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Educational Administration 

(ABSTRACT) 

This study investigated costs of inclusive special education. 

Specifically, there were three areas of study: a) changes in special 

education costs in eight school divisions before and after implementing an 

inclusive special education program (Group A); b) changes in special 

education costs in two school divisions, one inclusive and one not, when 

using a more precise calculation (Larson method) of special education costs 

(Group B); and c) a comparison of total special education costs for all school 

divisions in the state (where data were reported) before and after a state 

project to encourage inclusive special education (Group C). All calculations 

compared 1987-88 costs (pre-inclusion) to 1990-91 costs (post-inclusion), 

after adjusting 1987-88 costs to 1990-91 values. The study found that in 

the eight inclusive school divisions, six of the eight reduced the percentage 

of special education costs when compared to total costs. When looking at



reported per pupil costs, only two of these eight divisions reported the cost 

of elementary special education at a lower level after inclusion. For 

secondary education, two different divisions of the eight reported the special 

education costs at a lower level after inclusion. None of the eight reported 

reduction in both secondary and elementary; half reported no reduction in 

either level after inclusion. 

The case study data found that the inclusive school division had an 

increase in special education costs, while the non-inclusive school division 

had a reduction in special education costs during the same time period. 

Recalculation using the Larson method showed that special education costs 

were approximately one and one-half times those reported by standard 

reporting procedures. The study also produced a more accurate method for 

determining regular education costs for special education students by 

calculating time special education students spent in regular education, using 

individual student data to determine the percent of time reported in special 

education. 

In all school divisions in Virginia reporting data, the study found a 

reduction of special education expenditures occurred during the three-year 

period, while the enrollment of special education increased during the same 

period of time.
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CHAPTER | 

INTRODUCTION 

Inclusive education of students with disabilities -- teaching them with 

their non-disabled peers in regular education classrooms -- has become a 

prominent topic of discussion during the past several years (Raynes, Snell, 

and Sailor, 1991). Delivery models for special education have ranged from 

total inclusion without recognition of special needs through almost total 

segregation to today’s confusion regarding mainstreaming, integration and 

inclusion of special education students in regular education classrooms. 

U.S. News and World Report (Shapiro et al., 1993) recently focused 

negatively on the issue of separate education for special education students. 

This article continues the debate regarding the delivery of special education 

services. Hollywood recently released a documentary on inclusive education, 

Educating Peter (Goodwin & Warzburg, 1993), that won an Academy 

Award. This film shows the successes of teaching an elementary youngster 

with Down’s Syndrome in a regular education classroom in the Montgomery 

County, Virginia, school division, an example of inclusive education. 

Reacting to the film, the Council for Exceptional Children (CEC) provided a 

news release (CEC, 1993b) which explains the team work and collaborative 

efforts necessary to make inclusive education a reality. Concern for 

premature implementation without proper and timely preparation permeated



statements issued by the CEC. The CEC also released a policy statement on 

implementing inclusive education (CEC, 1993a) following its 1993 delegate 

assembly, which met shortly after the film gained attention. The American 

Federation of Teachers (1993) issued a press release in advance of the 

showing of the film on HBO which expressed concerns similar to those 

contained in the CEC statement. The American Federation of Teachers 

(AFT), neither endorsing nor condemning the film, pointed out the positive 

outcomes while also very clearly explaining the background and resources 

necessary to make inclusion successful. However, more recently the current 

President of the American Federation of Teachers, Albert Shanker, has called 

for a moratorium on full inclusion ("Debate Flares", 1993). In December 

1993, the Virginia Education Association (VEA) announced its views on 

inclusive education. Although not critical of inclusion, many of the same 

cautions and recommendations provided by CEC were found in the VEA 

position on inclusive education for special education students. (VEA, 1993). 

In Virginia, a federal project, Virginia Statewide Systems Change 

Project, was initiated in 1987 to increase the number of students with 

moderate to severe disabilities to be educated with their age-appropriate 

peers through an inclusion model. The project also aimed to: 

e improve the quality of education and social integration of students 

with moderate to severe disabilities;



e develop at least six exemplary integration sites for students with 

moderate to severe disabilities; and 

e develop and disseminate recommendations for state and local policies 

and procedures to improve educational services for moderately and 

severely disabled students. 

Generally the project was to support, encourage, and provide technical 

assistance to school divisions choosing to move toward inclusive education 

for moderately and severely disabled students who had formerly been in self- 

contained or modified self-contained educational settings. School divisions 

were notified of the opportunity to participate in this federal project through 

the Virginia State Superintendent of Public Instruction in the spring of 1988, 

fall of 1989, fall of 1990 and fall of 1991. Those school divisions selected 

through a competitive application process were required to make a formal 

commitment to developing integrated educational options for all students 

with severe disabilities. The Virginia Statewide Systems Change Project was 

developed in 1987 by the Virginia Department of Education in cooperation 

with George Mason University, the University of Virginia, and the Virginia 

Commonwealth University and funded by the Office of Special Education and 

Rehabilitation Programs of the U.S. Department of Education. Over the five- 

year period, twenty-two local education agencies (LEA’s) were selected for 

participation. Many different levels of participation occurred throughout the



federal project’s existence. However, the focus of this study is on eight 

school divisions that made original commitments to the project and remained 

active participants for at least the first three years. Those eight school 

divisions will be known as Group A in this study. Additionally, there were 

several different sites identified as exemplary sites, some others were 

identified as full Phase | sites, and the remaining LEA’s participated in 

varying phases of the project. Eight of the Phase | LEA’s stayed with the 

project as full participants throughout the three-year formal project 

designation; the others dropped out of the project after the first two years. 

This study examined data from the eight fully participating LEA’s (Group A in 

this study). 

These eight school divisions (Group A) completed the entire project, 

the Virginia Statewide Systems Change Project. The federal project impacted 

twenty-nine elementary schools, eleven middle or junior high schools, and 

seventeen high schools. It provided ongoing technical assistance for twenty- 

six elementary teachers, fifteen middle or junior high school teachers and 

twenty-two senior high school teachers. This federal project impacted 

twelve hundred students with moderate to severe disabilities through the 

1991-92 school year.



Purpose of Study 

The fiscal aspect of special education is one that continues to be 

evaluated, reported, and challenged (Jones, 1991). Special education must 

provide all identified students with disabilities a free appropriate public 

education, according to Public Law 101-476, Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Act, 1991 (IDEA), regardless of cost or least restrictive 

environment considerations. The least restrictive environment is the key to 

the inclusive special education. 

The purpose of the study was to determine what, if any, changes in 

cost of special education occurred in selected school divisions and in the 

state as a whole, after inclusive special education was formally implemented 

in the state. Specifically, this study investigated: 

1. Whether the reported per pupil cost of special education, 

elementary and secondary, in the eight Virginia Statewide 

Systems Change Project participant school divisions (Group A) 

showed a significant change when compared to regular 

education per pupil cost, elementary and secondary, over the 

three-year period using the current state method of reporting; 

2. Whether the percent of special education cost, compared to 

total education cost, changed significantly in the Group A 

school divisions over a three-year period of time;



Through two case studies (Group B schools), whether there 

was a significant difference in change from 1987-88 to 1990- 

91 between the costs of inclusive special education and special 

education without an inclusive model for the same identified 

group of disabled students, when using a more precise method 

for determining special education costs; 

Through two case studies (Group B schools), whether there 

was a significant difference in change from 1987-88 to 1990- 

91 in the percentage of special education cost compared to the 

total education budget, using standard reporting data; 

Using the case study data from 1987-88 and 1990-91, for 

Group B schools, whether there was a significant change in the 

cost of inclusive special education when comparing standard 

state reporting data with a more precise method developed by 

Larson (1985); and 

Whether statewide, the percentage of special education cost 

compared to total education cost changed significantly from 

1987-88 (pre-inclusion) to 1990-91 (post-inclusion) (Group C).



Significance 

This study analyzed data which are readily available to legislators, 

policy makers and the general public regarding the costs of special 

education. As the debate surrounding the benefits of inclusive education 

continues, it becomes important to have factual information available 

regarding the costs of such programming. This study determined if school 

divisions implementing inclusive education practices for moderately and 

severely disabled students reported increased costs as documented in 

mandated reporting systems and, in two instances, using a more precise 

method of determining cost. 

Definition of Terms 

For the purpose of this study, the following terms are used. 

Children with Disabilities: Children who are identified by the following 

disabilities: Autism, deaf, deaf-blind, developmental delay, hearing 

impairment, mental retardation, multiple disabilities, orthopedic impairment, 

other health impairment, serious emotional disturbance, severe and profound 

disability, specific learning disability, speech or language impairment, 

traumatic brain injury, or visual impairment (Spagnolo, 1993d).



Excess Costs: The costs for special education that are over and 

above the normal costs of educating non-disabled students (34 CFR 

300.184, 1993b). 

Full Inclusion: When a child’s primary placement is in the regular 

education class, and the child has no additional assignment to any special 

class for disabled children (Board of Education, Sacramento City School 

District v. Holland, 786 F. Supp. 874 (E.D. Cal 1992)). 

Inclusive education: The education of moderately and severely 

disabled public school youngsters who are being educated with their age 

appropriate peers in a more integrated environment than the traditional self- 

contained special education program. 

Individualized Educational Program (IEP): A document that is prepared 

under the federal requirements of special education, requiring involvement of 

parents, teachers, and a school administrator who is capable of obligating 

school division resources (34 CFR 300.340, 1993c). 

Least Restrictive Environment (LRE): A requirement of the Individuals 

with Disabilities Education Act which calls for students with disabilities to be 

educated, to the maximum extent possible, with students without disabilities 

(34 CFR 300.350, 1993d). 

Local Education Agency (LEA): The term used synonymously for the 

school divisions or school districts in Virginia.



Mainstreaming: The education which students with disabilities receive 

with their non-disabled peers (Mavis v. Board of Education, South Lewis 

Central School District, 1993 WL 532599 [N.D.N.Y.]). 

Moderately and Severely Disabled Students: Students having 

moderate to profound mental retardation or severe multiple disabilities, and 

those classified as deaf-blind or autistic, if the student also has moderate to 

severe mental retardation (Janney, 1992). 

Per student expenditures: Expenditures prepared for submission in the 

special education annual plan. 

Published data: Data which are available from either limited 

distribution or currently calculated information which is retrievable from all 

Virginia school divisions. 

Regular Education Initiative (REI): The movement to merge general 

and special education into one system of education which meets the various 

needs of all students (Kauffman & Pullen, 1989). 

Reported Expenditures: Categorical expenditures which must be 

reported by all Virginia school divisions via the annual report process. 

Self-Contained: Special education programs which are delivered in a 

more restrictive environment, with at least fifty percent of students’ time 

spent in special education, generally provided by a specialized teacher in a 

specific special education category (Spagnolo, 1993e).



Virginia Statewide Systems Change Project: A federally funded 

project in Virginia which existed from 1987-1992 and concentrated on 

providing technical assistance for inclusive education for moderately and 

severely disabled students (Janney & Beer, 1991). 

Assumptions 

The procedures used by the Virginia Department of Education provide 

state-wide data on special education services, costs, and enrollment. An 

assumption is that these data do not accurately represent the costs of 

special education. Although these data are reported on the same report form 

for all school divisions, however, the way in which school divisions 

categorize expenditures for reporting varies. An additional assumption is 

that these categories may not accurately reflect expenditures. For example, a 

school division may have spent one thousand dollars for an in-service 

program that dealt with the topic of inclusive special education for regular 

education teachers. The business manager in one division may charge this 

expense to the category named "Improvement of Instruction: Elementary 

and Secondary." Another business manager may charge this same 

expenditure to the category named "Improvement of Instruction: 

Elementary, Secondary, Elementary Special Education, and Secondary 

Special Education." 

10



Additionally, according to state procedures, the enrollment data used 

for calculating the average special education cost are one year behind the 

period of time for which expenditures are reported (Chaikind, Danielson, & 

Brauen, 1993). Likewise, inconsistencies exist with the calculation of 

revenue for special education (Salmon, 1989). The assumption in this study 

is that, while the time period is inaccurate for actual cost reporting, the 

inaccuracy is constant across school divisions. 

Limitations 

The Group A school divisions in this study were limited to those eight 

divisions in Virginia who were full participants in the Virginia Statewide 

Systems Change Project between the years of 1988 to 1991. Data may or 

may not be generalizable to other divisions which did not participate fully in 

the state project. Inclusive education was limited to students identified as 

having moderate to profound mental retardation or severe multiple 

disabilities, and those classified as deaf-blind or autistic, if the student also 

had moderate to severe mental retardation. The only exception was in the 

Group B school divisions, where data from the EMR program were included 

in their reported figures. 

In addition to looking specifically at Virginia cost data, the literature 

review included general information on inclusive education and special 

11



education costs. Although the rationale for inclusive education was 

addressed through the related literature review, this study did not focus on 

the effectiveness issue, but rather provides data about the costs of inclusive 

education. 

Data Sources 

There are four sources that provided data about the cost of education 

for this study. 

1. Facing Up-23 - This corporate-style annual report is published 

by the Virginia Department of Education, (Commonwealth of 

Virginia, 1989a) annually and contains fiscal information and 

other general statistics about school divisions. 

Special Education Annual Plan (Spagnolo, 1993a) - Each state, 

in order to receive federal funds, must submit a special 

education plan to the Secretary of Education. In turn, each local 

school division must develop a local plan which details methods 

and procedures as to how they will meet the requirements of 

the state’s plan. The plan also requires a calculation of the 

average cost per student receiving an elementary or secondary 

special education and the same calculation per student for an 

elementary and secondary regular education student. The 

12



development of these per pupil costs are a part of this plan and 

are called the excess cost calculation referred to in the Code of 

Federal Regulations (34 CFR 300.184). 

Superintendent’s Annual Report - The Virginia Department of 

Education (Spagnolo, 1993b) also requires additional data in 

this report which lists all expenditures by student disability, as 

well as other types of educational expenditures, according to 

state categories. However, this report does not include a per 

pupil calculation for special education. 

Internal records of school divisions - These records include 

budget reports, staff listings, employee contract information and 

financial data routinely maintained by school divisions and 

school boards. 

Special education is perceived by many as a costly program. Data 

collected by state and federal agencies show that the costs of educating any 

identified special education student exceed those for a regular education 

student. Enrollment data used to calculate expenditures are one year older 

than actual data used in preparing the special education annual plan (item 

number two above). Therefore, a current fiscal picture does not exist in this 

annual plan. Financial data lag current pupil enrollment by one year in that 

report. Thus, financial data on the cost of special education are somewhat 

13



imprecise because data neither for special education nor for regular 

education cost per pupil are broken down by specific category (e.g. 

disability, grade) in the annual plan (item number two above). 

This study determined special education costs in three areas: 

A. Changes in special education costs for special education in 

eight school divisions before and after implementing an inclusive 

special education program, hereafter known as Group A; 

B. Changes in special education costs in two school divisions, one 

inclusive and one not, using a more precise model for 

calculation (Larson method) of special education costs, known 

hereafter as Group B; and 

C. A comparison of total special education costs for all school 

divisions in the state (where data were reported) before and 

after a state project to encourage inclusive special education, 

known hereafter as Group C. 

All calculations compared 1987-88 costs (pre-inclusion) to 1990-91 

costs (post-inclusion). 

The three Groups identified and studied in this study are: 

1. Group A - Eight school divisions who were participants in the state 

inclusion project, using data reported in required state reports, were 

the comparisons examined by this study. 

14



Group B - Two school divisions were selected, one which received 

inclusive special education training and one that had not received 

training. They were identified by the Virginia Department of Education 

(DOE) as comparable school divisions with like characteristics in a 

project called Educational Performance Recognition (EPR) (Spagnolo, 

1990). In the EPR study, these two school divisions in the Group B 

comparison in this study had been grouped with thirteen others in the 

spring of 1989. Comparable variables identified at the 1989 grouping 

were percent of college graduates, percent of population in the upper 

income level, average daily membership (ADM) of the school division, 

percent of first grade students in the lowest quartile on ability tests, 

percent of students eligible for free or reduced price lunch, percent of 

change in the ADM from 1984-85 to 1988-89, population density per 

square mile, and local ability to pay using property, sales and income 

tax bases. The special education cost of these two school divisions 

were compared over a three year period using the Larson (1985) 

method of calculation, as well as data in the required state financial 

reports. 

Group C - All school divisions in Virginia who submitted required 

special education expenditure information to the Virginia Department 

15



of Education for the years 1987-88 and 1990-91, comprised this 

group. 

16



CHAPTER Il 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

This chapter will review literature related to the historical development 

of inclusive education, the Virginia movement to inclusive education and the 

methods of calculating special education costs related to inclusive special 

education. 

How the Change to Inclusive Special Education Began 

As early as 1823 public education efforts existed to provide 

segregated facilities for students with disabilities (Dodson, 1987). Abraham 

Lincoln has been credited as the first person to involve the federal 

government in special education (Weintraub & Ballard, 1982) by approving a 

bill that created Gallaudet College. The impetus to include all special 

education students into public education was much later, federal legislation, 

Public Law 94-142, 1975 (EHA), that requires all students identified as 

disabled to be provided free appropriate public education in the least 

restrictive environment. Prior to this legislation, efforts to bring special 

education programs to local districts were the result of many individual 

school teachers, principals, and superintendents. This effort occurred 

17



without the coordination of services on a school, district or regional level and 

generally were the result of informal arrangements (Dodson, 1987). 

The term inclusion cannot be found in either Public Law 94-142, 1975 

(EHA) or the accompanying regulations, nor is it found in the current Public 

Law 101-476, 1991, or regulations. A perception exists that revisions to 

EHA in 1991 required inclusion as a mandated provision. In actuality, Public 

Law 101-476, Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, 1991 (IDEA), uses 

the same basic language regarding the least restrictive environment as did 

Public Law 94-142. The actual continuum of services, which defines those 

more restrictive environments, is found in the Code of Federal Regulations 

(1992). Case law illustrates the interpretation of mainstreaming to be 

synonymous with integration and inclusion. Specifically in Mavis v. Board of 

Education, South Lewis Central School District, 1993 WL 532599 

(N.D.N.Y.), the court said "integrating children with disabilities in regular 

classrooms is commonly known as mainstreaming". In this case the court 

also acknowledged that mainstreaming was no longer the preferred term 

used by educators, and that the word inclusion had become the preferred 

term in education circles. However, the court also went on to say that even 

though the terms were used interchangeably, it would still use the word 

mainstreaming. Another case in which inclusion became an issue was Oberti 

v. Board of Education of the Borough of Clementon School District, et al., 

18



801 F. Supp. 1392 (D. NJ 1992), where parents insisted that their child with 

Down's Syndrome be provided an education in a regular school program. In 

this case, the school system removed the child from both the regular 

education program and his neighborhood school, placing him in an out-of- 

district special education program. The court rejected this placement and 

required the IEP team to develop a more appropriate program in the least 

restrictive environment. The court discussed the least restrictive environment 

using terminology associated with inclusive education. Although the court 

stopped short of requiring inclusion, it discussed very specifically the 

educational and non-educational benefits of including children with 

disabilities in the regular classroom and in the neighborhood school. Another 

case which dealt with the issue of inclusion was Board of Education, 

Sacramento City School District v. Holland, 786 F. Supp. 874 (E.D. Cal 

1992). This was another instance where the placement of a child with a 

disability was proposed in a special education classroom and the parents 

insisted on a regular classroom placement. The court in the case also dealt 

with the issue of full-inclusion. It actually defined full-inclusion as by 

accepting the definition provided by the expert witness testimony of Dr. 

Wayne Sailor. Dr. Sailor’s definition was the child has no additional 

assignment to any special class for disabled children. The court found that 

the appropriate placement for this child was in the regular education 

19



classroom. In reviewing the facts of the case, the court placed the burden of 

proof on the school district regarding the benefit or lack of benefit that the 

child would receive from special education. 

Courts have looked at four specific factors when attempting to answer 

the basic question whether a child is receiving a free appropriate public 

education in the least restrictive environment. Those factors are; (1) the 

educational benefits available to the child in a regular classroom, 

supplemented with appropriate aids and services, as compared to the 

educational benefits of a special education classroom; (2) the non-academic 

benefits to the disabled child of interaction with nondisabled children; (3) the 

effect of the presence of the disabled child on the teacher and other children 

in the regular classroom; and (4) the costs of supplementary aids and 

services necessary to mainstream the disabled child in a regular classroom 

setting. The court ruled in Board of Education, Sacramento City School 

District v. Holland, (786 F. Supp. 874 (E.D. Cal 1992) that the school 

district failed to provide evidence to satisfactorily show that free appropriate 

public education was not available in the regular classroom. In Mavis v. 

Board of Education, South Lewis Central School District, 1993 WL 532599 

  

(N.D.N.Y.), the court actually criticized the school district for failing to give 

consideration to IDEA’s mainstreaming requirement and said the school 

district only provided "lip service" to the requirement. The current thinking, 

20



as evidenced in IDEA (1991), is that students should be removed from the 

regular education environment only when the nature and severity of the 

disability is such that education in regular classes with the use of 

supplementary aids and services cannot be achieved satisfactorily. Board of 

Education, Sacramento City School District v. Holland, 786 F. Supp. 874 

(E.D.Cal 1992) reinforces the decision-making process regarding the 

placement of students with disabilities by emphasizing that these decisions 

must be based on each individual child and must personalize instruction. This 

personalized instruction must be provided with sufficient support services so 

the child will benefit from instruction. Any placement decision which is 

made and violates this individual and personalized approach, whether full- 

inclusion or self-contained special education, is in conflict with IDEA (1991). 

This concept can be found in court cases which both propose and oppose 

inclusive education. For example, although Oberti v. Board of Education of 

the Borough of Clementon School District, et al., 801 F. Supp. 1392 (D. NJ 

1992) has been cited as a case where a student with disabilities was placed 

in a regular classroom setting instead of a special education classroom, but 

the issue was not inclusion, but rather the individual student’s needs and the 

school districts compliance with procedures. French v. Omaha Public 

schools, 766 F. Supp. 765 (D. NE 1991) illustrates the same point regarding 

the individualization needed to determine the proper placement. In this case 
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the court supported the placement of a student in a school for the deaf, 

because after weighing all evidence, the benefit to the child was greatest at 

a residential school. In Visco v. School District of Pittsburgh, et al., 684 F. 

Supp. 1310 (W.D. PA, April 28, 1988), a similar analysis was provided by 

the court for a family with two deaf children. The children were attending a 

school for the deaf and the school district felt they would receive a greater 

benefit from public school and mainstreaming. However, the court looked 

closely at the family and determined since the children were in a deaf home 

and that a majority of their life was surrounded by a deaf environment, these 

two students’ individual needs could be met more appropriately by a school 

that served a deaf population. The court was very specific with its 

interpretation of EHA and reinforced the concept that the rules applied to 

children covered under EHA were to be applied individually to each child’s 

case. An additional case which reinforces the concept of individual needs 

and shows that inclusion is not a mandate is Daniel R. R. v. State Board of 

Education, et. al., 874 F. 2d 1036 (5th Cir. 1989). In this case the court 

upheld the change of placement of a student with disabilities to a more 

restrictive environment. The evidence presented to the court showed that 

proper procedure was followed, the school district sufficiently provided a 

continuum of services for students with disabilities and the amount of 

attention required by his regular classroom teacher was a disruption to the 

22



other children. The court, in this case, also reinforced the importance of 

individualization by saying that fact-specific inquiries must examine the 

nature and severity of a child’s disability, his or her needs and abilities, and 

the school’s response to a student with disabilities. Thus, court cases 

neither require nor reject inclusion but rather insist on an individualized 

program best suited to each disabled child’s needs. 

Segregation to Inclusion 

The idea of changing to full inclusion from a segregated approach 

developed through the efforts of parents, educators, and federal bureaucrats 

(Schattman & Benay, 1992). One of the early reform efforts began with 

Madeleine Will, Assistant Secretary for the U.S. Office of Special Education 

and Rehabilitative Services. Will’s call for radical reform for both regular and 

special education started in the early 1980's. This reform movement has 

become known as the "regular education initiative" (REI) (Kauffman & Pullen, 

1989). The REI criticizes special education and regular education because: 

1. Too many special education students, who are not seriously 

disabled, are removed from regular education. 

2. Labeling has stigmatized special education students by 

removing them from their non-disabled peers, resulting in failure 

to meet student's individual needs. 
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Special education has created a dual and discriminatory system 

which leaves out children who need services but do not qualify 

for special education. 

Services for special education students are fragmented, 

uncoordinated, confusing and inefficient. 

Regular education has shirked its responsibility for dealing with 

difficult students. 

Regular educators could teach students with disabilities if given 

the proper assistance and consultation from special educators. 

One system should be developed that is free from costly 

identification methods and procedures. 

REI has been criticized because it has been seen as a part of the Reagan- 

Bush education policy which emphasized combining programs and reducing 

federal funding, including special education funds (Kauffman & Pullen, 

The movement away from segregated special education has been 

recommended to school divisions using terminology such as integration and 

inclusion. Integration as defined by Webster’s New World Dictionary (1993) 

is to make whole or complete by adding or bringing together parts. 

Integration can be viewed as the beginning of inclusive education. Feldman 

(1991) describes a process which begins with integration and culminates in 
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a phase-in plan which includes all students in a general education program at 

all levels. This general program would eliminate labels such as special, 

vocational, and general education. Schools that operate without labels, 

whether those labels be grade level, disability areas, or specialized vocational 

programs, (Biklen, 1992) provide plenty of evidence of the importance of all 

educators in the role of teaching special needs students. However, Kauffman 

& Pullen (1989) believe that labels are a necessity in special education 

because some students have special needs and some do not. 

Regardless of the term used - mainstreaming, integration, or inclusion - 

one concept recurs throughout the literature: collaboration is needed 

between special education and general education. It is supported by both 

opponents and proponents of each programming alternative listed above 

(Kauffman & Hallahan, 1990). Nelson et. al. (1991) also support 

collaboration and advocate the idea of a more inclusive perspective, 

including early intervention and special education for at-risk students. 

The idea of inclusion is not only an American initiative. Porter and 

Richler (1991) discuss the Canadian perspective of providing special 

education and related services to children in their regular classrooms. They 

also address the role of parents in this change process, not only as 

participants in their child’s education, but in their role as citizens and 

decision-makers in national issues. 
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The Move Toward Inclusion in Virginia 

A federally funded project in Virginia encouraged the change to 

inclusive special education for a selected group of youngsters, those 

classified as having moderate to profound mental retardation or severe 

multiple disabilities, and those classified as deaf-blind or autistic, if the 

student also had moderate to severe mental retardation. The rationale for 

using an inclusion model in this federal project was to promote change and 

to reduce the time children with disabilities spent segregated from other 

students their age. Designated The Virginia Statewide Systems Change 

Project, a task force of representatives from interested school divisions first 

reviewed the overall status of special education. However, the Virginia 

project did not address the issue of costs associated with inclusive special 

education. Inclusion activities in Virginia were documented and ranged from 

very small accomplishments to major achievements in school divisions from 

1987 through 1992 (Janney, 1992). In the 1991 Janney & Beer project 

successful strategies were reported by Giles and Hanover Counties. All 

inclusion programs emphasized the need for collaboration and full staff 

involvement in planning, implementation and evaluation. None, however, 

dealt with the issue of the cost of inclusive special education. Although the 

topic of integration appears synonymously with inclusion (York & 

Vandercook, 1989), inclusion has been the preferred term in the delivery of 
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special education and related services in Virginia. As early as 1989, 

Reynolds suggested that a move to inclusive education is likely to eliminate 

specialized residential and day schools. Evidence supporting 

Reynolds’(1989) prediction can be seen in Virginia in the Comprehensive 

Services Act, 2.1-753 (Code of Virginia, 1992) and its mandated 

implementation of family assessment teams required to collaborate on 

services in the community for students with severe disabilities who might 

otherwise have been placed in a more restrictive environment. 

Policy and Position Statements Regarding Inclusion 

The Goodwin & Warzburg (1993) film Educating Peter brought 

national attention, beyond the education community, to the issue of inclusive 

special education when it won an Academy Award. Although this attention 

was seen as a victory for students with disabilities, caution has been advised 

by several organizations regarding the need for collaboration and team work 

necessary to accomplish the goal of inclusive special education. Also this 

national attention has caused a number of professional associations to 

develop either policy or position statements about the concept of inclusive 

special education. The Council for Exceptional Children (CEC) has developed 

a policy statement that neither endorses or condemns inclusion. This 

statement addresses three major areas that need to be considered regarding 
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the positive outcome of inclusive education practices: the individual schools 

where students with disabilities are enrolled, the entire school district, and 

the educational community which includes professional organizations and 

associations (CEC, 1993b). The President of the AFT has called for a 

moratorium on full inclusion ("Debate Flares", 1993), which has become part 

of the recent position adopted by the AFT (Sklaroff, 1994). This position has 

been developed in response to its members who believe inclusive special 

education is being used as a cost-saving technique and is being implemented 

without proper training. This belief is supported by critics of the regular 

education initiative (REI) (Kauffman & Pullen, 1989). The Council for 

Learning Disabilities (CLD) developed a position on "full inclusion” in April of 

1993. Its Board of Directors issued a position statement which is critical of 

the term "full inclusion" and takes a position that opposes "full inclusion", 

especially when it is used indiscriminately as a method for full-time 

placement of special education students in regular education. However, the 

CLD does endorse school reform efforts that enhance the education of all 

students, including inclusion, when it is deemed appropriate by an IEP 

committee ("Council Position Statement," 1993). In December 1993, the 

Virginia Education Association (VEA) also announced its neutral position on 

inclusive education. Its position neither supported nor opposed inclusion. The 

VEA issued many of the same cautions previously noted by the CEC and 
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others. Planning, proper resources, and individual student needs are major 

themes in the position approved by the Board of Directors (VEA, 1993). The 

VEA position is very similar to that taken by the National Education 

Association (NEA) which has developed a number of publications outlining 

its position, a free appropriate public education for all students with 

disabilities in the least restrictive environment. It stresses the importance of 

necessary procedures and safeguards to determine the least restrictive 

environment and opposes any program or model which may cause those 

procedures to be absent or insufficient (NEA, 1993). 

Numerous organizations of special and regular educators have issued 

statements on inclusive special education. Each strongly urges collaboration 

between regular education and special education prior to moving forward 

with any change. Two organizations that endorse the concept of full 

inclusion are The ARC, a national organization on mental retardation, 

(formerly known as The Association for Retarded Citizens of the United 

States) and The Association For Persons With Severe Handicaps (TASH). 

The ARC has established a goal of full inclusion for students with severe 

disabilities by the year 2000 and an interim goal of fifty percent by the year 

1995. TASH’s resolution on inclusive education states a belief that all 

students benefit from full inclusion and calls upon local, state, provincial, 
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regional and federal governments to develop and maintain educational 

opportunities that are fully inclusive and ultimately effective for all students. 

Most organizations have stated positions or views which support all 

alternatives available to provide services to students with disabilities in the 

least restrictive environment. The only exception is the AFT which has 

adopted the position that a moratorium be issued regarding the expansion of 

inclusion. None of the positions or views expressed by the organizations 

addresses the issue of calculating the costs of collaboration or planning, 

much less the cost of implementing a full inclusion program. 

Issues in Inclusion 

An expansion to inclusive education as a vehicle of program delivery 

creates a new challenge for educating all teachers, both pre-service and in- 

service, who do not understand the behaviors and actions of students with 

disabilities (Hornbeck, 1992). Competitive classrooms where children must 

always prove themselves to their peers and to supervising adults pose a 

problem in the inclusive model of special education. Classrooms that create 

cooperative and team approach settings are prime sites for implementation of 

inclusive techniques (Sapon-Shevin, 1990). In selecting classrooms where 

mainstreaming or integration will occur, teachers must want to be a part of 

the process, not be told they must participate. Research suggests that these 
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willing teachers can be found by looking at their expectations and concerns. 

However, many times a considerable amount of finesse is needed to build 

the necessary relations with teachers before suggesting the placement of 

students in their regular education classroom (Wong, Kauffman, & Lloyd, 

1991). Prior to implementation of inclusive special education, training must 

occur. 

Training of new teachers, retraining of both regular and special 

education teachers, and collaborating with all educators is recommended by 

all those who have provided guidance in the area of inclusive education for 

students with disabilities. Simply participating in college classes on the 

characteristics of disabling conditions is not enough. The court has recently 

affirmed the issue of teacher training as it relates to inclusive education. In 

Mavis v. Board of Education, South Lewis Central School District, 1993 WL 

532599 (N.D.N.Y.), the court criticized the school district for not providing 

training to teachers so they were better able to deal with the needs of a 

disabled child. In this case the court required the child to be served in a 

regular education setting because the district had not fulfilled its obligations 

to meet the child’s needs in the regular education setting, before placing her 

in a special education setting. The district’s failure to meet its obligations in 

this incident was due partially to the failure of the district to provide training 

to its teachers. This case involved a child identified as a student with mild 
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mental retardation. All educators, special and regular, beginning and 

experienced, must be prepared through preservice and continual inservice to 

enter the new school environment where all students are expected to learn 

together (Ayres, 1992). IDEA (1991) and the Code of Federal Regulations 

(1993a) requires a Comprehensive System of Personnel Development (CSPD) 

for all school divisions. This training is not limited to special educators, but 

requires a system for the continuing education for public school personnel 

including regular education teachers, administrators and related services 

personnel. A training film titled Regular Lives (Goodwin, T. C., & Warzburg, 

C., 1988) depicts a New York elementary school with inclusive education. 

The message in this film is very similar to the successes shown in the 

documentary Educating Peter, that children with disabilities can learn in the 

regular classroom. This video has become part of several training programs, 

including a Virginia Department of Education training program, Improving 

Instructional Leadership in Special Education: A Challenge for Principals 

(Commonwealth of Virginia, 1989b). Problems found in a Bolton Institute 

study discuss the need for the preparation of public school personnel: 

classroom teacher, principal, and special educator as well as the needs at 

the post secondary level or further education level (Whittaker, 1991). No 

estimate of cost of training and retraining teachers has been presented in the 

literature. 
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Labeling students not only segregates the student, but also makes the 

special education teacher the sole professional owner of the problems 

associated with the student’s disability. Segregation is one of three major 

impediments identified by Whittaker (1991) as he looked at the integration of 

students with special needs into Further Education (FE) at the Bolton 

Institute. Another impediment found in this study was the identification with 

discrete groups, such as students coming from a local special school or an 

adult special education center. The third impediment Whittaker described as 

"care". While sincere caring for individuals encompasses desire to protect 

them from the dangers of the non-disabled world, it also prevents the 

student with disabilities from learning and benefiting from opportunities in 

the wider world. 

Problems in Inclusive Education 

An educationally successful inclusive program may also present 

unique problems for the parents and students with disabilities, as evidenced 

by one youngster with disabilities. In Concord, New Hampshire (Casanave, 

1991), the attitudes of community members affected the social environment 

of a special education student because other parents objected to the 

placement of the boy with a disability in the regular education classroom. 

These problems went beyond the school and classroom and became issues 
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of concern in the community, affecting the lives of the parents as well as 

their son. Other parents did not want the benefit of inclusive education for 

the student with a disability to take away from opportunities for their non- 

disabled children. These problems point out that the change of philosophy 

must go beyond the school house into the entire community, as evidenced 

by CEC’s policy implications (CEC, 1993a). In another attempt to integrate 

special education students into regular education classes, a Michigan school 

district developed and implemented an inclusive community model. Beyond 

addressing just the school issue, this district developed its plan to address 

social integration, community-based training, extracurricular opportunities, 

and home-school partnerships (Conn, 1992). However, if students leave 

their own neighborhood schools simply to be in an inclusive setting, other 

problems may occur. When a student returns to his neighborhood where 

students have not been exposed to inclusive education, he may remain 

excluded in the community, since all inclusive contacts were established out 

of the neighborhood (Blackman, 1992).The rural community also creates a 

unique set of challenges for inclusive special education. Capper & Larkin 

(1992) address these unique challenges and suggest that there are 

limitations and legitimate arguments that exist for both inclusive and 

exclusive special education in the rural environment. Jenkins & Pious (1991) 

34



also argue that integration may be a preferred condition, but not the only 

possibility of success for students with disabilities. 

The National Center on Educational Outcomes (NCEO) (McGrew, 

Thurlow, Shriner, & Spiegel, 1992) reports that American reforms in public 

education have raised expectations and developed "world class" standards. 

The NCEO has attempted to review outcomes and measures. As special 

education students become more imbedded in the regular education process 

through inclusive education, identification of data specific to special 

education becomes more difficult. For example, as inclusion models are 

implemented, it becomes more and more difficult to find data to support the 

educational gains or losses attributed to the change toward inclusive 

education. It is often not clear, for example, whether or not special 

education students have been included in state-wide achievement testing 

programs or in national data regarding achievement testing programs, but it 

is estimated that forty to fifty percent of students with disabilities are 

excluded from prominent national data reporting systems (McGrew, Thurlow, 

Shriner, & Spiegel, 1992). Therefore, exclusion practices make it difficult to 

assess the effect of educational reform for both students with disabilities in 

inclusive or exclusive settings, and for teachers that are working with these 

students. Another national reform movement, the regular education initiative 

(REI), reports the same difficulty in assessing successes. REI advocates 
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typically point to model programs as a way of proving successes when 

research findings are not available to support their claims (Kauffman & 

Pullen, 1989). 

Sindelar et. al. (1992) address the exclusion issue for the America 

2000 plan and for goals developed from this reform initiative. For example, 

indicators of achievement (state-wide assessment programs) and school 

completion (graduation with a diploma may or may not include IEP 

completers) are confounded by whether or not special education students 

are counted in these data. This illustrates the difficulty of determining 

accurate data on special education. 

Just as achievement data are unclear in inclusive education, so are 

costs of educating special education students. When students with 

disabilities are taught with regular education students, financial data specific 

to special education students are harder to determine. 

Cost of Human Resources 

The problem of determining cost for human resources in any 

endeavor is certainly not a new issue. Over twenty years ago, Cohn (1972) 

lamented the lack of a comprehensive published document which would 

collect data, yet be simple enough for the participants of a seminar to use to 

develop a mathematical and statistical model for cost determination of 

36



human resources. However, he discovered that such a formula for 

calculating cost could not easily be established. From Cohn’s simplistic 

statement to the complex data of the Fifteenth Annual Report to Congress 

on the Implementation of The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act - 

Volume | (U.S. Department of Education, 1993), the confusion in measuring 

government and human resource cost has multiplied as the procedure has 

become more complex. 

The Costs of Regular Education 

The underlying statement in the literature on special education implies 

a high degree of difficulty in measuring precisely the costs of special 

education. The literature reflects that special education costs are extremely 

complex and vary a great deal, depending on a state’s reaction to federal 

monitoring. Although special education funding and cost accounting are 

complex, the calculation of regular education, when viewed as closely as the 

study implies for special education, is found to be just as complex. In many 

cases, the cost of regular education must first be determined before 

attempting to establish costs for special education. An example of a 

confusing factor is the length of the school day and the school year. The 

length of the school day and school year affect the cost calculation in 

several ways, particularly when looking at related services that may be 
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contracted on a daily or hourly basis. On a national basis the length of the 

school day and year can vary significantly. The preschool level average was 

3.33 hours; the elementary level was 5.62; and the secondary level was 

5.95 (Kakalik, Furry, Thomas, and Carney, 1981). When calculating costs 

on a national level, the length of the year and day affect the cost of special 

education. In Virginia the current requirement for the school day is 5.5 

hours at all levels. However, there are exceptions and waivers (Code of 

Virginia, 1988) which create different lengths of both days per year and 

hours per day in each Virginia school division. Many other such variations in 

school expenditures exist. Neither cost nor even a dependable method of 

calculating inclusive special education cost is available, thus the need for this 

study. 

Costing-Out Special Education 

Several studies have undertaken the venture for accurate special 

education costs. Larson (1985), Kienas (1986), Slobojan (1986) and the 

General Assembly of Virginia have each developed methods for establishing 

special education costs. The Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission 

(JLARC) of the Virginia General Assembly undertook the task of costing-out 

special education in 1986 and in 1988, which resulted in General Assembly 

action to provide a change in revenue for Virginia school divisions 
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(Commonwealth of Virginia, 1988). These studies, along with national 

models of cost determination (Rossmiller, Hale, & Frohreich, 1970), have 

furthered the debate regarding the methodology used for determining such 

costs. This debate generally focuses on three methods of determining costs: 

(a) per pupil costs; (b) common or shared costs; and (c) costing out 

component costs (Chambers, J. G. & Hartman, W., 1981). 

One portion of the Virginia reporting mechanism is the required federal 

excess cost calculation, yet another method needed to determine the cost of 

special education (Spagnolo, 1993a). This process is one that produces the 

excess cost figure which assures the federal government that federal funds 

are being used only to provide for costs beyond the regular education cost. 

The process yields an annual per pupil cost for each special education 

elementary student and special education secondary student. It also 

develops a per pupil cost for elementary and secondary regular education 

students. The requirement has its foundation in the IDEA (1991). 

The related literature on programmatic issues regarding inclusive 

special education is plentiful. A recent ERIC search produced over two 

hundred documents written from 1982 until 1992. Also the number of 

reports and opinions on methods to calculate the costs of special education 

is voluminous, but none of these ties the concept of inclusion with fiscal 

realities. 
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CHAPTER II] 

METHOD 

Research Design 

This study collected data relative to the cost of special education in 

the Commonwealth of Virginia, specifically as reported for school divisions 

that have moved into inclusive special education for moderately and severely 

disabled students. It investigated three different areas: a) changes in 

special education costs in eight school divisions before and after 

implementing an inclusive special education program; b) changes in special 

education costs in two school divisions, one inclusive and one not, when 

using a more precise calculation (Larson method) of special education costs; 

and c) a comparison of total special education costs for all school divisions 

in the state (where data were reported) before and after a state project to 

encourage inclusive special education. All calculations compared 1987-88 

costs (pre-inclusion) to 1990-91 costs (post-inclusion). 
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Research Questions 

The study answered six research questions: 

Group A 

1. Did the reported per pupil cost of special education, elementary 

and secondary, in the eight Group A inclusive school divisions 

show a significant change when compared to regular education 

per pupil cost, elementary and secondary, over the three-year 

(pre- and post inclusion) period using the current state method 

of reporting? 

Did the special education costs, when compared to total 

education costs, change significantly in the eight Group A 

inclusive school divisions from 1987-88 to 1990-91? 

Group B 

3. Through two case studies, Group B schools, is there a 

significant difference in change from 1987-88 to 1990-91 

between the costs of inclusive special education and special 

education without an inclusive model for the same identified 

group of disabled students, when using a more precise method 

for determining special education costs? 

Through two case studies, Group B schools, is there a 

significant difference in change from 1987-88 to 1990-91 
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between the percentage of special education costs compared to 

the total education budget, using state data? 

5. Through case study data, is there a significant change in the 

cost of inclusive special education when comparing standard 

state reporting data with a more precise method? 

Group C 

6. Statewide, Group C, have the percentage of special education 

costs compared to total education costs changed significantly 

from 1987-88 to 1990-91? 

Research Hypotheses 

1. There is no significant difference in the reported per pupil cost 

of special education, elementary and secondary, in the eight 

Group A inclusive school divisions when compared to regular 

education per pupil cost, elementary and secondary, over the 

three-year period, 1987-88 to 1990-91, using the current state 

method of reporting. 

There is no significant change in the percent of special 

education cost compared to total education cost in the eight 

Group A inclusive school divisions over a three-year period of 

time. 
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3. There is no significant difference in change from 1987-88 to 

1990-91 between the costs of inclusive special education and 

special education without an inclusive model for the same 

identified group of disabled students, when using a more 

precise method for determining special education costs in two 

school divisions (Group B). 

4. There is no significant difference in change from 1987-88 to 

1990-91 between the percentage of special education cost 

compared to the total education budget in Group B school 

divisions, using standard reporting data. 

5. There is no significant change in the cost of inclusive special 

education (Group B school divisions) when comparing standard 

state reporting data with a more precise method. 

6. There is no significant difference in the percentage of special 

education cost compared to total education cost from 1987-88 

to 1990-91 in the Group C schools. 

The Population 

The population is all school divisions in Virginia who provided 

requested special education expenditure data for the years 1987-88 and 

1990-91 to the Virginia Department of Education. Two sample groups were 
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also identified. Group A, which consisted of eight school divisions that were 

full participants in the Virginia Statewide Systems Change Project, and had 

inclusion models for at least 1987-88 to 1990-91. Group B consisted of two 

school divisions, one which participated fully in the federally-funded training 

in Virginia for inclusion and one which did not. 

Group A - Selected school divisions were identified for participation in 

a state-wide systems change project for inclusive special education by a 

competitive application process. The eight school divisions completing the 

project for inclusive special education comprise the population for the first 

set of comparisons in this study, the cost of special education before and 

after inclusion. Three of the school divisions were rural; one, suburban; and 

four, city systems. Student populations in the school divisions ranged from 

876 to 34,064 (1990-91 figures). Mean pupil expenditures for both regular 

education and special education are contained in Figures 1 & 2 in Chapter 

IV. The school divisions represent all geographic sections of Virginia. 

Although only eight school divisions were full participants in the state 

training for inclusive special education, many LEA‘’s were impacted by the 

movement toward inclusive special education. Over the five-year period, 

twenty-two local education agencies (LEA’s) were selected for participation. 

Several were identified as exemplary sites, some were identified as full 
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Phase | sites (Group A in this study), and the remaining LEA’s participated in 

varying phases of the project. 

Group B - Two school divisions were used for calculation purposes in 

Group B. One school division had received training to use inclusive special 

education through the state project described above; the other had not. The 

two divisions were selected for comparison because they were identified by 

the Virginia Department of Education (DOE) as comparable school divisions 

with like characteristics in a project called Educational Performance 

Recognition (EPR) (Spagnolo, 1990). In the EPR study, these two school 

divisions had been grouped with thirteen others in the spring of 1989. 

Comparable variables identified at time of the 1989 grouping were percent of 

college graduates, percent of population in the upper income level, average 

daily membership (ADM) of the school division, percent of first grade 

students in the lowest quartile on ability tests, percent of students eligible 

for free or reduced price lunch, percent of change in the ADM from 1984-85 

to 1988-89, population density per square mile, and local ability to pay using 

property, sales and income tax bases. 

Group C contained all the school divisions in the state which reported 

special education expenditures for both 1987-88 and 1990-91. This group 

includes school divisions in the state who were not directly involved in state 

training projects which may have moved toward inclusive education. 
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Therefore, all divisions in the state (who reported data) were included in this 

study as Group C. 

A cross-check of special education expenditures against total 

expenditure information found that a total of twelve school divisions did not 

report their special education expenditures either in 1987-88 or in 1990-91. 

Three of the non-reporting divisions were the same for both years. The 

enrollment, special education and total expenditure data for the twelve non- 

reporting school divisions were removed from the study for both the 1987- 

88 and 1990-91 years. None of the twelve non-reporting divisions were part 

of Group A or Group B. A listing of these non-reporting divisions and 

resulting adjusted totals can be found in Appendices D, E and F. 

Data Collection 

Expenditure data were gathered in four ways for this study. Each of 

the four methods are described below. Each of the three groups studied, 

Group A, Group B, and Group C, utilized a variety of information from these 

sources which will be detailed later in this chapter. 

The first expenditure data source is the annual report of special 

education expenditures, and was obtained from the Virginia Department of 

Education. These data included all information found in Schedule B of the 

Annual Superintendent’s Report (Spagnolo, 1993b) for the years 1987-88 
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and 1990-91. These data were gathered in LOTUS format and sorted by 

locality and included expenditures for each area of disability. Disability area 

expenditures for the eight school divisions in Group A can be found in 

Appendices A and B. Additionally, the differences between 1987-88 and 

1990-91 have been calculated for each disability, both in dollar differences 

and percentage differences. These differences can be found in Appendix C. 

The reported expenditures utilized in the study for 1987-88 have been 

adjusted to reflect 1990-91 values by using a multiplier of 1.1569 (O’Neil, 

1993). 

The second type of expenditure information was found in Facing UP 

(Commonwealth of Virginia, 1989a) and the Superintendent's Annual Report 

for Virginia (Commonwealth of Virginia, 1992). This information was the 

total for all categories of expenditures for all school divisions. Included in 

these reports is the grand total for all school divisions in the Commonwealth 

of Virginia. 

Third, expenditure data were gathered from the special education 

annual plans (Spagnolo, 1993a). The plans for 1989-90 and 1992-93 were 

located for the eight Group A inclusive school divisions. These plans 

provided a per pupil cost for an elementary and secondary regular education 

student and a per pupil cost for an elementary and secondary special 
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education student for the years 1987-88 and 1990-91. This information is 

found in Appendices K and L. 

The fourth type of expenditure data were gathered by case study 

analysis. The researcher, using methods developed by Larson (1985), 

determined costs for 1987-88 and 1990-91 for all areas of disability. This 

determination was completed by on-site visitations for Group B school 

divisions. Actual records and reports, along with staff interviews, were used 

at each case study site to recalculate the cost associated for students with 

moderate to severe disabilities and for all other disability areas. 

The method for reporting and accounting school division expenditures 

changed between 1987-88 and 1990-91. Additionally, the reporting 

mechanism for special education child count was modified. The expenditure 

reporting format for 1990-91 was much more detailed and identified special 

education expenditures exclusively, while the 1987-88 format did not pull 

out those specific costs. The special education data for 1987-88 were 

extracted from the annual report data by using staff listings and average 

annual salary calculations, along with prorating a number of expenditures by 

the proportion of special education students or staff. The majority of 

expenditures for 1990-91 were retrievable by program locations established 

specifically for special education, and in many cases broken down to specific 

cost centers by disability areas. In both years, when a specific special 
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education expenditure total could not be broken down by disability area, a 

proration was done based on either special education staff or special 

education students. The 1990-91 federal child count data provided a basis 

for prorating regular education costs. The Virginia Computerized Reporting 

System (K6) (Spagnolo, 1993c) provides a reporting of the percent of time 

each special education student is receiving special education for each 

identified special education disability. Therefore, the percent of time spent in 

regular education for each student was identifiable. This was accomplished 

by taking the raw data produced by K6 (Spagnolo, 1993c), parsing it into a 

Lotus file, totaling all time each student received special education, and then 

subtracting that from 100%. The result of this process produced the 

reported amount of time each identified student received regular education. 

These student data were then sorted by disability area and a mean was 

established for each disability area based on the total percent divided by the 

number of students. This calculated mean was then used to determine the 

discrete costs for regular education. Since no such raw data were available 

for 1987-88, the researcher used the same mean percent for 1987-88 to 

calculate regular education costs. Once the 1987-88 costs were determined, 

they were converted to 1990-91 values by using a multiplier of 1.1569 

(O'Neil, 1993). 
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Group A - Each school division provides information in its annual 

report and its special education annual plan on categorical expenditures and 

on per pupil costs. Many factors could make this reporting inaccurate 

(Kienas, 1986) or cause this reporting to be inconsistent. However, these 

reports constitute a baseline of expenditures across the Commonwealth. 

Financial annual report data in the special education areas of educable 

mental retardation (EMR), trainable mental retardation (TMR), severe & 

profound disabilities (SPH), hearing impairments (HH), deaf (D), speech or 

language impairments (SLI), visual impairments (VH), serious emotional 

disturbance (SED), orthopedic impairments (Ol), other health impairments 

(OHI), autism (AUT), specific learning disabilities (SLD), deaf-blindness (DB), 

multiple disabilities (MH), developmental delays (DD) and support services 

were obtained along with total school division expenditures. These data were 

obtained from the LEA’s of Bath County, Danville City, Giles County, 

Hanover County, Manassas City, Norfolk City, Petersburg City, and Wise 

County (Group A inclusive school divisions) for the 1987-88 school year and 

the 1990-91 school year. The special education annual plans for the above- 

listed divisions were obtained for the year 1989-90 and the year 1992-93. 

These plans contain excess cost (the amount spent for a special education 

student beyond that spent for a regular education student, a calculation 

required by the federal government) information that was used to calculate, 

50



after adjusting to 1990-91 values, the average per pupil cost of special 

education, elementary and secondary, and regular education, elementary and 

secondary. The special education annual plans for 1989-90 and 1992-93 

are based on school division financial information from reported expenditures 

for 1987-88 and 1990-91. 

For these eight Group A inclusive divisions, the percent of special 

education cost compared to regular education cost was calculated for 1987- 

88 and 1990-91 to determine if there was significant change in the percent 

of total budget spent for special education, after adjusting the reported 

expenditures to 1990-91 values. 

The enrollment data for the eight Group A inclusive divisions were 

gathered from reported state and federal information from the Virginia 

Department of Education. Special education enrollment data were obtained 

by locating the December 1st child counts submitted by all school divisions 

for the years 1987-88 and 1990-91. The 1987-88 (pre-inclusion) data were 

taken from copies of written reports and keyed into LOTUS version 3.4. 

School division and state totals were then calculated and formatted to match 

the 1990-91 data. The 1990-91 (post-inclusion) data were available on 

magnetic disk, by student, by locality, and with division totals. End of year 

enrollment was used to obtain a total enrollment count for both years. Total 

student population data were obtained through the publication Facing UP 

51



(Commonwealth of Virginia, 1989a) and the same document which was 

published for the year 1990-91 and retitled Superintendent’s Annual Report 

for Virginia (Commonwealth of Virginia, 1992). 

Group B- This study also included two case studies that used the 

Larson (1985) model to calculate expenditures that are more detailed and 

may include expenses not reported for special education in the standard 

accounting procedures. Both case studies included information on students 

classified as EMR, as well as students with moderate to severe disabilities. 

These case studies attempted to categorize more accurately special 

education expenditures. The researcher obtained, through site visitations and 

interviews with staff, the necessary expenditure, environment (amount of 

time spent in special education) and enrollment data to conduct a Larson 

(1985) method of cost determination for two school divisions. The 

expenditure data were adjusted to reflect 1990-91 values. The researcher 

calculated costs in each area of disability for the 1987-88 (pre-inclusion) and 

1990-91 (post-inclusion) school years using December 1st child count 

information and school division expenditure records. Another data set used 

with the two Group B schools was a calculation of the percentage of each 

special education child’s time spent in regular education. 

Group C - Expenditure data for Group C (all school divisions in 

Virginia reporting special education information for 1987-88 and 1990-91) 
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were gathered two ways for this study. One, the annual report of special 

education expenditures, was obtained from the Virginia Department of 

Education by requesting a copy of all reported data found in Schedule B of 

the Annual Superintendent's Report (Spagnolo, 1993b) for the years 1987- 

88 and 1990-91. The second source of information was Facing UP 

(Commonwealth of Virginia, 1989a) and the Superintendent’s Annual Report 

for Virginia (Commonwealth of Virginia, 1992). This source provided the 

total expenditure for all categories of expenditures and enrollment for all 

school divisions. Included in these reports is the grand total of both 

enrollment and expenditures for all school divisions in the Commonwealth of 

Virginia. 
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Procedures for Data Analysis 

Data to answer each of the six research questions were analyzed as 

follows. 

1. Whether the reported per pupil cost of special education, 

elementary and secondary, in the eight Group A inclusive school 

divisions showed a significant change when compared to 

regular education per pupil cost, elementary and secondary, 

over the three-year period, 1987-88 to 1990-91, using the 

current state method. 

A paired sample, two-tailed T-Test at the alpha level of .05 was conducted 

via NCSS Number Cruncher to test a null hypothesis stating that there was 

no significant difference within the group. A T-Test at the alpha level of .05, 

was conducted on each school division comparing 1987-88 to 1990-91. 

Bonferroni critical values were used to determine significance within 

divisions. 

2. Whether the percent of special education cost, compared to 

total education cost, changed significantly in the eight Group A 

inclusive school divisions over a three-year period of time. 

A paired sample, two-tailed T-Test, at the alpha level of .O5 was conducted 

via NCSS Number Cruncher to test a null hypothesis stating that there was 

no significant difference within the group. A T-Test, at the alpha level of .05 
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was conducted on each school division comparing 1987-88 to 1990-91. 

Bonferroni critical values were used to determine significance within 

divisions. 

3. Through two case studies, Group B schools, whether there was 

a significant difference in change from 1987-88 to 1990-91 

between the costs of inclusive special education and special 

education without an inclusive model for the same identified 

group of students with disabilities including students classified 

as EMR, when using a more precise method for determining 

special education costs. 

The Larson (1985) model developed a framework for descriptive and 

comparative cost analysis to allow LEA’s to determine and compare costs for 

special education. This framework was developed to assist LEA’s in the 

determination of special education costs for both students in public and 

private school programs, since no common method to analyze and compare 

costs was previously available. 

A paired sample, two-tailed T-Test at the alpha level of .05 was 

conducted via NCSS Number Cruncher to determine significance within the 

school divisions in the case studies. Bonferroni's critical values were used to 

determine the significance of the change in each area of disability. 
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Through two case studies, Group B schools, whether there was 

a significant difference in change from 1987-88 to 1990-91 

between the percentage of special education cost compared to 

the total education budget, using standard reporting data. 

A T-Test was conducted at the alpha level of .05 to determine if there was a 

significant difference between the two case studies. Bonferroni critical 

values were used to determine the significance between the two divisions. 

5. Using the case study data from 1987-88 and 1990-91, whether 

there was a significant change in the cost of inclusive special 

education when comparing standard state reporting data with a 

more precise method developed by Larson (1985). 

A paired sample, two-tailed T-Test at the alpha level of .05 was conducted 

via NCSS Number Cruncher to test a null hypothesis stating that there was 

no significant difference. A T-Test, at the alpha level of .05, was then 

conducted on each area of disability comparing 1987-88 to 1990-91. 

Bonferroni critical values were used to determine significance within each 

disability. 

6. Whether statewide (Group C schools) the percentage of special 

education cost compared to total education cost changed 

significantly from 1987-88 (pre-inclusion) to 1990-91 (post- 

inclusion). 
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A T-Test was conducted at an alpha level of .05 to determine if there was 

significant change from 1987-88 to 1990-91. Bonferroni's critical values 

were used to determine significance. 

Dollars for 1987-88 and the resulting percentages were expressed in 

1990-91 values by utilizing a multiplier of 1.1569. This multiplier, developed 

by O'Neil (1993), uses the consumer price index and reflects increases over 

the traditional fiscal year, July 1st to June 30th, instead of the calendar 

year. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Inclusive special education programs for students with moderate and 

severe disabilities have been implemented for several years through a variety 

of methods in Virginia. The issue of the cost of such programs has been 

studied for eight Virginia school divisions represented in Group A of this 

study. Additionally, case studies were completed on two school divisions, 

Group B, one which participated in inclusive special education during the 

period of 1988-89 through 1990-91, and one that did not participate in a 

state-wide inclusion project or inclusive special education during the same 

time period for EMR, moderately or severely disabled students. A third 

calculation was completed for Group C, all school divisions in Virginia 

reporting special education expenditures for 1987-88 and 1990-91. 

Question 1 

Research Question 1: Did the reported per pupil cost of special 

education as implemented by the eight Group A school divisions show a 

significant change when compared to regular education per pupil cost over 

the three-year period using standard reporting data to establish per pupil 

costs? 
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Figures 1 and 2 illustrate the data collected on elementary and 

secondary per pupil expenditures and display the 1987-88 expenditures in 

1990-91 values. A two-tailed, paired-sample, T-Test at the alpha level of .05 

using a hypothesized mean of O found a probability of .6516; therefore, the 

null hypothesis was accepted for the elementary per pupil change. No 

significant difference in change exists within the group when comparing the 

elementary special education and the elementary regular education per pupil 

costs from 1987-88 to 1990-91, when expressing the 1987-88 costs in 

1990-91 values. The T-Value found was .4714. This means that the group 

change in elementary special education per pupil costs was not significantly 

different than the group change in elementary regular education costs three 

years after the Group A began inclusive education. 

A two-tailed, paired-sample, T-Test at the alpha level of .05 was 

conducted on the secondary data. A hypothesized mean of O found a 

probability of .1961; therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted for the 

secondary per pupil change. No significant difference in change exists within 

the groups when comparing the secondary special education and the 

secondary regular education per pupil costs from 1987-88 to 1990-91, when 

expressing the 1987-88 costs in 1990-91 values. The T-Value found was 

1.4288. This means that the group change in secondary special education 

per pupil costs was not significantly different than the group change in the 
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secondary regular education costs three years after the Group A school 

divisions began inclusive education. 

A two-tailed T-Test at the alpha level of .05 using a hypothesized 

mean of O was again conducted using Bonferroni's critical values to test the 

significance of difference between 1987-88 and 1990-91 for each 

participant school division, both at the elementary and secondary level. 

1987-88 amounts were expressed in 1990-91 values. 

The results of these series of T-Tests found that at the elementary 

level, seven of the eight divisions, Bath, Danville, Giles, Hanover, Manassas, 

Norfolk and Petersburg, had no significant difference. In one of the eight 

divisions, Wise County, the null hypothesis was rejected; therefore 

significance was found in that division at the elementary level. The results of 

these series of T-Tests found that at the secondary level, the null hypothesis 

was accepted for all divisions. Therefore, no significance was found in any 

of the per pupil differences at the secondary level. 
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Question 2 

Research Question 2: Did the percent of special education cost 

compared to total education cost change significantly in the eight school 

divisions over a three-year period of time? 

Figure 3 

SPECIAL EDUCATION EXPENDITURES 
Expressed as a Percentage of Total Expenditures 
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The percentage of the total expenditures for special education for each 

Group A school division is shown in Figure 3. 

When comparing the eight divisions’ change from 1987-88 to 1990- 

91, the difference in the percentage of special education expenditures to 
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total expenditures was negative in six of the divisions, meaning that a lower 

percent of total expenditures was reported for special education after a 

three-year period of inclusive special education for moderately and severely 

disabled students. In two of the eight divisions, Giles County and Petersburg 

City, the percentage of change was positive, meaning that a higher percent 

of total expenditures was reported for special education after a three year 

period of inclusive special education for moderately and severely disabled 

students. In the two divisions reporting a positive change, one change was 

reported at a .61% level and the other at 1.03% level. In the six negative 

change divisions, the reported change ranged from -0.79% to -3.55%. 

The paired sample, two-tailed, T-Test, conducted at the alpha level of 

.05, found that there was no significant difference in the group of 

percentages of change for expenditures in 1987-88 when compared to 

1990-91. The mean percentage of special education expenditure for the 

1987-88 data was determined to be 8.90%. The mean percentage of 

expenditures for special education for 1990-91 data was determined to be 

7.66%. The two-tailed T-Test conducted at the alpha level of .05 for each 

division found significance for each school division, when using Bonferroni’s 

critical T-Values to compare 1987-88 to 1990-91. 

64



Question 3 

Research Question 3: Was there a significant difference in change 

from 1987-88 to 1990-91 between the cost of inclusive special education 

and special education without an inclusive model for the same identification 

group of students with disabilities including students classified as EMR, 

when using a more precise method for determining special education costs in 

Group B schools? 

Table 1 shows the result of calculations which developed the cost of 

special education through a more precise method. The inclusive school 

division had no identified students in AUT, DB, or MH. Additionally, the 

inclusive division provided many of the same inclusive opportunities to its 

students classified as EMR; therefore, expenditure data for those students 

were considered when answering this question. In the two case studies, 

when utilizing the Larson method (1985) to establish the costs of education 

for moderately and severely disabled students, the inclusive school division 

showed an increase of expenditures for 1987-88 to 1990-91 in the areas of 

TMR and EMR, and showed a reduction in the SPH area. In the non-inclusive 

school division an increase of expenditures in all three areas was found. The 

increases are reported in 1990-91 values. The percentages of change for 

the inclusive division were: TMR 51.88%, EMR 35.78%, and SPH -28.36%. 

The percentages of change for the non-inclusion division were: TMR 

65



218.64%, EMR 19.75%, and SPH 119.39%. No significant differences in 

change were found when conducting a paired-sample, two-tailed T-Test at 

the alpha level of .05 using a hypothesized mean of O for the Group B school 

divisions. A T-Value of -1.4942 was computed at a probability level of 

.2/37; thus the null hypothesis was accepted. This means that when the 

1987-88 expenditures were expressed in 1990-91 values, there was no 

significant difference in change from 1987-88 to 1990-91 in the cost of 

education for EMR, moderately and severely disabled students in the case 

study school divisions when using a more precise method for establishing 

special education costs. 

Table 1 

Cost of EMR, Moderate & Severe Special Education 

  

  

  

1987-88 1990-91 

> ee || 
LEA EMR TMR | SPH | EMR | TMR .| SPH 

Inclusive $446 ,829 $126,914 $54,767 $678,638 | $172,327 _. $39,237 . 

Non- $300, 889 $127,323 | $51,231 | $384,089 | $155,309 | $101,996... 

Inclusive Oo :                   
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When conducting a T-Test on each disability area representing EMR 

students or students with moderate to severe disabilities in the case study 

school divisions, at an alpha level of .05 and a hypothesized mean of O, the 

null hypothesis was accepted in the areas of TMR, EMR and SPH, when 

utilizing Bonferroni's critical values. This indicates that no significant 

difference in change existed in the expenditures of TMR, EMR and SPH when 

comparing a school division which implemented an inclusive model to a 

division that did not implement an inclusive model. 

Question 4 

Research Question 4: Was there a significant difference in change 

when using standard reporting expenditure data from 1987-88 to 1990-91 

between the percentage of special education cost represented in total 

expenditures when comparing a school division which utilized an inclusion 

model to a school division which did not utilize a inclusion model? 
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Table 2 

Percent of Expenditures-Special Education: 1987-88 & 1990-91 

Special Education 

  

  

  

    

Group B 

1987-88 1990-91 

LEA Sp Ed Total Percent Sp Ed Total : Percent 

Inclusive $966 ,390 $11,813,704 8.18% $1,088,379 | $12,387,336 B.79% 

Non- $1,733,147 | $17,999,261 9.63% $2,082,964 | $23,419,357 - 8.89% 
Inclusive ae oe 7               
  

The resultant case study data can be found in Table 2. This table 

displays the reported expenditures for 1987-88, expressed in 1990-91 

values, and the 1990-91 expenditures. It also shows the percent of the total 

budget represented by special education in an inclusive school division and 

in a non-inclusive school division. In the two case studies shown in Table 2, 

the percent of special education expenditures for the inclusive division was 

8.18% in 1987-88 and 8.79% in 1990-91. In the non-inclusive division the 

percent of expenditures reported for 1987-88 was 9.63% and 8.89% in 

1990-91 (1987-88 expenditures were expressed in 1990-91 values). A two- 

tailed, paired-sample T-Test was conducted at the alpha level of .05. The 

hypothesized mean of O was not rejected. The T-Value was determined to be 

-1.1481 with a probability level of .4562; thus no significant difference in 
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change was found from 1987-88 to 1990-91 between the percentage of 

special education cost compared to total education expenditures as a group, 

for the two case study school divisions, when using the data reported in the 

standard reporting format. 

When again conducting the two-tailed T-Test at the alpha level of .05 

from the two case study divisions, on the percentage of change for each 

division and utilizing Bonferroni’s critical values, the null hypothesis was 

rejected for both school divisions. Thus a significant difference in change 

was found regarding the percent of special education expenditures reported 

as a part of total expenditures for both the inclusive and non-inclusive school 

divisions when comparing their individual 1987-88 to 1990-91 reported 

expenditure data. The change in the inclusive division was positive and the 

change in the non-inclusive division was negative. This means that the 

inclusive case study division had a significant increase in the percent of 

special education expenditures represented in total expenditures three years 

after beginning inclusive education. The non-inclusive case study division 

had a significant decrease in the percent of special education expenditures 

during the same time period. 
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Question 5 

Research Question 5: Was there a significant change in the cost of 

inclusive special education for a school division implementing an inclusive 

model of special education, when comparing the standard state reporting 

data with the cost determined by a more precise method developed by 

Larson (1985)? 

A paired-sample, two-tailed T-Test was conducted on case study data 

at an alpha level of .O5 using a hypothesized mean of O. The obtained T- 

Value was 2.0209 and the probability was calculated to be .0628. No 

significance was found within the group means. Therefore, there is no | 

significant change in the reported cost of inclusive special education when 

determining the cost through a more precise method for the school division 

implementing an inclusive model. 

A two-tailed T-Test conducted at an alpha level of .05 was then 

conducted on each area of disability for the inclusive school division, 

comparing standard reported costs with more precise costs developed by 

using the Larson (1985) method. In the areas of EMR and TMR, the null 

hypothesis was rejected. Only one other area, DD, was found to have a 

statistically significant change when using Bonferroni's critical T-Values. In 

the remaining areas of disabilities the hypothesized mean of O was accepted, 

meaning that when using Bonferroni's critical values, a significant change did 
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not exist in these areas of disability for the school division implementing the 

inclusive model. 

Question 6 

Research Question 6: Statewide (Group C), did the percentage of 

special education cost compared to total education cost change significantly 

from 1987-88 (pre-inclusion) to 1990-91 (post-inclusion)? 

Figure 3 displays the results of the eight divisions, the mean of the 

eight divisions, and the state totals regarding this comparison. The adjusted 

expenditure totals show a negative change in special education expenditures 

to total expenditures when comparing state data from 1987-88 and 1990- 

91. This means that a lower percent of state-wide expenditures was spent 

on special education in 1990-91 than in 1987-88. Table 3 shows the 

adjusted expenditure totals for 1987-88 and 1990-91. 
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Table 3 

Expenditures of Eight Group A Participants 

and State-Wide Totals 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

                  

LEA Sp Ed LEA Total % of | sp Ed | LEA Total..-~ | % of | Diff 
(Group A) | 1987-88 1987-88 Tot 1990-91 1990-91: tot. | in % 

Bath 551,224 5,959,215 9.25 | 505,263 6,766,940 - 7.47 | -1.78 

Danville | 2,317,229 29,830, 126 7.77 | 3,012,739 |.43,169,056 | 6.98 | -.79 

Giles 966 , 390 11,813, 704 8.18 | 1,088,379 12,387,336 8.79 | .61 

Hanover 3,511,865 41,579,937 8.45 | 3,930,132 80,260,085 4.9 | -3.53 

Manassas | 2,616,068 20,361,597 12.85 | 3,152,613 35,126,603 8.98 | -3.87 

Norfolk 18,240,119 | 184,971,219 9.86 | 18,093,093 | 204,844,820 | 8.83 | -1.03 

Peters- | 1,968,600 | 26,462,861 7.44 | 2,646,082 . | 28,480,323. |-9.29 | 1.85 
burg 

. 

Wise 2,410, 105 36,573,433 6.59 | 2,565,050 | 45,082,187" 5.69 | -.9 

Mean of 8 | 4,072,700 46,694,012 8.8 4,374, 169 57,012, 169 7.67 | -1.13 
Divisions oo. 

State 412,850,523 | 4,229,979,872 | 9.76 | 454,207,946 | 5,673,356,768 | 8.01 | -1.75 
Totals 

oe cs 

(Group C) 
  

Expressed in 1990-91 Values 
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The percentage of change was -1.75%. This change is expressed in 

1990-91 values. The two-tailed T-Test conducted at the .05 level, using a 

null hypothesis which stated that there was no significant difference, was 

rejected when using Bonferroni's critical T-Values. This means that there 

was a significant change in the cost of special education, when expressed as 

a percent of total state expenditures. The T-Test compared the percentage of 

expenditures for special education in 1987-88, expressed in 1990-91 values, 

to 1990-91. 

During the same period of time, as shown in Table 3, the special 

education enrollment expressed as a percent of total enrollment increased at 

the state level by .5 percent. 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY 
AND 

SUMMARY 

This study looked at standard reporting data for eight inclusive school 

divisions, Group A in the study, for the years 1987-88 and 1990-91. It also 

analyzed data from two case study school divisions, Group B, one which 

implemented the inclusion model for EMR, moderately and severely disabled 

students and one that did not implement the model. The study also analyzed 

state-wide data before and after school systems (Group C) implemented 

inclusive education. This chapter discusses the results of the data collected 

for the eight participant divisions (Group A), two case study divisions (Group 

B), and the state (Group C). In addition, conclusions, recommendations for 

further study, and a summary are provided. 

DISCUSSION 

When special education expenditures were compared to total 

expenditures over a three-year period, there was a reduction of expenditures 

in a majority of the eight school divisions studied in Group A. This combines 

with a reduction of the percent of special education students found in 

majority of the Group A school divisions. The researcher speculates that 
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inclusive activities may have caused these reductions by a combination of 

the following; a better understanding of the special education process by a 

larger number of regular educators, an administrative attitude which implied 

that special education students must be served in regular classrooms, or a 

general sense of frustration regarding the special education process causing 

a reluctance to refer students to the special education process. 

The analysis of per pupil cost data for the eight Group A school 

divisions found that those changes reported were not consistent with the 

changes reported for special education expenditures when compared as a 

percent of total expenditures for the same three-year period, 1987-88 to 

1990-91. 

The case study (Group B) data were not consistent with the reported 

data from Group A divisions, as the inclusive division in Group B found a 

significant increase in cost after the three-year period. Expenditure data for 

the Group B school divisions were derived from the Larson method rather 

than the standard reporting data analyzed in the Group A comparisons in 

answering this question. The inconsistency can be found by looking at per 

pupil data reported at the secondary level where six of the eight Group A 

school divisions reported increases in special education per pupil costs, while 

at the same time six of the eight Group A school divisions reported 

reductions in their expenditures for special education, expressed as a percent 
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of total expenditures. Also at the elementary level six of the eight Group A 

school divisions reported increases in special education per pupil costs. 

Computation of cost using the Larson method yielded more complete 

and, therefore, more accurate data. The case study data (Group B) found 

that in both school divisions the cost of special education, when using a 

more precise method for determining costs, to be approximately one and 

one-half times more than was reported in standard procedures. Larson’s 

(1985) method, along with the availability of specific percentages of time 

special education students were receiving regular education, provided a more 

accurate calculation of special education costs. Larson (1985) noted that 

environmental data, time special education students were receiving regular 

education and special education, are difficult to gather and calculate. This 

study contrived a method to capture those data, improving on the accuracy 

of the method used by Larson. Table 4 displays the results of data found 

regarding the mean percent of time the case study divisions reported special 

education students participating in regular education. Because Virginia has 

altered its method of reporting the amount of time special education students 

are receiving services, this study was able to more accurately calculate this 

figure for 1990-91 data. 

The analysis of case study data also provided evidence that a non 

inclusive school division was reporting, in some disability areas, more 
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inclusion than was the inclusive school division. The researcher interviewed 

teachers and administrators and found that the reported data, especially in 

the moderate and severe disability areas, did not accurately represent the 

time students spent in regular education. Through these interviews, the most 

logical explanation found was in the rationale for the reporting of services. 

Most special education teachers of moderate and severe disability areas 

reported time spent with their special education students in regular education 

classrooms or activities with age-appropriate peers as a service to their 

students. Therefore the inclusive Group B schools reported this inclusive 

time as a special education service, not as time special education students 

were receiving regular education. Teachers of mild and moderate disability 

areas reported the time special education students spent in regular education 

as such. These reporting assumptions then were reflected in the K6 

(Spagnolo, 1993c) report. 
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Table 4 

Special Education Percent of Time Spent in Reqular Education 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

Disability Non-inclusive Inclusive 
Division Division 

AUT .5 NA 

D 36.5 NA 

DD 33.31 52.57 

EMR 30.47 39.31 

HH 87.33 86 

MH 35.57 NA 

OHI 56.33 61.67 

Ol 69.4 98.5 

SED 49.75 52.86 

SLD 59.22 72.24 

SLI 97.29 95.87 

SPH 1.2 0 

TMR 4.2 3.33 

VH 80.5 48             
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A number of interesting facts emerged from this study. 

1. The special education per pupil expenditures reported by the 

eight Group A school divisions did not show a significant 

change as a group, when comparing 1987-88 to 1990-91. This 

was consistent with the group data found regarding special 

education expenditures, when expressed as a percent of total 

expenditures. When looking at the individual school divisions, 

the issue of significance was not consistent with each school 

division when comparing special education per pupil data to 

total expenditure data. When looking at special education as a 

percent of total expenditures on an individual school division 

basis and utilizing Bonferroni critical values, all of the eight 

Group A school divisions showed a significant change. When 

looking at per pupil expenditures, only one of the eight 

divisions, at the elementary level, showed a significant change. 

At the secondary level, none of the eight divisions showed a 

significant change. However when looking at this data at the 

school division level, the change that occurred would be 

significant to a local budget, but because of the size and range 

of the totals studied, the level of change is not statistically 

significant. 
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The percentage of special education students increased, state- 

wide (Group C) while the percent of total expenditures for 

special education decreased when comparing 1987-88 to 1990- 

91, after adjusting 1987-88 expenditures to 1990-91 values. 

State-wide totals were adjusted for divisions that did not report 

data during either year. No major changes occurred in the 

special education identification process during this time period 

that would account for the increase in the percent of special 

education students identified for services. 

In six of the eight Group A school divisions, the cost of special 

education, reported as percent of total expenditures, dropped 

from 1987-88 to 1990-91. In two of the eight Group A school 

divisions an increase was found. Additionally, in five of the 

eight divisions the percent of special education students 

represented in the total enrollment dropped during the same 

period of time. In three of the eight Group A school divisions 

the percent of special education students represented in the 

total enrollment increased slightly, less than one percent. 

The case study data in Group B show that disability areas 

outside of the Virginia Statewide Systems Change Project 

parameters were involved in inclusive education. The data 
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collected found that the inclusive school division was providing 

a higher percent of inclusive education in a majority of its mildly 

and moderately disabled categories than was the non-inclusive 

division. The data also show that the inclusive division was 

reporting a lower percent of inclusion for its moderately to 

severely disabled categories. These data were obtained from 

K6, the current state reporting method, (Spagnolo, 1993c) 

while determining the percent of time special education 

students were spending in regular education. These data were 

further investigated and an explanation was provided earlier in 

this chapter. Through this investigation it was found that the 

expansion of the inclusive model to include students with mild 

to moderate disabilities occurred as successes were 

communicated within faculty. Other disability area teachers 

became exposed to the inclusive process through county-wide 

staff development activities. Staff also reported that the 

exposure and involvement in inclusive education was voluntary, 

not mandatory. The researcher has concluded that this means 

the pilot project which was used to implement inclusive 

practices for students with moderate and severe disabilities also 

affected all areas of special education. 
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The case study, inclusive school division, showed a -28.36% 

reduction in the cost of SPH three years after the 

implementation of inclusive special education for that population 

of disabled students. Further investigation found the lowering of 

expenses was caused by two major factors. The number of 

pupils being served was reduced by program completers, and a 

new staffing pattern had been established to serve other 

inclusive environments as the number of students identified as 

SPH declined. 

As data were collected, the researcher found that significant 

changes in leadership had occurred over the three-year time of 

the study. In the eight Group A school divisions, six of the eight 

were currently being led by superintendents who were not 

serving in that capacity in 1987-88. In four of the eight 

divisions, the staff person responsible for special education in 

1987-88 was no longer in that position. In the two case study 

divisions, both divisions are currently being served by different 

superintendents than were employed in 1987-88. In the case 

study divisions, the inclusive division was still being served by 

the special education director who was responsible for special 

education in 1987-88, but the non-inclusive case study division 
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was not being served by its 1987-88 director. Therefore, data 

collection was severely hampered because most lead players 

had changed since 1987-88. The persons now responsible did 

not always Know answers to questions about 1987-88 or even 

in some cases, 1990-91 data. 

The researcher found that several school divisions did not report 

special education expenditures separately (schedule B) when 

submitting their total annual expenditures for the years 1987-88 

and 1990-91 and, therefore, were not included in state data. 

When inquiring about this lack of information, the researcher 

was informed by Virginia Department of Education staff that 

several divisions had not submitted it, even though this 

requirement was a part of administrative direction issued by the 

Virginia Department of Education. State-wide (Group C) figures 

were adjusted to reflect this discrepancy. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

Several studies, Larson (1985), Kienas (1986), and Slobojan (1986) 

have looked at the cost of special education and have always found the per 

pupil cost to be greater than the cost of regular education. The researcher 

found nothing unusual or different from previous studies in the cost of 

special education. Calculations of the two case study school divisions’ 

special education costs, utilizing Larson's (1985) methodology, resulted in 

costs approximately one and one-half times those submitted to the Virginia 

Department of Education. The researcher showed that in a majority of the 

eight Group A school divisions, the cost of special education as a percent of 

total expenditures was reduced and total enrollment of special education 

students decreased from 1987-88 to 1990-91. Case study data (Group B 

school divisions) were not consistent with the reduction found for Group A 

school divisions. 

The inclusive case study division found a significant increase in the 

percent of special education expenditures, along with an increase in 

enrollment. Case study data (Group B) showed that a school division 

implementing inclusive special education practices showed a greater increase 

in special education costs when compared to a school division who did not 

select an inclusive model during the same period of time, 1987 to 1991. 

The literature review did not specifically report additional costs 
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associated with inclusive special education, however, much of the literature 

that supported inclusive special education stressed the importance of staff 

development and collaboration within special education and regular 

education. The case study data (Group B) found that the inclusive school 

division, which used staff development and collaborative activities, did spend 

additional funds in regular and special education for these activities. These 

funds were not always reported as special education expenditures; therefore, 

these costs are very difficult to attribute to special education. Many of the 

funded staff development activities involved formal training through colleges 

and universities, release time for collaborative training efforts and 

opportunities for special education and regular education staff to plan and 

work on inclusive activities. 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY 

Further studies should examine the cost of training and professional 

development provided to inclusive school divisions and determine if this 

training and collaboration necessary for successful inclusion provided regular 

educators with a greater knowledge and new strategies to meet the needs of 

students who might otherwise be considered for special education, therefore 

reducing the number of students referred for specific special education 
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services. This analysis would be beneficial to researchers who may want to 

do cost analysis of inclusive special education. 

Second, the effects of special education staff working in regular 

education classrooms and the effect this change in environment has on the 

number of students that might otherwise have been referred for special 

education services should be studied. This may provide data which would 

assist in determining the cost effectiveness of inclusive special education. 

Third, there is the issue of accurate reporting of inclusive education. 

Do the current state reporting mechanisms allow for reporting of staff 

positions and expenditures directly related in inclusion, or are they forced to 

fit the existing categories in special education and general education 

categories? 

SUMMARY 

This study looked at the cost of inclusive special education for 

students with disabilities as identified by eight Group A school divisions; two 

case study divisions, Group B, one implementing inclusive education 

recommendations and one that did not; and state-wide data, Group C. In the 

case studies, Group B, expenditures and data were also used for EMR 

students. 
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Although cost reductions were found in six of the eight school 

divisions, the researcher does not recommend inclusive education as a cost- 

reduction program. The case study data were not consistent with the finding 

of the majority of the eight Group A reported expenditures. In the inclusive 

case study division, Group B, other costs were found, although not 

specifically charged to special education, that were related to inclusion. The 

majority of those costs were associated with professional development. The 

specific activities which required additional funding included college courses, 

release time for teachers and administrators, and specific workshops which 

provided a collaborative environment for regular and special educators. This 

study also supported the original idea developed by Larson (1985) that the 

costs of special education are under reported when comparing standard 

reporting data. 

Data were found that suggest realignment of reporting expenditures 

may need to occur for school divisions moving toward inclusive special 

education. This study also provided information that points out the 

inaccuracy of financial reporting for special education. The study provided 

evidence on the inconsistencies that exist in the reporting of the level of 

services provided to special education students. Specific recommendations 

to improve these inconsistencies would include a uniform definition regarding 

the issue of the delivery of service, both for the student and the environment 
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and development of a consistent reporting mechanism that would 

incorporate the same date for reporting expenditures, total student 

enrollment and special education enrollment. Additionally, a mechanism 

should be developed to charge inclusion costs separate from the standard 

special education and general education categories. 

The researcher’s most important finding from this study is that data 

do not clearly show that inclusive education saves money or reduces special 

education services. Therefore inclusive education should be implemented, as 

should any other special education service, when it provides the most 

appropriate educational program in the least restrictive environment, not for 

ease of administration or as a cost-saving measure. 
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APPENDIX A 

EXPENDITURES BY DISABILITY REPORTED BY EIGHT 

GROUP A PARTICIPANTS 
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TOTAL COST EXPENDITURE ADJUSTMENTS 

1987-88 & 1990-91 
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APPENDIX E 

TOTAL ENROLLMENT ADJUSTMENTS 

ALL STUDENTS 

1987-88 & 1990-91 
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APPENDIX K 

PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES REPORTED BY EIGHT 
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REGULAR AND SPECIAL EDUCATION 

ELEMENTARY 

1987-88 & 1990-91 
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