 256 -—- .106 ——
Resjdual (.842) (.863) (.901)

D Program Sex «266 =-.205 .063 .C06 .010 =-.C28
com- Race .C04 .006 .313 .C16 «305 .C89
pletion Cohort -.379- .182 «2%8 -,023 001 117

Years «402 .029% .0¢% .(C84 "a222 139
Courses 2400 =-.054 -.256 =-.(86 .056 -.055
Susps -.130 - -.323 - -~.516 e
Residual (.841). (.795) (.771)

~
D

NOTE: Residual path = (1 = R*%2)**,5
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Conclusion

In this chapter we have constructed a causal model of
the process which Leads to program completion by secondary special
education students. This model postulates a gparticular ordering
among background and program variables. Our pcstulatec order is
only one of several possible arrangements of the !'variables.
Further investigation of the other moagels 1is Andicated. We
suspect that different mocels may be appropriate for different
categoeries of handicap. Soecifically, the patterns of differences
tetween cirect amnc incirect effects seem to 1{incicate that the
mocel cescribing theé process for eaucable mentaily impaired may
differ from the model for learning disablei. A model describing
progranm. compgletion seers tc require a different causal ordering
because increasing the level cf staff 1{intervention seems nmore
clearly to ce a response tc disruptive behavior for emotionally
impaired students. No attempt was mace tc fit alternative models
but further work is anticipated.

we have attemptec to demonstrate the wutfility of causal
moaeling as a technique for the evaluation of ¢the effects of
secondary special gducation. By discovering arrangements .of
progran variatles which are appropriate for each handicapping
ccndition, evaluators can provice decision makers with information
soout the operation of grograms for different groups cf clients.
Differences in patterns of effects can be examined and program
moaifications mace to recuce such oifferences where necessary.
Finallv, causal modeling ocffers a more complete technique for
surmarizing progranm data collected by Local school districtse.

100
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MUV AND S REVESTD PATH MORLL TOR LD
VARTARLTS COMPOY N RYRY A
REGRUSSTON- THPRe S S th X 10 con ('))/
REGRESGION SEAVEG Wi 0 X 10 Col (:’)/
RECRESSTON SEAVG WHIH ifgrROG 10 CON )/
PIORLSSTON HSUGE Wil i 10 COl (-’)/
KLGRESSTON-NSUST WHTH 10a'B06 10 Coil (?)/
RLCRLSSITON-MsUSE W SEAVG TO COH (2 \Y4
REGRESSION-COMIOT WHIH 6P X To con ‘(:) /
RYGRISSION . Cutlapa i W INFROG TO CON (2
e
2

/
|.<'m";';m COMPOY WETH STAVG TO ol (2)
REGRESS TON: COMPUY WiTH NOUSP T0°P COl (2)
1,7

HI(IAKD()NN LOR “Alll VARTARL

)
/
/

')()O()2?1()7)?0‘)8009800"15 a3
07141 :

SASR LAYFRAXKAAZI001607 555558 2h0021107h1 : .
RV S KAXKAKRAKIOU28 378 0002204 7372038003800721 v J 7
CRXM AR XYM RAARX TN 150 \\T 01502304803028102810711 3201
LRV S A RS COHITE PR TITIRRLEF J00021057610580098007 4700
/>%YV\V\AKXKK/\¥IU iy, w.)ss 1002309 36581096103 2200
1h AAL /VA/Y//anJﬂu'( E 0H002 105 7630980098003 1101
ALY 1T I A TR .,' xx/xxV/rvKlnulsbh. N Ja002 0y 121 U A 99y
_3uq,1\\»\\\xAx»x\4x\xxxw1nun1u L QOO0 THR 08790119 56
kDR IFA A VAKX KKAXXXXXKX 1122203428 V02310703 03gou721 - 39095
30°I|AV X3 thXX)XXK]]‘];G 000 27%023057730981098103 3901
230X axxxxxxx11nl"x" FURIRHAR NV 12780711 3001 wy
SOH 70 RXMNXRNXNTOND . 9h SO 203 /32 01 1104
30570 N S T A [T o omuingyY 202789 - 99 1106
335870 N KROKA XK T G 0G0 5 0099559959023037179 4 097907 3902 \
30770 AXKXXXXK)YKIOH?Nh‘Rd oo 1111729 02790713 391 ‘
FOE TUNNN L COCIXXNXRXRXRNRXX2 09T 167063 1311719 02790721 9999
oo/n\»V~Kxxxxxxxxxxxxxx“091uux"9 DUDLARIVEYIY! 117907 9999
310 70 SXRAKANXEXNKNXMRRKTOI0TOHING 00u01210752 107804 3904 .
END 15T DATA -
#EELICT W F {ICERIR FQ 2)

LUAVG, THPROG, STX, ETHWE, COHY/

AVG, THPROG, STX, ETHWB, CONY/

FABLES SESEML 1O SESENY, HSUSP BY STAYER BY COH By LCLH1R

MUDIAN RUN TOR ITNPROG

Ci NERAL= ENPROG

Al

ANOVA TOR PROGIAM VARIABLES

SFAVC BY LCLRIK{1,3) Cuil(1,2) WITH INPROG
ALL

INPROG BY LCERTR(1,3) COI(1,2)

e

STATISTICS ALL '
ANOVA NSUSP BY LCERTR(1,3) COH(1,2)
STATISTICS ALL
ANOYA SEAVG BY LCERIR(1,3) Cuil(1,2)
STATIRT!CS ALL .
AKO TIMEIN 8Y LCERTR(1,3) COH(1,2)
S'IA1!S.I(,°; Al
ALOYA COMP01 BY LCERTR(1,3) COH{1,2) WITH SEAVG
STATISTICS LL .
ANOVA - compo1 BY: LCERTR(1 3) COH(1,2) NITH NSUSP : ]_1.1
. ¥ nreT ﬁnav “wa.,ya!:
O
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TASK T \HE
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STATI511C5
#SELEGT W F
pranrss o0l
sTATI: ilS
*SELEe . LF

PEARS: « GORR

STAYI 5. ICS
#SELLGT I F

PLARSON GORR

STAT!L 1ICS
MGELC LT IT

PEAN A CORR

STATISH, [
FSELLCT IF

PEARLON CORR

STATISTCS
TASY WL
CROSS I ADS
OPTION,
TASK finmi
L TARS SN
CRas 1A aS
ORI
TASKH naME
#SELsCE VF
CROSSTARS
OPT NG

REGRESSION
-

%

A

STATHISTICS
TASHK LAME

. MSELFCT F
RECRLSS 1 Ok

STATISTICS
TASE Namkt

LIS N
RECHLSLION
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L REGEESSION=CRLD VT AGET 7O SEX{2

ALL B ’

CONPO1 BY LCERTR({1,3) €OH(1,2) WITH INPROG
ALL :
COMPO1 BY LCERTR(1,3) C0ir1,2) WiTH TIMEIN

ALL
_IN”:RMINABLE BuHCHES 0 #LARSON CORRELLATICHNS

{1CON £Q 1) AND (LCORITR LQ 1))
CHED,COMPOY,NSUSP.S[AVG,1NPROG,TIMEIN .
ALL

((Col £Q 1) AND ORI FQ 2)) .
CRED,COHPOI,NSULP,S[ﬁVh,lNPHOG,TlM[IN

AL

((Con £Q 1) ANC (LGERTR 1Q 3))
CRED, COMPOT, N3UIS!, SLiw" ., INPROG, VIMEIN

ALL
((COH EQ 2) AND {LCLRIR £Q 1))
CRED, COMPO1, NSU 5¥, SEAVG, INPROG, TIMEIN

CALL

((con EQ 2) AND VLot RQ )
CHLD,COMPO\,NSLh?,SEAVG,INPROC,TIMEIN
ALL

{{con EQ 2) Al (LCERIR EQ 3))
CRED,COMPO1,N5USP,$EAVG,lNPROG,TIME|N
ALL

DISTRIBTION OF NUMBLR OF SUSPENSIONS
TABLES=NSUSP BY LCLRTR 8Y COH

3,%

CHECK SPECIAL CDUGATION COURSES FOR STAYERS
(TIBEIN GL 5)

TABLES=SESEM1 TO SESEM3,NSUSP BY LCERTR BY COH

315 N

CHECK SPECIAL EDUCATION COURSES FOR LEAVERS
(TIMCIN LE 5) .
TABLES=3LSEMT TO SESEMS, NSUSP BY LCERTR BY COH
?

.1,5

BREAKDOWNS ) :

TABLES-SI SEMT TO SESEM3 BY LCERTRBY COH

PATH ANALYSIS (£%1)

(LCIRTR 1Q 1)

VARIABLES=COMPO1,CRED,AGET,LEV1,SEAVG,LNPROG,COH,ETHWB,SEX/

RECRESS ION=COMPO1 WITH AGET TO SEX(2)/ B

RECRESSION=CRED WITH AGET TO SEX(2)/

REGRESSION=AGET Wil LEVY 10 SEX(2)/

REGRFSS3ION=SEAVG WITH INPROG 1O sSEx(2)/

REORESSION=LLY T WITIH_INPROG TO SEX(2)/

REGRESS1ON=INPROG WITH CON TO SEX(2)/

1,2 '

PATIL ANALYSIS {T1)

(LCLRIR 1Q & )

VARIABLESLCOMVUI,CR[D,AGET,LEVPnSFAVG

RECRESSTON-COMIDT WITH AGET TO SEX ;)
{

/

{

)

, INPROG, COH, ETIIWB, SEX/
/ .
RECHESS10H-AGE T ) 11 LIV TO SEX(2

{

)

REGRESSION=SEAVG WITH INPROG TO SEX /
{
2

2)
REGRESS ION=LEVY WITH YHPROG TO SEX(2)/
REGRESS |ON= INPROG WITH conl 1o SEX(2)/

1'0?1
PATH ANALYSIS (LD)
(LCIRTR £Q 3

) : .
~VAHIAHLLS%COMPU\.CR[D,AC[T,L[VI,SEAVG,INPROC,COH,ETHNB,SEX/

R[GHKSS|0N=COHP01 Wi AGLT 10 SEX(P?)/

RELGRESSTON-CHRUD Wil AGET 10 SEX(2)/

REGRESSION-AGLT Wit Livy 10 SEX(2)/

REGRISSI0N=SEAVE Wil INPROG 10 stx(2y/ : .
REGRESSION=LEY1 WITH INPROG 10 SLX(2)/ :
REGRESS1ON=INPROG WiITH COH TO SEX(2 /. ’

. . BEST-COPY Avm'LA'stE-f.




TASK HAME el
®SELECT IF ' %

BREAKDCWN
TASK "1ahiE
*SELECT OF
BREAKCORNN
TASK NAML

DISCRIMINANT

OPTICH..
STATISTHCS
TASK NAME
#SELECT IF
CROSST 015

TASK n:naf
#SELECT IF
CROSSTADLS

OPTICHS
CROS% 1 A0S

OPTICH »
TASE AT
CROSSTARS

OPTICHS
FINISH

BREAKDOWN FOR 1978-79 GOHORT

(coi LQ 1) .

FARLES=GRED, AGE, 5 IMEIN, LTV1, 1HPROG, SEAVG,AGET BY LGE |, LCERT

BREAKDOWN FOR 1979-80 COMORT

(COH £Q 2)

TABLES:GRE D, AGE, TIKE IN, LEV1, I NPROG, SEAVG, AGET BY LCERTR, LCERT

DISCRIMINANT ANALYS!S FOR COMP )

GROUPS=CCMP( (), 2

YARIABLES=CRED, | 1iPKOG, LEVT, TIME LN, AGET, INTACT, S1BS,LCT TO LC3/

ANALYS | S=CRED, 1K91R0G, LEVT, TIMEIN, AGET, INTACY, S1BS, LCT TO LC3/

PR1ORS=S1ZE/

2,6,8

CROSSTABS FOR 19Y75-79 COHORT

(Colt EQ 1).

TABLES=CTH, SEM1 TO SCMB, FCERT,DISP, SUSPT TO FAMSIT,COMP
BY LCLRI,LCIRTR

CROSSTABS FOR 14/9-30 COHORT

(con €Q =)

TABLES=ETH, SEM1 TO SEMB, FCERT,DISP,SUSP1 TO FAMSIT,COMP
BY LCEIRT,LCERTR .

113l5

TABLES=REAS1 RFAS? REAS3 LEVY LEV2 LEV3 BY LCERTR BY COH/
COMP BY LEV1 TO LEV3 BY LCERTR BY COH

3,5

CROSSTABULATIUNS

TABLES=SEX, TIREIN BY LCERTR BY COH/
DISP BY TIMEIN BY LCERTR BY COH

3,5

113
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