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WORLEY, CAROLYN JEAN. A Study to investigate the Information
Base Used to Place Handicapped Children in the North Carolina
Public Schools. (1979)

Directed by: Dr. Roland Nelson. Pp. 91,

It was the purpose of this study to investigate the
information base used to place handicapped children in the
North Carolina public schools Lt was hypothesized that
school district size and types of handicapping conditions
would make no significant difference in the extent of use of
evaluative information, program option availability, and
availability of support services.

The subjects were 81 special education coordinators in
North Carolina local education agencies. The subjects were
divided into three categories according to school district
size: small school districts, medium school districts, and
large school districts. Equal n's of 27 appeared in each
category.

The data were collécted using an inquiry form. The
subjects answered questions regarding extent of use of
evaluative information, program option availability, and
support service availability. The subjects' responses were
classified into three groups on the basis of school district
size~--small, medium, large--and on the basis of types of
handicapping conditions--emotionally handicapped, educable
mentally retarded, trainable mentally retarded, multi-

‘handicapped, and learning disabled. Difference scores were



analyzed with analysis of variance, analysis of variance
of binomial populations, and Duncan's new multiple range
test.

The findings indicate that school district size and
type of handicapping conditions do have a significant effect
on required and optional evaluative information.

From the sample drawn, small school districts tend not
to use as great a variety of evaluative data as do medium and
large school distriects. Large school districts tend to comply
to the greatest extent with rules set'forth by the North
Carolina State Department of Public Instruction which govern
the use of evaluative information.

The data showed that required evaluative information used
to place emotionally haﬁdicapped and multi-handicapped children
is alike. Information to place educably mentally retarded,
trainable mentally retarded, and learning disabled children
is alike. However, the two groupings are significantly dif-
ferent from each other. The data for optional evaluative
information showed that information used to place emotionally
handicapped children is different from all others. Optional
evaluative information for placement of multi-handicapped
children is different from all others. Optional evaluative
information for-plaéement of educable mentally retarded,
trainable menfally retarded, and.learning disabled children

is alike.



The interaction of school district size and type of handi-
capping conditions revealed significant differences in the
extent of use of evaluative information. Large school dis-
tricts treat information for emotionally handicapped and multi-
handicapped children similarly to information used for the
other three categories. Extent of use of information for
educable mentally retarded, trainable mentally rétarded, and
learning disabled children is treated in similar fashion across
school district_size.

Educational program option availability is also affected
by school district size and type of handicapping conditions.

The data revealed that large school districts have a
greater array of program options than do small or medium
school districts. Educational program options for trainable
mentally retarded, emotionally handicapped, and learning dis-
abled children are similar. Program options. for learning
disabled and educable mentally retarded children are similar.
In other words, statistical analysis showed similarities
across handicapping conditions.

There was no significant interaction found between school
district size and type of handicapping conditions and the
availability of educational program options.

Data concerning school district size and type of handi-

capping conditions and the interaction of the two on support

service availability did not reveal significant effects.



"As every man goes through life he fills in a number of
forms for the record, each containing a number of questions.
A man's answer to one question on one form becomes a little
thread, permanently connecting him to the local center of
personnel records administration. There are hundreds of
little thrcads radiating from every man, millions of threads
in all. 1If these threads were suddenly to become visible,
the whole sky would look like a spider's web... . They are
not visible, they are not material, but every man is con-
stantly aware of their existence. The point is that a so-
called completely clean record was almost unattainable, an
ideal, like absolute truth. Something negative or suspicious
can always be noted down against any man alive. Everyone is
guilty of something or has something to conceal. All one has
to do is look hard enough to find out what it is.

Each man, permanently aware of his own invisible threads,
-naturally develops a respect for the people who manipulate

the threads, who manage personnel records administration, that
most complicated science, and for these people's authority."

CANCER ,WARD
A. Bolzhenitsyn
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Public school personnel, especially special educators,
are faced with the task of providing to handicapped children
an instructional program which will meet the educational
needs of each child. To meet these needs children must be
appropriately classified, resources must be available and,
as a result, alternatives within the educational environment
must be assessed so that the selected instructional program
does, in fact, meet the child's specific educational needs.

The ultimate goal is that quality decisions will be made
in the selection of appropriate'instructional programming.
According to Vroom and Yelton (1973), if a rational (quality)
solution to a problem is to be obtained, one resource that is
most critical to the decision-making process.is information~-
information necessary to the task of evaluating the quality
or rationality of different alternatives available to the
organization. |

Litigation and reséarch studies have focused on the lack
of adequate information used to classify and place handicapped
children in the public schools. With few options and the
absence of programs for handicapped children,, many decision
makers reached arbitrary and capricious decisions with little

attention to data collection and/or consideration of possible



ce, Jjudicial decisions

alternatives. As a vesult o2 this evider

»?

and legislative efforts have sought tc establish a rational
procedural framework for making individual placement decisions.

Federal legislation enacted in 1975 (Public Law 94-142)
governs action taken with respect to the initial placement of
a handicapped child into a special education:program. Public
education agencies must now insure a full and individual eval-
uation of a child's educational needs. The evaluation should
result in an educational placement wnich meets the child's
specific educational needs (Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, 1977).

In July, 1977, the North Carolina General Assembly adopted
Chapter 927, An Act to Provide for a System of Educational
Opportunities for All Children Requiring Special Education.
Section 115-360 of the General Statutes brings state law,
regulations, and practice into conformity with Public Law 94-
142, A placement committee at the local level now has the
responsibility to obtain child evaluation information, to
determine child eligibility and needs, and tb recommend place-
ment. In fulfilling this responsibility, the placement com-
mittee must draw its decisions from informat;on which should
include a multifactored assessment of the chéld, program option
availability, and availability of support sefvices (North
Carolina Department of Public Instruction, 1978).

In North Carolina, iocal education decision makers must



provide program options and support services to handicapped
children despite school district size and incidence figures.
Information needecd for evaluation of a child's handicapping
condition and prescription of needed services may vary accord-
ing to handicapping condition. Local education agency personnel
are now responsible for seeking this requireg information,
specific to the child's needs, in order to make an appropriate
placement decision. '

Changes in law and'regulation do not automatically insure
altered decision-making behavior. Before appropriate educa-
tional placements can be guaranteed, an adequate information
base must be available to the decision makers.

A review of the research related to classification and
placement, legal precedents, and regulatory legislation follows
to determine the information base needed and mandated prior
to a placement decision. The literature rev?ew will also
contain research relating to the concept of information as
it pertains to sound decision-making processes.

Purpose of the Study

The present study was conducted to investigate the
information base used to place handicapped children in the
North Caroliﬁa public schools. ‘The data were compiled from an
inquiry form sent to coordinators of special education in 145
local education agencies. The inquiry form {see Appendix A)
consisted of items relating to: (1) informaﬁion used for

evaluation ppidr to placement, (2) educational program options



available, and (3) availability of support services comple-
menting educational prozrams. |

School district size and type of handicapping conditions
were chosen tb demonstrate possible disparities in the infor-
mation base utilized for placement decisions. |

For the burposes of this study, the following predictions
were stated as null hypotheses:

1. There will be no significant difference in school
district size and the extent of use of required information.

2, There will be no significant difference in type of
handicapping condition and the extent of use of required
information.

3. There will be no significant difference in the
interaction between school district size and types of handi-
capping conditions and the extent of use of required infor-
mation.

4. There will be no significant difference in school
district size and the extent of use of optional information.

5. There will be no significant difference in types of
handicapping conditions and the extent of use of optional
information.l

6. There will be no significant difference in the inter-
action between school district size and types of handicapping
conditions and the extent of use of optional information.

7. There will be no significant difference in school

district sizq’and the educational program opiions availability.



8. There will Ve nro - -sigaificant difference in types of

educational program options avail-

o

handicapping conditiouns an
ability.

9. There will be no significant difference in the inter-
action between school district size and types of handicapping
conditions and educational program options availability.

10. There will be no significant difference in school
distriet size and suppori service availability. |

11. There.will be ﬁo significant differences in types
of handicapping conditions and support service availability.

12. There Qill be no signiiicant difference in the
interaction between school district size and ftypes of handi-

capping conditions and support service availability.



CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Court Cases Relating to Classification and
Placement Procedures and the Right to Education

In Hobson v. Hansen (1967) Judge J. Skelly Wright issued
a decision abolishing the "track system" in the District of
Columbia schools. DPlacement of children in an educational
"track system'" was on the basis of ability tests such as the
Stanford-Binet Intelligence Test and the Otis Test of Mental
Ability. Judge Wright concluded that the findings clearly
showed that black children dominated the lower tracks and
thét test scores were used to deny equal educational opportu-

nity to a certain segment of society. In Spangler v. Pasa-

dena Board of Education (1970) the court found racial imbaliance

in the Pasadena schools and depermined that this imbalance
was partly due to the use of intelligence tests for place-
ment of students.

Further exception was taken to the use of intelligence

tests when Diana v. the Board of Education (1970) was filed

in the District Court of Southern California on behalf of nine
Mexican~American students. These students were given the
Stanford-Binet and the Wechsler Intelligence Tests in English,

and as a result of their scores, were placed;in classes for the



mentally retarded. The issue involved was whether the
intelligence tests were culturally biased. The harm alleged
to be suffered by the students included irreparable injury
due to an inadequate education and the stigma of mental
retardation. The case resulted in a consent decree requiring
the development of new or revised intelligence tests reflect-
ing abilities of Mexican-Americans, the administration of
tests in the primary language and English, and the retesting
in their primary language of children already in classes for
the mentally retarded. Since the decree, nearly 10,000 stu-
dents have been returned to regular classrooms.

Arreola v. Board of Iducation (1968), also filed in

California, sought relief against identification and placement

procedures on behalf of Mexican-American children. Covarrubias

v. the San Diego Unified School District (1971) was filed on
behalf of twelve black and five Mexican—American children who
were placed in classes for the educable mentally retarded.
Both cases dealt with the major issue of improper placement
of children in classes for the mentally retafded on the basis

of tests given in English by white, monolingual examiners.

In Boston, Stewart v. Phillips (1970) sought relief for
all black and poor Boston public school students who were not
mentally retarded but were in special education classes,

who were mentally retarded but were being denied placement



into special eduéation programs, and whose parents were
denied an opportunity to participate in placément decisions.
As a result of this case, new statewide regulations were
adopted which called for a full prior evaluation, the
elimination of the use of labels insofar as possiblé, inte-
gration into regular classrooms insofar as pbssible, and
procedural due proceés rights of placement.

In Larry P. v. Riles (1971), filed in Northern California,

factual issues involved improper placement of black children
due to testing procedures that failed to recognize the
children's unfamiliarity with white middle-class cultural back-
ground. It was argued that classes for the mentally retarded
do not provide the necessary competencies for children to
become economically useful and socially adjusted and that a
disproportionate number of black children were enrolled in
classes for the retarded. In 1972, the United States District
Court enjoined the Northern District of California from placing
black students in classes for the retarded on the basis of
intelligence testing procedures which did not reflect learning
experiences in the home environment, if the consequences of
using such procedures led to racial imbalancé in classes for

the educable mentally retarded.

The Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children v.

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania (1972) case, brought to court on

behalf of al} retarded children in Pennsylvapia who were



excluded from school, and the Mills v. the Board of Education

of the District of Columbia (1972) suit, brought on behalf of

all children in the District of Columbia, had similar issues.
Both sought to establish the constitutional principie that
children excluded from school as uneducable were entitled

to publicly supported educational opportunities. Both insisted
on procedural protection of children before placement in special
programs. The court decreed in both cases that excluded
children be found, evaluated, and appropriately placed in
programs which met individual needs; it stressed the need for
educating children in the least restrictive educational eanviron-
ment; it required that all children in special classes and
children recommended for special classes re reevaluated every
two years; and, finally, that procedural due process hearings

be conducted_at the request of parent or child whose placement
in a special class is recommended, denied, or changed.

In the Mills case, the defendants claiméd in response to
the decree that it would be impossible for them to afford
relief sought by the plaintiffs. The court declared, in
return, that The inadequacies of the District of Columbia
public school system, whether due to insufficient funding or
administrative inefficiency, could not bear more heavily on
the handicapped child than on the normal child (Weintraub and

Abeson, 1976).
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Martinelli (1976)_rec§gnized that special education is
but one entity in the complex formal institution of education.
Consequeptly, there are many external and internal factors
which may hinder a school district from complying with policies
mandated by all levels of goveranment.

Three of the major'external factors Martinelli (1976)
discussed relate to school district size: distribution of the
student population, social attitudes téward education, and
economic factors. He noted that many parents of handicapped
children have moved from rural to urban schoql districts in
order for their children to receive special éducation and
support services unavailable in sparsely populated districts.
The increased number of handicapped children.in urban areas
has grown faster than some large, urban school districts
could accommodate for the childrens' educatignal needs. The
decline in the numbers of handicapped children in rural areas
has made special education a more costly resource to provide
in small, rural school districts.

Preferences, in school districts, towarq a production or
consumer emphasis in education may affect thé availability
of educational resources to handicapped children. These pre-
ferences may or may not be in harmeny with sfate and national
emphases. If local economic investment in education is based
on économic return, there will be minimal prévision of educa-

tional programs for those handicapped children who are viewed
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as nonproductive members of society (Martinelli, 1978).

The local education agency's fiscal ability and effort
are strong determinants in the provision of appropriate edu~
cational services to the handicapped cnild. Inequities in
fhe capabilities of local education agencies to finance edu-
cational services vary greatly from district to district.
Some state legislative bodies have not acted to eliminate
the inequities (Martinelli, 1976). The court ruled it the

responsibility‘of the State, in Case v. California (1974),

to provide adequate and equal educational opportunities for
all children, handicapped or otherwise. In other words, if
inequities exist, they must exist across all programs in the
school system.

The coﬁrt established in Lebanks v. Spears (1973) that

every child who is mentally retarded or suspected of being

mentally retarded is entitled to:

(a) evaluation and development of a special
education plan and periodic review and (b) pro-
vision of a free public program of education and
training appropriate to his age and mental status
(Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
1974, p. 14).

There was also the assumption that

among alternative programs and plans
placement in regular public school class with the
appropriate support services is preferable to
placement in special public school class and place-
ment in a special public school class is preferable
to placement in a community training facility

(Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,'ié74,
p. 14).



12

In Rainey v. Tennessee Department of Education (1974),

the court established that handicapped children be provided
special educational services in as normal an educational
environment as possible and that labeling of~individuél
children should be minimized.

As a final note to classification, placement, and right
to education issues, an important principle was established

in Colorado Association for Retarded Children v. Colorado

(1972) that "...mere enactment of legislation without actual
implementation does not render substantial legal questions
moot" (Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 1974,
p. 27).

Federal and State Legislation Governing
Educational Programs for the Handicapped

The Education Amendments of 1974 (Publig Law 93-380)
were the first major pieces of legislation requiring states to
establish goals of providing full educational opportunities
for all handicapped children. In addition, the bill provided
procedural safeguards for use in identifying, evaluating, and
placing handicapped children. Another key element, closely
related to due process, was the requirement that handicapped
children be placed for educational purposes in the least

restrictive 21ternative setting. The law called for states

—r
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to adopt:

(B) procedures to insure that, to the maximum
extent appropriate, handicapped children, including
children in public or private institutions or other
care facilities, are educated with children who are
not handicapped, and special classes, separate
schooling, or other removal of handicapped children
from the regular education environment occurs only
when the nature or severity of the handicap is such
that education in regular classes with the use of
supplementary aids and services cannot be achieved
satisfactorily (Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, 1974, Sec. 612 (d) (13B).

On November 29, 1975, President Gerald Ford signed into
law the federal Education for All Handicapped Children Act
(Public Law 94-142), amendments to Public Law 93-380. Hear-
ings conducted by Congresé prior to enactmeﬁt indicated in
part the following: .

(1) There are more than 8 million handicapped
children in the United States;

(2) the special education needs of these
children are not fully met;

(3) more than half of the handicapped children
in the United States do not receive appropriate edu-
cational services which would enable them to have full
equality of opportunity;

(4) one million of the handicapped children in
the United States are excluded entirely from the
public school; and

(5) there are many handicapped children through-
out the United States participating in regular school
programs whose handicaps prevent them from having a
successful educational experience because their
handicaps are undetected (Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, 1975, Sec. 3(b)).
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The purpose of the Act as stated is:
. . . to assure that all handicapped children

have available to them, . . . a free appropriate

public education which emphasized special education

and related services designed to meet their unique

needs, to assure that the rights of handicapped

children and their parents or guardians are pro-

tected, to assist States and localities to provide

for the education of all handicapped children and

to assess and assure the effectiveness of efforts

to educate handicapged children (Department of

Health, Education, and Welfare, 1975, Sec. 3(c)).

Regulatory legislation complementing Public Law 94-142
was published in the Federal Register on August 23, 1977.
These regulations govern implementation of Public Law 94-142
by providing interpretations of the law to State Education
Agencies. Only those sections of the regulations that apply
to the present study will be included herein.

As stated in the Federal Register (1977), the purpose of
the regulations is "to insure that all handiéapped children
have available to them a free appropriate public education
which included special education and related services to meet
their unique needs (Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, 1977, Sec. 121la.l).

The term special education means '"specially designed
instruction, at no cost to the parents, to meet the unique
needs of a handicapped child, including classroom instruction,
instruction in physical education, home inst?uction, and

instruction ;n hospitals and institutions (Department of Health,

Education, and Welfare, 1977, Sec. 121a.14).:
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The regulations specify further that prior to any
action taken with respect to the initial placement of a
handicapped‘child local ecducation agencies must now insure -
a full and individual evaluation of a child's educational
needs. A single procedure may no longer be-used as the sole
criterion for determining a child's educational programming.
In making placement decisions, the local education agency
must draw upon evaluative information from a variety of
sources. The evaluative information collected includes,
where appropriate, health, vision, hearing, social and emo-
tional status, general intelligence, academic performance,
communicative status, motor abilities, teacher recommendations
and cultural background. The tests and other evaluation
materials used to assess all areas of the child's suspected
disability must be validated concerning the:specific purpose
.for which they are used and must be administered by trained
personnel (Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
1977, Sec. 121a.531 - Sec. 121a.532).

According to the regulations, placement decisions must
be made in conformity with the least restrictive environment
concept and must take into consideration supportive services
(related services) required to assist a child with special
needs in benefiting from a special education program. Local

education agencies must insure a continuum of alternative
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placements to meet the educational needs of;handicapped
children. The continuum consists of specific options:
regular classroom, regular classroom with support services,
special classes, special schools, hbme and hospital instruc-
tion, and institutions (Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, 1977, Sec.A121a.550). Supportive services (related
services) may fall anywhere along the continuum. These
services include but are not limited to speech pathology and
audiology, psychological services, physical and occupational
therapy, recreation, early identification and assessment,
counseling and medical services for diagnostic and evaluative
purposes, school health services, social work services, parent
counseling and training, and transportation- (Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, 1277, Sec. 121a.13).

In July, 1977, the North Carolina General Assembly adopted
Chapter 927, An Act to Provide for a System of Educational
Opportunities for All Children Requiring Spécial Education.
Section 115-360 brings State law and practice into conformity
with Public Law 94-142. The State policy requires the State
to '"'provide a free appropriate publicly supborted education to
every child with special needs" (House Bill 6088, 1977, p. 1).

Before any child is placed into a special education program,
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each local education agency shall cause a
multi-disciplinary diagnosis and evaluation to be
made of the child . . . shall use the diagnosis and
evaluation to determine if the child has special
needs, diagnose and evaluate those needs, propose
special education programs to meet those needs, and
provide or arrange to provide such programs (p. 12).

The North Carolina State Department of Public Instruction,
Division for Exceptional Children, provides rules governing
programs and services for handicapped children. These rules
conform to state legisliation. Local education agencies are
responsible for adopting board of education policy to State
Department of Public Instruction rules in order to insure
implementation of state and federal legislation.

Local boards of education must make available a multi-
factored assessment before any child can be ﬁlaced in a
special education program. - The purpose of this assessment is
to provide a comprehensive view of the childrfrom the per-
spectives of the school, home, and community: The data to be
collected include, but are not limited to, ability and achieve-
ment data, information on physical condition, socio-cultural
background, and adaptive behavior both in the home and at
school. The evaluations must be performed by qualified ex-
aminers (North Carolina State Department of Public Instruction,

1978, pp. 27-33).

The rules governing programs for handicapped children in
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North Carolina do specify evaluative information which is
unique to each type of handicapping condition.

This study focuses on five handicapping conditions --
emotionally handicapped, educable mentally retarded, train-
able mentally retarded, multi~handicapped, and learning

disabled. The North Carolina Rules Governing Programs for

Children With Special Needs define each type of handicapping

condition as follows:

Seriously Emotionally Handicapped. A serious
emotional handicap in children is defined as
behavior that is developmentally inappropriate or
inadequate in educational settings as indicated by
one or more of the following characteristics:

(1) an inability to learn that cannot be explained
by intellectual, sensory, neurophysical or general
health factors; (2) an inability to build or
maintain satisfactory interpersonal relationships
with peers or teachers; (3) inappropriate or
immature types of behaviors or feelings under normal
conditions; (4) a general pervasive mood of unhap-
piness or depression; (5) a tendency to develop
physical symptons, pains or fears associated with
personal or school problems. The behavior must be
of sufficient duration, frequency and intensity to
call attention to the need for intervention on
behalf of the child to insure his/her educational
success (p. 8).

Mentally Handicapped. Significantly subaverage
general intellectual functioning existing concurrently
with deficits in adaptive behavior and manifested
during the developmental period. The adaptive
behavior refers primarily to the effectiveness of the
individual in adapting to the natural and social de-
mands of his/her environment. It has two major facets:
(1) the degree to which the individual is able to
function independently and (2) the degree to which
he/she meets satisfactorily the culturally imposed de=~
mands of personal and social responsibility (p. 7).
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Multiply Handicapped. Students who have a
combination of two or more handicaps (examples:
mentally handicapped/emotionally handicapped, and
deaf/blind) the combination of which causes such

- developmental and educational problems that the
children cannot be properly accommodated in
special programs that primarily serve one area
of handicapping condition (p. 8).

Specific Learning Disabilities. Pupils who
exhibit a specific learning disability have at
least average intellectual ability or are
capable of average intellectual ability. These
pupils manifest a significant discrepancy be-
tween their current educational placement and
their current performance. This discrepancy is
the result of a deficiency in prerequisite skills
and/or performance necessary in the academic areas
of reading, spelling, mathematics or handwriting.
These deficiencies cannot be attributed to the
presence of visual, auditory, or motor handi-
capping conditions, primary emotional disturbance,
cultural, environmental, or economic disadvantage
(pp. 8-9).

Information which is required for the five types of

handicapping conditions include: Initial referral from
teacher, principal, parent, surrogate parent, or bona fide
agency; parent permission for evaluation; student observa-
tion report; parent permission for services; student cumula-
tive records; student achievement records; description of
educational programs/services needed; and psychological
information. Additional required evaluative information

for each type of handicapping condition includes:

1) emotionally handicapped: adaptive behavior;
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: 2) educable mentally retarded: medical screen-
ing, adaptive behavior, psycho-motor abilities, hearing
screening, and vision screening;

3) trainable mentally retarded: medical evalua-
tion, adaptive behavior, psycho-motor abilities, speech/
language evaluation, hearing screening, and vision
screening;

4) multi-handicapped: medical evaluation,
adaptive behavior, psycho-motor abilities, speech/
language evaluation, hearing screening, and vision
screening; and ’ '

(5) 1learning disabled: no other required than
those listed above (p. 31).

The rules also specify program options and related (sup-
port) services to be made available to insure that a child's
educational needs are met. The State has adopted a continuum
of programs and services model which defines levels of educa-
tional programs. The continuum is shown in Tigure 1. 1In
the framework of the concept of the least restrictive alterna-
tive environment, the rules specify that to the maximum extent
possible, handicapped children shall be educated in the regular
classroom., When the regular classroom does not meet the needs
of the child, supportive services should be provided prior to
removal. Special schools, separate schools, or placement else-
where should occur only'when regular classes, even with
supportive services, cannot meet educational needs satisfactor-
ily (North Carolina State Department of Public Instruction,

1978, pp. 10-11).
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A Continuum of Programs and Services Model*
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to Place Handicapped Children in the Public
Schools

The problem of classifying a child as handicapped and
prlacing the child into special education programs has been
under attack for many reasons. The major theme found through-
out such attacks is that placement decisions based solely on
a label do not lead to effective treatment (Goldstein, Moss,
and Jordan, 1965; Rosenthal and Jacobson, 1968; Dunn, 19€8;
Jones, 1972).

The Project on Classification of Exceptional Children,
supported by the United States Department of Health, Educa-
tion and Welfare, undertook to study the issue of classifi-
cation and its ensuing consequences for children. The report
recognized the misuse of classification. However, the report
also emphasized the importance of classification for communi-
cation and problem solving. One conclusion reported from the
past research efforts was that classification is essential to
obtain services for children, to plan and organize programs,
and to determine outcomes of intervention efforts. An alter-
native to classical classification is to improve the kinds
of information used to place children. The designing of a
plan to help a child grow and learn requires much specific
information about the child and his or hér immediate world.

To provide such information, construction of a profile of
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assets and liabilities of the child is required. The profile
should include a description of physical attributes, salient
features of medical, psychological and educational evaluation,
and should specify what the child can and cannot do, what the
child can be taught, and what is expected of him/her. It
should further include interactions between the child and
significant people who interact with him and the child and
his/her environment. This aiternative classification system
views the child as residing in an ecological system of which
he/she is an integral part. The child is no longer the sole
focus of assessment and intervention (IHobbs, 1975).

Reynolds (1971) stated that:

Special education should be arrangéd so that

the normal home, school, and community life is main-

tained whenever feasible. Special education place-

ments, particularly those involving separation from
normal school and home life, should be ade only

after careful study and for compelling weasons

(p. 425).

In an earlier work, Reynolds (1968) spoke of considera-
tion of alternative variables affecting placement decisions.
He contended that when alternative school procedures are
available, it is not wise to begin placementiprocedures by
looking only at traditional categories; and that decision
makers must make certain that each child is provided the place-

ment within the resources which is most likely to serve the

child effectively. In determining which placement will insure
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effective treatment, two kinds of variables should be taken
into consideration: 1) source variables--identification of
the problem, and 2) decision variables--educational place-
ment information. . School personnel must interpret these
variables to produce aptitude-treatment-interaction programs
for the child.

Mercer (1975) conducted a study on mental retardation
from a clinical and social system perspective which concluded
that public schools need to adopt a multi-cultural, pluralis-
tic assessment which would lead to the development of educa-
tional programs enabling the child to function in a pluralistic
society. The assessment framework would include an identifi-
cation of the social milieu in which the child is reared, an
assessment of adaptive behavior, an evaluation of the child's
general academic readiness in relation to the public school
population and to his own socio-cultural miiieu, an inventory
of the child's medical history, and a screeqing for physical
impairments.

Cruickshank and Johnson (1958) wrote tﬁét judgments made
concerning educational placement without a é§mp1ete assessment
of a handicapped child's characteristics co&ld not be sound.
They definedua complete assessment which woﬁld include the
abilities and limitations of the child, his/her home, and

his/her community.

t
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Deno (1970) recommended that decision makers view educa-
tional services for handicapped children organizationally as
a cascade system from regular classroom placement to hospital
and domiciled settings. The cascade system was based on the
assumption that children are seldom all capable or totally
handicapped. It recognized that children cannot be adequately
classified categorically; rather, that children'needed to be
programmed individually by means of specific teaching objec-~
tives. The decision-making process should involve technical
judgment by decision makers as to the appropriateness of ser-
vices along this cascade system for a given child.

Information and Decision Making

The review of special education literature has defined
various aspects of an adequate information base necessary for
making decisions relative to the educational placement of
handicapped children in public schools. The review fails,
however, to delineate the value of this information base to
the process of achieving a rational (quality) decision.

According to Kast and Rosenzweig (1974) information is
a basic ingredient for decision making. Information consists
of facts, numbers, and data which are processed to provide
additional knowledge relevant to a problem in question.

These compopents of information alter the degrée of uncertainty

in a given situation and are evaluated in terms of their
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" pertinence for making a decision. A system of information
flow is vitél to the decision-making process.

Tannaccone (1964) described the quality of decision
making in an organization as related to the amount of infor-
mation available concerning issues in question. Vroom and
Yetton (1973) stated that the achievement of a rational
(quality) decision depends on correctly identifying the
problem and-having the best possible information to choose
the most correct alternative for a solution. The quality of
a decision reaches its highest point when full information
is available.

Brubaker and Nelson (1974) stated that:decision makers
should remember three factors during the deqision~making
process: (1) the quality of the decision,é(Z) the extent
to which thé decision is acceptable to thosé who must imple-
ment it, and (3) the time available for making the decision
and implementing it. When quality is of paramount consider-
ation, sufficient data must be available to assess resources
and the extent to which the best possible solution can be
reached with those resources. "

Decisiqn making is considered by Shull, Delbecq, and
Cummings (1§70) to include three phases of information
processing. An individual must: (1) percéive and recall
information.to understand the situation, (2§ process and

transform information in order to produce a set of alternative

+
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courses of action, and (3) choose a course of action from
the alternatives.

Decision making is defined by Dill (1964) to cover
several phases: agenda building, search, commitment, imple-
mentation, and evaluation. Information is used in the |
"search'" phase to evaluate alternative courses of action.
Kimbrough and Nunnery (1976) describe four stages in making
a decision: (1) awareness of a need for a decision, (2)
designing situations, (3) selecting alternatives, and (4)
taking action.  "Information collection is not identified as
an explicit stage because it is needed at each stage"

(p. 120).

Decisioﬁ making has been viewed as a pfocess. Infor-
mation is a Qital part of this process. Peféons in the publiec
schools respbnsible for educational placemeﬂf decisions should
realize the importance of an adequate inforﬁgtion base prior A
to selecting alternative courses of action and choosing the
alternative which will Dbest meet the unique educational needs
of the handicapped child.

In summary, the literature on litigation revealed that
courts have decreed that handicapped childrem have been dis-
criminated against through the use of inappropriate assessment
tools, testi@g situations, and faulty decisions regarding

placement. ?ederal and State laws have been formulated to
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insure the rectification of these discriminatory practices.
Professionals in the field of special education have pro-
vided suggestions for ways to implement the regulations
which interpret the law. It is now the responsibility of
local education agency personnel to obtain an adequate
information base to include multi-faceted evaluation data
and information regarding program options and support services
availability prior to making placement decisions.

The absence of research to determine if decision-makers
in local education agencies have an adequaté information base

prior to making placement decisions is blatant.
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CHAPTER III
METHOD
Overview

Special education coordinators in North Carolina local
education agencies completed a mailed inquiry form for the
- purpose of determining the information base used to place
handicapped children into North Carolina public school class-
rooms. The inquiry form was designed to study the extent of
use of required and optional information in educational
placement decisions, the program continuum available, and
support services available for five handicapping conditions:
the emotionally handicapped (EH) child, the educable mentally
retarded (EMR) child, the trainable mentally retarded (TMR)
child, the multi-handicapped (MH) child, and the learning
disabled (LD) child.

In order to investigate the relationship of school
district size to the information base used, the inquiry forms
were distributed into three categories: small (s) school
district size, medium (m) school district size, and large (1)
school district sizé. The data were then statistically
anhlyzed to determine if there were significant differences
in information used, programs available, and support services

for any of the five handicapping conditions.
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Subjects

Initially, the subjects were 145 special education
coordinators in each local education agency in North Carolina.
The coordinators were asked to complete and return the in-
quify forms in a self-addressed, stamped envelope. Of the
145 coordinators, 8l responded for a 56% return. These 81
returned forms became the basis for data analysis.

In order to study the effect of school district size on
other treatment criteria, the inquiry forms were ranked
according to school district size via the 1977 final school
district enrollments. The 81 subjects were distributed
among 3 categories: small school districts, medium school
districts, and large school districts. Enrollments from 662
to 4,381 constituted the small school district category,
4,573 to 8,050 the medium school district category and
8,619 to 57, 503 the large school district category. Thus,
there were equal n's of 27 in the 3 experimental groups.

Development of the Research Instrument

Since factual information had to be gathered from the
practicing coordinators of special education in the state of
North Carolina, a mailed inquiry form seemed the most desirable
data—gathering device. The initial step in development of the
inquiry form was to consider the data needed and produce a

format for data collection that was precise and well organized.
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Considering the responses necessary, three methods of
data collection were chosen. The first method, the Likert-
type scale (Best, 1977), was used to provide responses re-

" garding the extent of use of evaluative information avail-
able to decision makers prior to the placement of handicapped
children in the public schools. The initial step in con-
structing the scale was to gather items which reflected
required and optional evaluative information which could be
used to make placement decisions, i.e., student achievement
records, spéech/language reports, intelligence quotients.
These items were selected from the research of the literature,

Functions of the Placement Committee in Special Education

(1976), published by the National Association of Directors

of Special Education, and federal and state laws governing
handicapped children programs. A list of the selected items
was then presented to ten special education teachers and five
teaching aides in special education classrooms. These persons
were individually asked to examine each item, critique each
one for clarity, and to correlate with evalpative information
used to make placement decisions. A final iist of items was
compiled from the fifteen responses. Tollowing the Likert-type
method, peréentage responses were chosen tofdetermine extent
of use of each item. Next, a scale value relating to com-
pliance was“assigned each percentage response: (5) 100%-90%;

H
(4) 89%-60%; (3) 59%-40%; (2) 39%-10%; and (1) less than 10%.
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The second method chésen to gather data was the closed
form type (Best, 1977). This method allowed the respondents
to check items pertaining to educational program options
and support services if they were available in their school
district. The items for these questions were compiled

from the North Carolina State Board of Education Rules

Governing Programs and Services for Children with Special
Needs (North Carolina State Department of Public Instruction,
1978).

The third method used for data collection required
subjects to indicate by corresponding number the person(s)
responsible for conducting the evaluations.

Once the format was completed, a pilot test was con-
ducted. Twenty subjects were chosen to participate in the
pilot test: 1lay persons, régular and special education
teachers, administrators, and university personnel. A
cover letter and the inquiry form were given'to each partici—'
pant. Each was asked to complete the inquiry form and to
make suggestions to insure internal validity, concise and
clear directions, logical format, accurate %nd easy pro-
cedure for response, and neatness in appearaﬁce.

After corrections were made, the inquiry form was printed
in final form. The forms were coded utilizing school codes
from the North Carolina Education Directory. A cover letter,

a sample copy showing method of completion, the inquiry form,
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and a self-addressed stamped envelope were mailed to the
145 special education coordinators in the state (see
Appendix A).'

Two weeks after the first mailing, reminder postcards
were mailed to those subjects who had not yét returned their
forms.v

Statistical Design

The data collected were characterized as héving a dual
nature. Some of the data concerned the extent of use of

information while other data concerned the availability of

programs and services. Therefore, two designs were used.
For data concerning the extent of use of information,
a two-factor mixed design with repeated measures on one
factor (Bruning and Kintz, 1968) was used. The subjects'’
responses were classified into three groups on the basis of
. school district size, the first independent yariable, and
into five groups on the basis of handicappiﬁg condition,
the second independent variable. This classification allowed
an analysis of variance to be used to test the equality of
means in the two groups of independent variables as to the
extent of use of required and optional information. It also
facilitated analysis of interaction of the two groups of
independent variables.on the extent of use of required and
optional information.
Duncan'é new multiple range test (Li, 1964) was then

computed for the means of significant F ratios. This
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calculation made it possible to test the difference between
and among means to determine which specific means differed
significantly from other means.

For the data dealing with program and service avail-
ability, a design for the analysis of variance of binomial
data was used (Li, 1964). The availability of programs
and services is a dichotomous characteristic, i.e., a
program is available (success) or it is not available
(failure). Data which have such a two-sided qualitative
character are drawn from a binomial population. Since all
binomial populations consist of the observations O and 1,
an observation of an ayailable program assumes a value
of 1 (success) and the observation that a person is not
available assumes a value of O (failure). The frequencies
of these observations differentiate one population from
another. As found in Li,

The mean of a binémial population is equal
to the relative frequency of successes and
the variance is equal to the product of the
relative frequencies of successes and
failures. The mean is the only parameter
of a binomial population (p. 455).

Therefore, the data for program and service availability
were considered as a sample drawn from a binomial population
and were qualified for analysis of variance. As in the
previous design, the subjects' responses were again classified
into the three categories of school district size and the five

hahdicapping conditions.
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Duncan's new multiple range test was again used to test
for significant differences among means of significant F

ratios.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

The first six hypotheses in this studyiwere tested by
analyzing data by means of the two factor mixed design with
repeated measures on one factor (Bruning and Kintz, 1968).
Thé design is a combination of a factorial design and the
treatment-by-subjects design. The advantage of this design
and its suitability to this research lay in its ability to
assess the effects of the two independent variables, school
district size and types of handicapping conditions, alone
and in combination with one another, on the extent of use of
required and optional information. This procedure also

allowed examination of performance variation of each subject

TABLE 1

Analysis of Variance of the Effect of School District
Size and Types of Handicapping Conditions on

Extent of Use of Required Information

Source of Sums of . Mean
Variation Squares d.f. Square F
School size 3,577 2 1789 - 6.57*
Error 21,246 78 272 .4
Type of Handicap 20,240 4 5060 38.5 *x
Size X Type 2,245 8 280.63 2 . 13%%%
Error 41,163 313 131.5

*p<.005; **p<.001; ***p<,05
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on extent of use of information across the five handicapping
conditions.

As indicated by Table 1, null hypothesis one, that there
wduld be no significant difference in school district size
and extent of use of required information, was rejected at
the .005 level of significance. Therefore, the data indicate
that -school district size does affect the extent of use of re-
quired information.

Null hypothesis two, concerning the effect of types of
handicapping conditions and extent of use of required infor-
mation, was rejected at the .001 level of significance. The
variable, types of handicapping conditions, does affect extent
of use of required information.

An ¥ ratio of 2.13 was obtained for the interaction of
school district size and types of handicapping conditions on
extent of use of required information, null ﬁypothesis three.
This interaction was significant at the .05 level of signifi-
cance. The data therefore support the alternate hypothesis
that school district size and types of handicapping conditions
do have a significant effect on extent of use of required
information.

Duncan's new multiple range test (Tables 5, 6, and 7
presented in Appendix B) was performed for school district
size, types of handicapping conditions and iqteraction effects.

The significant mean differences for school district size and
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typeé of handicapping conditions are presented graphically

in Figure 2.

FIGURE 2

Effect of School District Size and Types
of Handicapping Conditions on Extent
of Use of Required Information
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As presented in Table 2, an F ratio of 4.60 was obtained
for school district size effect on extent of ‘use of optional
information. Null hypothesis four, that there would be no
significant difference in school district size and extent of
use of optional information, was rejected at the .025 level
of significance. The alternate hypothesis that school dis-
trict size and extent of use of optional infdrmation will

~differ significantly is accepted.
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An F rafio of 111.2 was obtained for the effect of types
of handicapping conditions. This ratio is significant at.the
.001 level of significance. Thus, the null ﬁypothesis was
rejected and the alternate hypothesis that t?pes of handi-
capping conditions will differ significantlyffrom extent of
use of optionél information is accepted.

Concerning the interaction of school distriqt size and
types of handicapping conditions on extent of use of optional
information, 'null hypothesis six, an F ratio?of 5.31 was
obtained. This‘interaction is significant at the .001 level
of significance, This finding supports the alternate
hypothesis that school district size and types of handicapping
conditions to have a significant effect on exXtent of use of

optional information.

TABLE 2

Analysis of Variance of Effect of School Size and
Type of Handicapping Conditions on Extent of
Use of Optional Information

Source of Sums of ' Mean
Variation Squares a.f. Square F
School Size 4,024 2 2,012 4.60%
Error 34,161 78 437
Type of handicap 13,964 4 3,491 111.2 **
Size X Type 1,343 3 167 5, 31%*%
Error 9,838 313 31.4

*p<.025; **p<.001; ***p<,001
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Since a significant difference was observed for school
district size, types of handicapping conditidns, and inter-
action effecfs, Duncan's new multiple range test was computed
to determine significant mean differences (see Tables 8, 9,
and 10 in Appendix C). The significant mean differences for
interaction of the two variables on extent of uée of optional

information are illustrated in Figure 3.

FIGURE 3

Effect of School District Size and Types
of Handicapping Conditions on Extent
of Use of Optional Information
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Null hypothesis seven, that there would be no signifi-

cant difference in school district size and program option

availability, was rejected at the .001 level of significance
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as shown in Table 3.

Since an F ratio of 6.37 was obtained for the effect of
types of handicapping conditions on program option avail-
ability, null hypothesis eight was also rejected at the .00l
level of significance. The alternate hypothesis that types
of handicapping conditions do have an effect on program
option availability is accepted.

The interaction between school district size and typeé
of handicapping conditions and their effect on program option
availability, null hypothesis nine, was found to be non-

significant with an F ratio of .80, p>.05.

TABLE 3

Analysis of Variance of Effect of School Size and
Type of Handicapping Conditions on
Program Option Availability

Source of Sums of Mean
Variation Squares d.f. Squares F
School Size 54 2 27 7.16%
Type of Handicap 96 4 24 6.37%%
Size x Type 24 8 3 L BO*%% "
Error 1,470 390

3.77
*p<.001, **p<,001, **¥p<.05 ‘

Duncan's new multiple range test was computed for
significant mean differences (see Tables 11 and 12 in

Appendix D).
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Table 4 displays the analysis of data related to
hypotheses 10, 11, and 12.

An F ratio of .38 was found for null hypothesis ten,
that there would be no significant difference is school
district size and support service availability. The data

failed to reject this null hypothesis, p>.05.

TABLE 4

Analysis of Variance of Effect of School Size and
Type of Handicapping Conditions on
Support Service Availability

Source of Sums of Mean
Variation Squares d.f. Squares» F
School Size 25 2 12.5 . 38%
Type of Handicap 226 4 56.5 1.70%
Size x Type - 112 8 14 42%
Error 12,995 390 33.3
*p>.05

For null hypothesis eleven, that there would be no
significant difference in types of handicapping conditions
and support service availability, an F ratio of 1.70 was
computed. The data also failed to reject'this null hypothesis,
p>.05.

Null hypothesis twelve, that there would be no signifi-
cant difference in interaction between school district size

and type of handicapping conditions and support service
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availability, also failed to he rejected by the data;
p>.085.

For the interest of the reader, individual item responses
to the 81 questionnaires appear in the Appendices. Appendix E
includes frequency data relating to required evaluative in-
formation. Appendix T includes frequency data relating to
optional evaluative information. Appendix G includes a tally
of individual responses to program option availability.
Appendix H includes a tally of individual responses to sup-
port service availability.

These frequency data were not statistically analyzed as a
part of this study. The statistical methods.employed were
designed to analyze gréup responses to the items in total
rather than to invéstigate performance variations of individ-
ual schools aﬁong items in each category. Tﬂis approach was
taken in thié research because within a particular category,
e.g., required information, no item is considered more

important or necessary than any other item.
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

Of the twelve null hypotheses presented in this study
eight were refuted by statistical analysis of the findings.
The data support the assumption that North Carolina local
educational agency personnel are making placement decisions
predicated on an inadequate information base. Furthermore,
.two variables cqnfounding the task of decision making are
school district size and type of handicapping condition.

School District Size

As noted earlier, school district size was identified
in the litefature as a factor which could hinder placement
of a handicapped child into an appropriate educational pro-
gram. Analysis of the data revealed that school district
size in North Caroliha does have a significant effect on
exte;t of use of evaluative information and program option
availability.

Small school districts in North Carolina tend not to
use as great a variety or as many pieces of évaluative data
as do medium.and large school districts. Large school
districts teéd to comply to the greatest extént with rules

set forth by‘the State Department of Public Instruction which

govern the use of evaluative information. Eyen though this
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study did not pinpoint specific reasons for the discrepancy
in extent of use of evaluative information, some inferences
may be drawn:

1) there may be an insufficient number of gquali-
fied examiners in school districts,

2) local Boards of Education may not have
adopted policies adhering to the spirit and letter
of the law,

3) 1local Boards of Education may have'adopted
minimal standards, and

4) 1local policies may have been adopted but not
implemented by decision makers.

Program option availability is also affected by school
district size. The data revealed that large school districts
have a greater array of program options than-do small or
medium schooi districts. Again, school district size should
not be a deterrent to offering appropriate pfograms which meet
children's specific educational needs. Inferences which may
be drawn to explain the unavailability of a program option

continuum are:

1) 1large school districts may be more financially
able to provide a greater array of program options,

2) 1large school districts may attract more
qualified personnel to create program options within
the organizational structure, and

3) large school districts may have greater in-
cidence figures across handicapping conditions which
would make option availability more feasible.
Analysis of the data failed to reject the hypothesis that

the school district size would have a significant affect on
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support service availability. One possible reason for this
lack of discrepancy between different siéed school districts
is the fact that these services are availablé throughout
North Carolina in community health agencies ét no cost to the
school districts. Another possible reason is that support
services may not be viewed by decision makers as an integral
part of the decision-making process regarding placement of
exceptional children.

Types of Handicapping Conditions

Types of handicapping conditions was the other variable
analyzed for effect on the extent of use of évaluative in-
formation, program option availability, and éupport service
availabilify. The literature review pinpointed required and
optional information necessary for evaluation of specific
handicapping,ponditions. North Carolina 1aw% do not specify
categorical program options but require thatnoptions be
available to children with any type of handicapping condition.
Support services must be provided as needed to the individual
child despité handicapping condition.

For the purposes of this study, required evaluative
information common to all categories was analyzed for com-
pliance to state fules governing information.necessary for
evaluation. The data showed that informatioﬂ used to place

emotionally handicapped and multi-handicapped children is

alike. Information to place educable mentally retarded,
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trainable mentally retarded and learning disabled children is
alike. The two groupings are significantly different from
each other.

State rules suggest that other information which can
be used for evaluative purposes is similar for multi-handi-
capped, educable mentally retarded and trainable mentally
retarded children and that some similarity exists between that
used for learning disabled and emotionally handicapped
children. The data for optional information showed that
optional evaluative information used for placement of
emotionally handicapped children is different from all others.
Optional information used for multi—handicapped children is
different from all others. Optional informaéion for placement
of the educable mentally retarded, the trainéble mentally re-
tarded and tHe learning disabled is alike.

The following explanations are offered concerning this
divergence from state rules governing evalua£ive information.
Emotionally handicapped characteristics in children may
necessitate in—depth psychological assessments conducted by
qualified psychiatrists. Multi-handicapped éhildren may
necessitate a medically oriented evaluation requiring the
services of professionals such as physicians; physical
therapists, audiologists, and opthamologists: These types
of evaluatioﬁs may be more difficult to obtain due to the

absence of such personnel in school systems. On the other
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hand, the categories of educable mentally retarded, trainable
mentally retarded, and learning disabled are more traditionally
oriented and édhere to services performed by more available
school psychologists.

The datazanalysis for program option availability showed
that types of handicapping conditions can affect choices of
educational environments. Program options for multi-handicap-
ped, trainable mentally retarded, and emotionally handicapped
are similar. Program options for trainable mentally retarded,
emotionally handicapped, and learning disabled children are
similar. Program options for learning disabled and educable
mentally retarded children are similar. 1In other words,
statistical analysis showed similarities across handicapping
conditions but did not imply that all program options were
available for all types of handicapping conditions.

 Possible explanations for these similarities are:
1) traditional practices of placing handicapped children
away from the more normal population, or 2) +the newer concept
of mainstreaming, whereby children with lesser degrees of
handicapping qonditions are placed in classes nearer to the
normal schoolvpopulation. State rules require, however, that
all options be available to meet the unique educational needs
of any child.

The statistical findings on the effect of types of

handicapping conditions on support service availability showed
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no significant diiferences. The data did not show whether
this is dué to the availability of support services across
handicapping conditions or due to unavallability of these

support services.

Interaction of School District Size and Types
of Handicapping Conditions

The interaction of school district size and types of
handicapping conditions revealed significant differences in
the extent of use of evaluative information. As indicated
by Figures 2 and 3 the extent of use of information for
emotionally handicapped and multi-handicapped is lower in
small and medium sized school districts. Large school
districts treat information for emotionally handicapped and
multi-handicapped similarly to information used for the other
three categories. Extent of use of information for educable
mentally retarded, trainable mentally retarded, and learning
disabled is treated in similar fashion across school district
size. This observation may be the result of:

1) small and medium school districts not having
the qualified personnel to provide necessary assess-
ments for emotionally handicapped and multl handi-
capped children,

2) incidence figures for emotionally handi-
capped and multi-handicapped being lower in small
and medium school districts, and thus, having a
lesser degree of professional impact,

3) . educable mentally retarded, trainable

mentally retarded, and 1earn1ng disabled being more

established categories in the school's organi-
zational structures, and



50

4) large school districts having more resources
for innovative planning for all types of handi-
capping conditions.

There was no significant interaction between the two
independent variables, school district size and types of
handicapping conditions, and program option Or support
services availability. Probably, no significant difference
was indicated by the data, because not all schools serve

the same array of handicaps.

Total Frequehcy Responses to Each Individual Item

Inferences cannot be drawn from the frequency data
relating to specific items included on the questionnaire since
these data were not addressed by the method bf statistical
analysis used in this research design.

The appendices provide an opportunity fér readers to
examine the frequency data. The readers may'draw their own
inferences through inductive reasoning as to which of the
specific pieces of evaluative information would seem to be
used more frequently to determine placement of handicapped
children in this sampling of North Carolina public schools.

As an example, a reader may infer that the data showed
a tendency for parent permission for evaluation (see Table
13) to be used more often in placement decisions in this
sample than intelligence quotient. Again, it must be
emphasized that making such inferences is at the reader's

own risk since the data were not statistically analyzed.
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Nevertheless, the data in this study do indicate that
the next logical step in research regarding the placement
process would be to design a study which would allow for the
valid and reliable identification of the specific pieces of
evaluative information used in the placement of handicapped
children in the North Carolina public schools.

Summary and Recommendations

The implications drawn from this study indicate a
pressing need for a more comprehensive investigation of
decision-making practices concerning placement of handicapped
children in the North Carolina public schools.

The major conclusion of this study is that, from the
sample drawn, North Carolina public school personnel are making
placement decisions founded upon an inadequate information base;
therefore, tﬁé provision of instructional pr;grams may not meet
the unique educational needs of handicapped children. The
literature review discussed the importance of an adequate
information base during the decision-making process (Vroom and
Yetton, 1973; Iannaccone, 1964; Kast and Rosenzweig, 1974,
Brubaker and Nelson, 1974). It also led to an operational
definition of an adequate information base which should include
evaluative information, program option availability, and sup-
port service availability (Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, 1977; North Carolina State Department of Public

Instruction, 1978). The data of this study reveal, however,
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that there are significant discrepancies in the use of
evaluative information, program options, and:support
services across school district size and type of handicapping
conditions. Therefore, one can infer that decisions are
being made regarding placement of handicapped children in the
public schools which are predicated on an inadequate infor-
mation base; this leads to inappropriate schooling for handi-
capped children in North Carolina.

The following recommendations are made for further
study :

1) further study and investigation needs to
be conducted on the effect of school district size
to the extent of use of evaluative information,
program option availability, and support service
availability, '

2) further research needs to explore the
impact of the type of handicapping conditions on
the extent of use of evaluative information, program
option availability, and support service availability,

3) further research needs to identify specific
pieces of information used in the placement process,

4) further investigation needs to assess
disparities in services which exist among small,
medium, and large school districts (e.g., finances,
qualified personnel), and

5) there exists a need to examine the use of
an adequate information base during the decision-
making process leading to the placement of handi-
capped children in the North Carolina public schools.
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tlarch 2, 1978

Dear Coordinator,

As a doctoral candidate at the University of North Carolina at Greensboro

I am engazing in research on the information base used to place handicapped
students in the North Carolina public schiools. This letter is an invita-
tion for you to participate in this project.

Your part in the study, to complete the enclosed inquiry form, should
require no more than twenty minutes of your time., The directions for
completion are explained with each item, YOUR REPORT WILL 3E HELD IN
STRICT COWFIDENCE,

If you are interested in the results of the study please indicate yes
in the upper right hand corner of the first page of the inquiry form.

I will be pleased to share the findings with you when the data have been
compiled,

ilay I thank you at this time for your kind cooperation with this wesearxch
project, Please complete the inquiry form and veturn it to me in the
..enclosed, stamped, selif-addressed envelope by iarch 15,

Sincerely,

Carolyn J. Worley
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The yurpose of this {nquiry form 15 to determine the information and resources used to place children with special necds in North Caraling public

schools,
The dircctions for completing the fnguiry form are explained above each ftem, N

1. Please check the educationd) programy you have available in your system:

yZ_trainatiie nentally retarded; _t~ multi-handlcapped; i~ learning disabied.

1t.
decisiony for the categories of eaceptionality listed velow:

KLY for catent of use: (5) 1003-90%; (4) 89:-6073 (3} 592-40%; (2) 393-10%; (1) less than 107

\/g:motlonally randicapped; _{/~ educable mentally retarded;

Please circle in columns G, D, F; H, J the extent to which your school sysicm uses the following information #n making educationa) placement

115, in colums A, C, £, G, | please place the number which indicates the person responsible for conducting the evaluation,

X€¥: (1) school psychologlst
{2) physician
{3} spceeh therapist

(4) audiologise

5) school nurse

6) counselor

1) regular classraom teacher
8} special education teacher

{9) psychiatrist
10) social worker

(12) parent

TNFORMATION CATEGORIES
87
? A ) [4 0 F [ H J
P\V]\ Q\( . Emotionaliy Educable Montally Trainable Hentally Hulti- Learning
Hendicapped Retorded Retarded Handicapped Disabled
9 V Extent of Use Extent of Use Extent of Use Extent of Use Extent of Use

Ao Inftiat Referral, oo v v v vl (6D 83 201 2|®s 3 20 543121 s 4321 's a2
B. Behaviora) Gvscrvation. . . . « 7@4321 7@432! 5 4121 5 43 21 S 43 2
C. Parent Permission for Evaluation (£ @432 A @4 3 2 5 4 3 21 : s 4 321 5 4 3 2
0. Parent Permission for Services. 6 @4 32 )i @4 321 5 4 3 214 ! 5 4 3 2 1, 5 4 ) 21
E. Student Conulative Records. . . |51 5@ 3 21 2|@ 4 3 21 54321 5432 1: 64321
F. Student Achicvement Records o . s@12 1zl 32 5432 543213 :5432)
G. Ocscription of educational r-é v

programs/services needed, . + /3 S@J 2 1 [5@ 4 3 21 5§ 4321 5 4 32 1} $ 43 211
H. Intetilgence Quotient . . .o« (7| @4 320 [/]@ 4321 54321 s-a:zlf 54321
I, Adaptive Dehavior measure o . . (/| & 3 2 1 (gl s e @21 543 21 543212,54121
do Psycho-motor messure. 4 s oo (/] 5 4 @2 1§/ 5 4 3@ 54321 54321' 54321
Ko Hodicd) reports v v v v o v e 543®I254J@l 54321 543217 :8547121
Lo Vitdonreports. . o b o e ool (5] 5 03 2@s] 5 ¢ 3@ 54321 543201} 154132
Ho Hearing reports o o v n e "5412@.5541@1 54121 5 a3241| |se121
n.Spcechll.anqvagereporu...,__35432(DB 5@121 5 43214 5 4321 5 43 21
0. Self/helpseasure o v ovay 3l 5 4 3 2@ Y35 432 (D 54320 5 4 32 ) 5 83 21
P. Pursonality assessment, o v 0 0 | f 5@3121 435 43200 5 43 2) 54321 5 4321
Q. Ueseription uf classraom . ;

l.'nvh'umvu.'nt..‘.......gSl@Zlg_st:@l 543121 5.4 321 54321
R.fa-un_vlnruunnon.......AS@J?IéGdJ@I 5 4 ) 21 543 21 5 4 3 2

11) physical/occupational therapist

(13) other




the purpose of this {nquiry form is to detormine the informatfon and resources used to place childran with spectal needs {n North Carolind public

schonls,

The directions for completing the lnquiry form are explained above each ftem,

{. Please check the edurstional programs you have available in your system:

. ematlonally handicapped; educable mentally retarded;
traineble menlally retarded; multi-handlcapped; Yearniny disanied.

11, Please circle in columns B, O, F, H, J the extent to which your school system uses the following informatfon tn making educations] placement
decisions for the categorics of exceptionality listed below:

KEY far extent of use:

{S) 1003-90%;

(4) 89%-60%;

(3) 59%-40%;

{2) 39%-10%;

{1} iess than 103

111, 1n columas A, €, £, G, [ please place the number which indicates the person responsible for conducting the evaluaticn,

KEY: {1} schaol psychelagist
2} physiclan
1) spcech therapist
4) audiologist

INFORMATION *

A, Inftial Referral. . . . ., .

8, d8ehaviorsl Qbservation. . , .

o

Parent Permission for Evaluaticn

0. Parent Permission for Services,

E. Student Cumylative Records, .
F. Student Achievement Records .

G. Description of educational
programs/services needed, .

H. 1Intelligence Quotient . . , «

Adaptive Gehavior measure , o
J, Pyycho-motor measure. . o 4 o
K, Mz2dical rejorts , . s e e
L

Visfon reports. o o o o ¢ o 4

He Hearing reports o« o o o ¢ o »
H, Spce:h/fanguaqc reporty L . o
0. Self/help measure . o 4 & 4 &
P. Personality assessment, . , o
Q. Cescription of classroom
cartronacat « o o 4 0 s e e
R, Family iInformation, o« « o o o
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;Zi P ?8; A i {13) other
7) regular classroom teacher 11} physical/accupational therapist
{8) special aducation teacher 12} parent
CATEGOALES

B 0 3 F H 1 J
Emotionally Educable Hontally Trafnable Hentally Hulti- Lesrning
Handicapped Retarded RAetarded Handicapped Disabled
Extent of Use Extent of Use Extent of Use Extent of yse Extent of use
5 4321 5 4 321 S 4321 § 4321 5§43 21
54 321 5 43121 54 321 $ 4 32 5 4 3 21
5 4 3 21 5 4 3 21 4 32 5 4 321 54321
5 432 5 4 3 21 54 321 5 4 3 21 54 32
54321 5 4 3 21} 5 4 3 21 5 4 321 54321
5 4321 54321 § 4 3 21 5 4321 5 43 21
S 4321 5 4321 § 4321 5 2 5 42321
5 4 321 54321 5 4 321 5 4 3 21 541321
54 321 S 4121 s 43 21 S 4 3 20 5 4 3 21
54 3 21 5 4 3 ¢ €432 § 43 21 5§ 4 3 ¢ 1)
s 4321 5 43 21| 5 4321 73- 43 21 543 21
S 43 21 54321 5 43 21 5 43121 54321
54 321 § 43 21 54321 5 4321 s 43121
5 4 321 S 43 21\ $ 4321 541 21 543 21
541312 5 4 2 § 4321 s 4 21 5 43 i
$ 4 )21 S 43 2.1} $ 4321 5 4 3 2 1 5§ 4 ) 2 1
54 321 $ 4321 5 432 S 43 21 $ 43 2
54 321 § 4 32 .I 54 321 543 21 5 43 21




IV. Please place a checkmark beside each educational program available in your school system for each category of exceptionality listed

below:

ABBREVIATIONS:

V. Please place a checkmark beside the support services

ABBREVIATIONS:

m

H

[2]

- emotfonally handicapped;

- multi-hand(cappgd; LD ~ learning disabled

EMR = educable mentally retarded;

regular classroom. « o « o v o ¢ o o o »

regular classroom with support

resource roof. . . .+ . o o
full-time special class. .
special day scheol . . . .
hospitalized/homebound , .

residentfal. , . « . . ¢ &

See number IV,

A.
8.
C.
0.
E.
Fe
G,
H.
I.
J.
K.
L.
H.

psychological services . .
counseling services, . . .

parent training/counseling

medical assistance . . . ..

psychiatric therapy. . . .
audiological services, . .
speech/language services .
remedial readiné program .
physical therapy . + « . »
occupational therapy . . .

communication training for

.

services.

available

deaf/blind.

diagnostic/prescriptive teachers . . .

physical education/recreation, o o + »

EH

THMR - trafnable mentally retarded;

EMR

THR

Lo
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to the educationa
EX

EMR

TR

MR

L0

Thank You.

1 program for each category of exceptionality 1{sted below:

m’-"g' L
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TABLE 5

Duncan's New Multiple Range Test Applied to the Mean
Differences Between School Size and Extent
of Use of Required Information

(1) (2) (3) (4)
s m 1 Shortest
Significant
. Ranges
Means 129 145 166 '
s 129 ' 16 37 R, = 7.14
m 145 . 21 R3 = 7,38

1 166



65

TABLE 6

Duncan's New Multiple Range Test Applied to the
Mean Differences Between Type of Handicapping
Condition and the Extent of Use
of Required Information

(L) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
EH MH TMR EMR LD  Shortest
Significant
Ranges
Means 20.7% 20.9 33 36 36 '
BT 50, 7% ) T2 5 T5 B, = 6.23
MH 20.9% ' 12 15 15 R, = 6.44
TMR 33 3 3 R, = 6.58
EMR 36 0, Ry = 6.69
LD 36
EH MH TMR  EMR LD -

*¥*Numbers rounded off to whole numbers



TABLE 7

Duncan s New Multiple Range Test Applied to the Differences Between
School Size and Type of Handicapping Condition and
Extent of Use of Required Information

(1} (2} (3} (%) (5) (&) [§2] (8) {97 {10) ~111] (12} (i3] (15)7(15)

(16)
BH, MM, BN MH, MM, BN, TMR, MR, EMR, LD, TR, 1o, EiR | 1 B ~'h°"‘°5;agag:*“°°nt
Means _13.22 16,22 19.37 19.77 25.96 30.1k 3J0.22 34.4h 34.70 3I.85 35.25 35.85 36.11 !36.52 97.55
El!s 13.22 3 6.15 6.55 12,7% 16.92 17 .. 2L.22 21,46 21,63 22,03 22,63 22,89 :23.40 2k.3) RZ = 8.09
Wty 16.22 315 3.55 9.7% 13.92 1 18,22 18.48 18.63 19,03 19.63 19.83 {20.40 21.3) Ry = 8.39
B, 19.37 : A0 6.19 10.77 10.85. 15.07 15.33 15.48 15.88 16.48 16.74 [17.25 18.18 n, = 8.62
Wy 19.77 . 5.79 10.37 10.45 14.67 1k.93 15.08 15.48 16.04 16.3% 16.85 ]:6.78 ns £ 8,79
Wi, 25.96 . " 4,18 4,26 8.48 8.7% B.89 9.29 9.89 10.15 [10.66 11.59 "Rg = 8.93
. Elly 30.14 08 &,30 4,56 4.1 5.1 5.71 5.97 | 6.48 7.4 R, = 9.0k
¥Rg 30.22 T h.22 4,48 4.63 5.0 5.63 5.89| 6.40 7.33 fig = 9.14
KR, Wbl . : 26 41 LBl 1.1 1,67 2.18 3.1 Ry = 9.22
KRy 34,70 . 25 C .55 1.5 1.1 1.92 2.85 Ry o= 9.29
LD, 34.85 . FLT I § 1.26 ] 1.77 2.70 By 9.36
4Ry 35.25 ] : ° 60 861 1,37 2.30 Ryo= 9.42
LD, 35.85 . : . «26 | “.77 1.70 Ryy= 9.47
MR, 36,11 e ' 51,46 Ryy= 9.52
Ly, 36.6:2 : -93 Bg= 9.56

EH_ MH EH [T 1 : ’ ; ) ¥
< N A o My B _'mns TR, EMRj LD, TRy Iij EMR !ml Bin,

99
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TABLE 8

Duncan's New Multiple Range Test Applied to the
Mean Differences Between School Size and
Extent of Use of Optional Information

(1) (2) (3) (4)
s m 1 Shortest
Significant
Ranges
Means . 120 138 159
s 120 18 39 : R2 = 15.6
m 138 21 R3 = 16.3

1 159
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TABLE 9

Duncan's New Multiple Range Test Applied to the Mean
Differences Between Type of Handicapping Condition
and the Extent of Use of Optional Information

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
EH M TMR EMR LD Shortest
: Significant
Ranges
Means 19 23 - 32 32 32 -
BH 19 4 13 13 13 R2_='2.33
MH 23 , 9 9 9 R3 = 2.43
TMR 32 0 0 R4 = 2.49
EMR 32 . 0 R5 = 2.54

LD 32

EE . MH TMR EMR LD




TABLE 10

Duncan's New Multiple Range Test Applied to the Difference Between

School Size and Types of Handicapping Condition and
Extent of Use of Optional Information

1) (2} (3) By — 15 (6) {7} (8) (9) (1o} {11} (12} (13) 4 (h) {is)

(18]

Mg M, BN, W . EM)  TNR, MG EMR, LD, EWR, 1D Ry LD, . '“‘"‘g. Ry 3"°"°“;ﬂ:g‘;i“‘-‘°"°
‘ Means 13,00 _16.55 1;'.81 20.96 27.22 20.14 30.h4 20.66 J1.11 32,22 32.66 .18 3.663 _!&;29 ?’;_.bb
EH,  13.00 3.5 8L 7.96 18,22 16.1% 17.4% 17. 18,11 19,22 19,66 20,58 20,66721:29 2L.4% m, = .26
MH_ ¥ 16,55 » '1_.26 4.1 310.67 12.59 13.89 1b.11 14.56 15.67 16.11 16.93 17.11;17.7% 17.89 Ry = b0
EH 17.81 3.15 9.41 11.33 12.63 12.85 13.30 141 14,85 15.67 15.85;16.1;8 16.63 Ry = k.21
" - 20.96 - ’ 6,26 8,18 9_.ba .9.70 10.15 11.26 11.70 12.52 12.70713,33 13.48 nj = 4,30
EM, 27,22 - 1.92  3.22 3.k 3.89 5 5. 6.26 6.4 7,07 7.22 R = 4,36
THR;  29.1% .30 1l.52  1.97 3.08  3.52 4.4 B.s2] 5.15 S5.30 R, = 4.2
WH, - 30.44 ) .22 67 1.7 2.22 3.0k 3.22f 3.85 & Rg = 4.47
MR, 30.66 : S o5 1.56 2. 2.82 3 3.6) 3.78 Rg = 4,51
LDa 31.11 ) . 1..11 1.55 2.37 2.551 3.18 3.3) R]o'_‘ 4,54
EMR, - 32,22 . - JAb . 1.26 1.4B) 2,07 2.22 Ryy= b.57
L, 32.66 . - W82 1 1:63 1.78 Ry o= 4,60
THR,  33.48 . A8 .81 .96 Ry 5= 4,63
1D,  33.66 ) . ) ) .63 .78 Ryy= .65
Ty 2429 11| ST BT R ; Eily TERg  HHy BiR," LD, EMR, LD, THRy LD, [ Ty u;;xl{ By g2 k.82

0L
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TABLE 11
Duncan's New Multiple Range Test Applied to the

Mean Differences Between School Size and
Program Option Availability

(1) (2) (3) (4)
s m 1 Shortest
Significant
" Ranges
Means 1.69 © 1.83 " 2.53
s 1.69 .14 .84 _ R2 = .66
m 1.83 ' .70 R3 = .68

1 2.53
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TABLE 12 g .

Duncan's New Multiple Range Test Applied to the
Mean Differences Between Type of Handi-
capping Condition and Program
Option Availability

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5 (8)
MH TMR ED LD EMR Shortest
Significant
_ 4 Ranges

Means 1.41. 1.69 1.81 2.46 2.70
MH 1.41 .28 .40 1.05 1.29 R2 = .84
TMR 1.69 ' .12 .77 1.01 Ry = .87
ED 1.81 .65 .89 R4 = ,90
LD 2.46 j25 R5 = ,91

EMR 2.70

MH TMR " ED LD EMR
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The key for the following Tables is as follows;

(5) 100%-90%

(4) 69%-~60%

(3) 59%-40%

(2) 39%-10%

(1) 1less than 10%

s - small school districts
m - medium school districts

1l - large school districts

75



A.

B.

c.

D'

E.

F’

G.

HC

TABLE 13
Individual Item'Responses for Required
Evaluative Information Relating
to EH Programs

P e e cicet 4 e e e aieme o e eeea o e e

initial referral. « « v o o ¢ ¢ & & 10 4 2141 0 0j0 1 130 O
behavioral observation: ¢ « o « . & 10 12 8 0 1 4LjO 1 O0}J0 O
parent permission for evaluation. . 11 1y 22 0 0o of o o o]oOo 1
parent permission for services. . « 11 4 2] 0 0 ol 0 O O}OC 1

student cumulative reccrdse o « « « 6 10 151.2° L 3] 2 o0 2} 0 0

student achievement recordsfe-s « « 6 11 3Lk 2 Lio o0 3{0 0

description of educational
programs/services needed .+ ¢ o-o- 8 9 151 2 2 S5} 0 O 2(0 O

intelligence quotient « « « « & . & 7 811 2 1 3]1t 4 o]l0 1

16

17

16

16

17

11

17

17

12

13

12

12

13

b

16

13

9L



TABLE 14

Al

Individual Item Responses for Required
Evaluative Information Relating
to EMR Programs

A

B.

F.

G.

H.

'

S
s m 1
initial referrnl. o o ¢ o o o o o @ 23 23 27
behavioral observatione ¢ « ¢« o o o 22 17 22
parent permissi;n for evaluation. . 25 25 2
parent permission for services. « . 25 25 27
student cumulative records. « « o « 20 16 207}
student achievement records . o « « 19 18 19
description of educational
programs/services needed. « ¢ « » 21 17 21
t
intelligence quotient « « « » « o« « |23 24 22

LL



A.

B.

D.

E.

F..

G.

H.

b

TABLE 15

]

Individual Item Responses for Required
Evaluative Information Relating
to TMR Programs

initial referral. « o« o ¢« c o e e o o| 20 20 24 1 4 1] 1 2 0} O

behavioral observation. + « « o « « o 20 19 23] 1 Lk 1} 0 0 O] O
parent permission for evaluation, . .| 22 24 24} 0 0 1} 0 2 0} 0
parent permission for services. . . .| 22 23 ZL ¢ 1 0f 0 1 o} 1
student cumulative records. « o o o « 17 5 6] 2 5 4} 0o 3 1] o0
student achievement records « « » « of 16 18 16{ 3.2 L] 0 3 1| 0

description of educational
programs/services needed. « » « . «/ 18 16 17) 1 5 4l 2 2 o0} 0

intelligence quotient « ¢« « o o o o .} 21 24 211 1 1 3] O 1: 0o} o0

8L



TABLE 16

Individual Item Responses for Required
Evaluative Information Relating
to MH Programs

A.

B‘

c'

D.

E.

FQ

G.

Hl

.q

5 3 1
s m 1l} s s m s m 1
initial referral, o o o » o » = » 12 11 19| 0 o 2 15 17 8
behavioral observationl. « « « o o W 10 16| 0 o 2 13 17 8_.
parent permission- for evaluation, W th 19} O o 1 1311 8
parent permission for services. . i W 19) © 0 1 13 11 8
student cumulative records. « o o 10 8 9 1: 1 3 15 13 11
student achievement records . . . 0 11 10} O 0 2 17 12 1"
description of educational .
programs/services neededs » o+ « 13 9 1 2 o 1 12 1 8
intelligen-ce quotienti e oo oo '13 9 16} 2 0 2 12 11 8

62



A.

B.

C.

D.

E.

Fl

Gl

H.

TABLE 17

Individual Item Responses for Required
Evaluative Information Relating
to LD Programs

initial referrals « « o o« o o o o o o }23 22 260 3 0j1 2 O
behavioral observation. « « » « « o o }22 17 20p 1 5 3] 1 3 1
parent permission for evaluation. , . |25 24 26] 0 O 0| O 3 O
parent permission for services. . . » 25 24 25} 0 t 1j0 2 O
student cumulative records. « « « o o« 121 16 121 3 7 3} 1 2 3
student achievement records « « « » o [ 20 18 19 '5 L 4} o 1 2

description of educational
programs/services needed « » « » o |21 17 20 2 5 5} 2 2 1

intelligence quotient » « = o ¢ ¢ o & 20 20 20f L 2 3 0 S5 3

08
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The

S =-

m =

1 -

key for the following Tables is as follows;

100%~-90%
89%-60%
59%-40%
39%-10%

less than 10%

small school districts
medium school districts

large school districts
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I.

K.

L.

N.

0.

P.

Q.

R.

Individual Iteﬁ Responses for Optional
Evaluative Information Relating
to EH Programs

adaptive behavior measure.
psychao-motor measure . + «
medical reports. « o ¢ o &
vision réporté e e s 0 a e
hearing reportse « « o « &
speech/language re_ports. .
self/help measure. « « o «
personality assessment « .

description of classroom -
environments ¢ ¢ ¢ o o .

family information « » «

TABLE 18

5
S mn
8 17
S 3
S 5
5 6
5 6
6 3
2" 2
5 10
5 1
9 6

16

1

n

1

10

11

L
s m 1
o 2 3
0 L &
i 1 6
2 3 2
33 9
2 2 2
33 &
L1 b
1 2 1
1 3 3

17

17

17

19

19

19

20

16

19

17

16
15
15
15
15
17
21

15

18

1

10

1

12

€8



I
J
X
L.
X
N.

0.

P.

R.

TABLE 19

Individual Item Responses for Optionai
Evaluative Information Relating
to EMR Programs

mn

adaptive behavior measure. . . « « » {12 1 18} 4 6 Lkl 5 1 2} 0
psycho-motor measure « o« o ceevo.fi 12132 5 82 3 5|3
medical TeportS. ¢ « o o o o o o o o 8 7 915.7 6}]5 U 3]
vision reports . « o ¢ s o s 0 e oo |16 13 11| L 5 3|2 3 5} 1

hearing reportSe o o « « « o s« o« |18 W W} 2 7 3] 1 O 5] 2

‘speech/language reportse « « « « « o |15 8 13{ 4 5 k{2 L 2[00

561£/help Measure. « o « « o o o o o S8 63 5 1713 0 L|a2
personality assessment « o o ¢ o o .-| 3 2 L 3 3 Lkl2 6 u}s

description of classroom
environment. « « « o s o oo .e. | &6 7T 6{ 3 S5 3|5 5 12 2

family information « « « ¢ s s o e« } 11 6 7] 6 8 713 6 6} 2

1k

14

11

10

13

10

8



1.
J.
K.
L.
M.
N.

0'

P

Q.

R.

TABLE 20

Individual Item Responses for Optional
Evaluative Information Relating
to TMR Programs

adaptive behavior measure. . » . « o o[{15 18 17] 2 2 5{ 4 2 2;0 2.

psycgo-motor Mmeasure + o o o ; e s s 13 15 15 L 5 s{o o 3[1 3
medical reportS. o o o o 6 o o o o s 15 11 {2 5 7] 0 4 O] 2 3
Vision reports « + e s s e e e oo 16 W [ 3 L O 3 2[1 3
hearing TeportS. « o o o o » o ¢ o o o] 16 15 11 2 6 6f o 1+ 311 3
speech/language reports. « « « o o o of 16 12 12 .2 L 2o 5 311 3
self/help Measures o o « o o o o o o of 1 12 9] 3 é 9{ 2 3 311 1
personality assessment « « » « o « « of & 3 3] 3 2 5/ 2 & 2 3 5

description of classroom
environments o « o « o 6 s o s e oo 7 6 51 1 6 i b 3 T7) O 1

femily information « « » o « o o s o o s 8 10} 2 L 51 1 8 3f 0 1

5 L 3 2 1
s m l}ls m 1l|ls m 1|s m s m 1
6 3
9 L &L
8 & é
7 3 8
8 2 4
8 3 6
i 6 L
15 11 15
15 11 7
0 6 17

G8



I.

J.

K.

L.

M.’

N.

0.

Q.

R.

-

TABLE 21

Individual Item Responses for Optional
Evaluative Information Relating
to MH Programs

adaptive behavior measure, ., + » « « o[ 8 10 W[ 2 2 2{ 2 2 3} o0

psycho-motor measure « o« « o o o o o ] 8 7 15} 1 Lk 1} 0 1 3| 2

.
-
o
[y
o
-
o
(]
-
-
o
-
-
-

medical reportS. « o o o s 6 o 0 o o
Vision reports . 4 o 6 e v e e .. .]9 8 13] O 2 211 2 2|1
hearing reportS. o« o« ¢ o o e e e s s | 9 10 13] O 2 3] 0 2 2| 1
speech/language reports. « o « ¢ o ¢ o{ 8 6 11| O L 2] O 2 L 2

self/help measure. s » o o s s e a o o] 6 7 10| 0 5 5| 1 © 21 1

* personality assessment . + . . . o7 LYl 0 "Ll 1 221 3 L 2} O

description of classroom
environment. . . ¢+ ¢ o s e e 0] 5 4 6] O S5 4}l 3 1 3] O

family information. ¢« ¢« v o e 6 o ¢« 10 7 9{ 0 33l 0 2 3 o

15

16

16

16

17

17

19

19

19

17

12

13

12

11

12

1h

18

16

1h

19

11

1

98



TABLE 22

Individual Item Responses for Optional.
Evaluative Information Relating
to LD Programs

I
Je
e
L‘
M.
K.

0.

P.,

Q.

R.

S 1

s m 1 s m 1
adaptive behavior measure, 1L “qh. _ 6 3
psycho-motor measure . . . 15 16 13 5 ) i 1.
medical reports. , . . , . 12 9 8 8 6 L
vision reportS . . 4+ o o o 8 1 1 3 2 6
hearing reportS. . + « o o 8 15 12 k 2 L
speec‘h/language reports, ., 17 9 13 6 L 5
self/help measure, , , . . s’ h 3 i 119
personality assessment , , '3 2 lx . 11 13 12
e evivamnents + e 8 9 17 0 8 L
“femily information . . , . 11 8 6 s L 6

L8
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A.

B.

c.

D.

E.

F.

G.

TABLE 23

Individual Item Responses for Program
Option Availability

regular clasSrooM « « o o o o o o
regular classroom/support services.
TESOUICE TOOM o o o o o« o ¢ s o o o
full-time special c1ass « o« o o o o
special day Schoole ¢ o « o o o o
hospitalized/homebound. « o o o o &

residential o o o ¢ o o o 2 ¢ ¢ o o

EH EMR THR 1iH 1D
m l§{s m lIls m lfs =@ 1l}js m 1
12129 10 13}1 1 2]0 2 {11 12 11
8 20118 16 183 5 3|4 & ' 6119 20 22
10 13{23 25 26} 8 5 L9 5 Llez 22 23
L 12] 6 10 21 25 189 7 Wj2 2 5
2'1;'0251;!486&8003
1 3 10oihk 7 W0}]L8 6 B]S5S U1 1T{L 5 9
0 2|0 0o 1Jo o 1|1 2 1}J0 0 O

68
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A

c‘

D

E.

F.

G.

H.

J

K.

L.

M.

Individual Itém Responses for

psychological services, ., . . , «
counseling services , ; ., , . . »
parent training/counseling, . . o
medical assistance, .‘. e o o0 o
psychiatric therapy . « « o o o »
audiological serviceS . ¢ « o o »
speech/language service& « « « o

remedial reading program

.
L]
.
[

physical therapy « ¢« « « « o o o
occupational therapye « « o o o
communication-deaf/blind, , . . »

diagnostic/prescriptive teachers

Support
Service Availability
EH EMR MR MH 1D
smlsmlism.lsmls-mlo
13 22 2u| 27 27 27] 25 28 23| 21 2126 27 27
11 16 20l 23 21 23} 17 15 17{10 12 15{22 18 2i
6 9 6l 7 6w 9 12]11 8 Mfik 8 o
5 7 9{ 9 9 t0f12 10 13} 9 10 13} 9 ‘9 1
210 715 5 s/ bk 5|2 u ule s s
8 15 1619 20 17} 17 20 Qa 1M 16 1318 19 17
1 19 23] 25 2 27j22 24 23{15 19 20}25 2b 27
8 ~12 161 19 .1h 17 8 L 517 6 17122 16 18
3 3 313 3 u 6 & 9f10 10 12y 3 3 3
3 2 ofbk 5 25 b S5}]5 5 &3 3 0
o 0o 210 0 200 1 slo o njlo o 2
7 5 i}19 12 15113 9 157 7 5 13118 12 17
13 14 6] 22 17 18|20 18 15}13 11 12{22 16 17

physical education/recreation. .

TABLE 24

16



