February 20, 1985

Approved
PP Date
MINUTES OF THE _SENATE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION
The meeting was called to order by SENATOR JOSEPH C. HARDER at
Chairperson
_1:30  %%X/p.m. on THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 14, 1985in room _313-S _ of the Capitol.
All members were present except:
Committee staff present:
Mr. Ben Barrett, Legislative Research Department
Ms. Avis Swartzman, Legislative Revisor's Office
Mrs. Millie, Randell, Secretary
Conferees appearing before the committee:
SB 54 - School district equalization act, definition of pupil, pre-school
aged exceptional children (Education)
Proponents:

Ms. Joan Wesselowski, Newton, Executive Director, Kansas Association
for Rehabilitation Facilities
Mr. Robert Clemons, Independence, Chairman, State Board of Education
Ms. Lila Paslay, Association for Retarded Citizens of Kansas
Ms. Joan Strickler, Kansas Advocacy Protective Services; Chairs the
the State Advisory Council for Special Education
Mr. Craig Grant, Director of Political Action, K-NEA
Dr. Jim Yonally, USD 512, Shawnee Mission
Dr. M. D. McKenney, Acting Exec. Director, U.S.A.
Mr. Onan Burnett, Kansas Association of Special Education Administrators

Mr. John Koepke, Executive Director, KASB

SB 183 - SDEA budget appeal; declining federal funds
Proponents:
Ms. Jacgue Oakes, President, KASB
Mr. Craig Grant, Director of Political Action, K-NEA

Following a call to order, the Chairman welcomed members of the Kansas Asso-
ciation of School Boards who were in attendance and explained that the group
was 1n Topeka today to attend a Governmental Relations Seminar.

SB 54 - The Chair then recognized Ms. Joan Wesselowski, Newton, Executive
Director of the Kansas Association for Rehabilitation Services, and her
testimony is found in Attachment 1.

Mr. Robert Clemons, Chairman of the Kansas State Board of Education, tes-
tified that the State Board supports SB 54, and he explained the concept
of the bill. His testimony is found in Attachment 2.

Ms. Lila Paslay identified herself as a volunteer with The Association

for Retarded Citizens of Kansas, Inc., a parent of a mentally retarded son,
and a member of the Governor's Cabinet Subcommittee on Early Childhood De-
velopment Services. Ms. Paslay stated that although parents to receive help
in diagnostic services the majority of the parents of mentally retarded chil-
dren are not trained to help their children during the pre-school years.

She not only urged the Committee to consider special training for pre-school
handicapped children but recommended that they be counted as part of the SDEA
formula for funding school districts. Ms. Paslay quoted statistics on the
effectiveness of pre-school programs for handicapped children from a Report
Commissioned by the Colorado General Assembly. The Chairman asked Ms. Paslay
if she would provide the Committee with a copy of the Colorado Report, and

Ms. Paslay replied that she would do so. (Attachment 3)

Ms. Joan Strickler of the Kansas Advocacy Protective Services informed the
Committee that she chairs the State Advisory Council for Special Education
and that the Advisory Council has long supported early childhood education

Unless specifically noted, the individual remarks recorded herein have not
been transcribed verbatim. Individual remarks as reported herein have not
been submitted to the individuals appearing before the committee for

editing or corrections. Page _l__ Of __2__/_14
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room _313-S Statehouse, at _1:30  XX& /p.m. on THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 14 1985

and had recommended this to the State Board of Education. Ms. Strickler
emphasized that an early childhood program would serve as a preventive
measure whereby the handicapped children would need less special education
and remedial services later.

Mr. Craig Grant stated that Kansas-National Education Association is sup-
portive of SB 54 and stressed how early intervention would allow children
with handicaps to avoid some of the frustration that can occur with such
handicaps.

Dr. Jim Yonally said he is speaking on behalf of the Shawnee Mission,

USD 512, Board of Education. He explained that he had been a Special Edu-
cation Director in his district for three years and his experience had
taught him that early childhood training can avoid intensive training

in later years.

Dr. M. D. McKenney, speaking on behalf of United School Administrators,
stated that although he is supportive of the concept of the bill he objects
to the fiscal note it would generate, and his testimony is found in
Attachment 4.

Mr. Onan Burnett of the Kansas Association of Special Education Administra-
tors stated that he is supportive of SB 54, and his testimony is found in
Attachment 5.

When Mr. John Koepke, Executive Director of the Kansas Association of School
Boards, testified, he stated that his organization does not take a position
on SB 54, as it cannot endorse a new program until there are sufficient
funds available in the General Fund for programs already in existence.

Following testimony on SB 54, the Chairman announced that the bill will
be considred by the Committee at a later date.

SB 183 - Ms. Jacgues Oakes, President of the Kansas Association of School
Boards, testified in support of SB 183, and her testimony is found in
Attachment 6.

Mr. Craig Grant testified that Kansas-National Education Association is
supportive of SB 183.

The Chairman adjourned the meeting.

Page _2 of 2/14
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‘\%‘ Kansas Association of
-~ ) Rehabilitation Facilities

TownCenter Building = 120:West Sixth, Suite 110
Newton, KS 67114 316-284-2330

T0 ¢ Senate Education Committee
FROM: Kansas Association of Rehabilitation Facilities (KARF)

RE SB 54 - Equalization Aid for Age 3 to Kindegarten
Exceptional Children

DATE : February 14, 1985

1.0 Position Statement on SB 54 - Equalization Aid for Age 3 to
Kindegarten Exceptional Children

1.1 KARF urges support of SB 54 - Equalization Aid for age
3 to Kindegarten exceptional children.

2.0 “Justification

2.1 Provision of services to preschool handicapped
children is an efficient and cost effective utiliza-
tion of resources resulting in long range benefits and
reduced costs of special education.

2.2 Provides an incentive to school districts to increase
programs for much of the 80% who are still unserved.

2.3 Provides for a solid funding source for an educational
service.

2.4 Demonstrates a committment for enabling legislation to
ensure a continued and active multi-agency funding
base for preschool handicapped.

T
i.\?ﬁ' Kansas Association of

Rehabilitation Facilities

TownCenter Building 120 West Sixth, Suite 110
Newton, 'KS 67114 316-284-2330

Joan Wesselowski ATTACHMENT 1 (2/14)

Executive Director




PRESCHOOL PROGRAMS FOR
CHILDREN WHO ARE
HANDICAPPED

PROGRAM AND FUNDING NEEDS

DISCUSSION OF THE ISSUE:

Current preschool programs for children with handicapping conditions are provided on an op-
tional basis by unified school districts, special education cooperatives, community-based rehabili-
tation centers or, in some instances, joint ventures involving all three. In spite of limited success,
four out of five (80%) of the preschool children needing special education do not have services
available to them. Even those children receiving service constantly face termination of the pro-
grams on which they depend. Whether fortunate to be receiving services or not, all handicapped
preschool children in Kansas share a common dilemma:

THERE IS NO SINGLE AGENCY IN KANSAS CHARGED WITH THE RESPONSIBILITY
AND AUTHORITY TO PROVIDE FOR THEIR DEVELOPMENTAL NEEDS; NOR IS THERE
ANY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN TO FUND THE SERVICES ON WHICH THESE CHILDREN
SO DESPERATELY DEPEND.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CHANGE:
The Kansas Association of Rehabilitation Facilities, share an interest with the organizations who
have an interest in initiating legislation for the preschool handicapped.

The Kansas Association of Rehabilitation Facilities offers the following
recommendations for consideration by the 1985 Kansas Legislature:

1. That comprehensive services for preschool-age handicapped children be mandated by the
State of Kansas by 1990, subject to a phase-in plan which gives priority to existing programs.

2. That comprehensive services for infant handicapped children be mandated by the State of
Kansas by 1994, subject to a phase-in plan which gives priority to existing programs.

3. Thatthe current State School District Equalization Act (KSA 72-7033) be amended to include
preschool-age handicapped children in the funding allocation formula.



FACT SHEET

Identity of Kansas Association of Rehabilitation Facilities (KARF)
KAREF is an Association of 34 Rehabilitation Facilities throughout Kansas providing Vocational/
Day Activity Programs, Community Living Programs, Children’s Services Programs, Individual
Support Programs, and Medical Rehabilitation Programs (enclosed membership profile).
The facilities provide programs/services to over 8,000 individuals with disabilities throughout:
the year with an average daily census being approximately 3,200 individuals.

Definition of Hablilitation/Rehabilitation Programs for Individuals with Disabilities
Habilitation/Rehabilitation is the process by which an integrated program of services is pro-
vided to help a person disabled at birth or by illness or injury, gain a higher level of function. Such
services address vocational, community living, medical, education and support needs. The goal
of the rehabilitation process is to help the person become capable of self support by enabling him
or her to engage in employment, live as independently as possible, exist outside institutional set-
tings, or otherwise improve his or her situation.

ASSOCIATION MISSION, BELIEFS AND VALUES
Mission
The purpose of the Kansas Association of Rehabilitation ing quality programs for individuals with disabilities and to com-
Facilities is to serve its membership in developing and promot- - - municate essential information between its membership and its
publics.
Beliefs and Values

The Association is founded upon certain shared beliefs pose as individuals, as professionals, as facilities and as a vol-
and values which are an expression of our mission and pur- untary organization.

We belleve in the inherent dignity of the individual with dis- We belleve in integrating individuals with disabilities into

abilities. community programs/services, business and industry,
We believe that no applicant or participant in services, and social settings without compromising the quality of ser-
employment or housing should be discriminated against vice needed to meet each person’s needs.

on the basis of race, color, national origin, religion, sex, We belleve that government should provide incentives to
age, or handicap. business and industry to promote employment and other
We believe in the community’s right and responsibility 1o opportunities for individuals with disabilities.

provide services that are reasonably accessible and avail- We believe that transitional living support, and medical
able on alocal or regional basis to individuals with disabili- and vocational rehabilitation should be provided by the
ties. private sector (insurance) to prevent long term govern-
We believe that it is the responsibility of government fo ad- ment support through SSI, SSDI'and long term care.
dress the needs of individuals disabled at birth, or by ill- We belleve that services should be available in the com-
ness or injury; and provide needed support and munity to prevent institutionalization.

reimbursement for services needed to assist them to live
as independently as possible.




Kansas State Department of Educatio..

Kansas State Education Building
120 East 10th Street Topeka, Kansas 66612

February 14, 1985

TO: Senate Education Committee
FROM: Robert Clemons, State Board of Education

SUBJECT: 1985 Senate Bill 54

My name is Robert Clemons, a member of the State Board of Education from
Independence.

Senate Bill 54 permits three- and four-year old exceptional preschool children (except
gifted) to be counted in the School District Equalization Act a .5 FTE provided such
students are enrolled and attending special education services in accordance with an
individual education plan.

This program would be permissive but those distriets that provide the program could
count such students in the enrollment under the SDEA.

Based upon national studies, programs of this nature have proven to be cost effective.

If the state chooses to pay the same percentage ( approximately 46 percent) as they are
now paying under the SDEA, it would require an increase in equalization aid of
approximately $587,520. State special education categorical aid would be increased by
approximately $640,000.

In summary, the State Board supports this program and believes preschool special
education students (except gifted) should be included in the SDEA for school distriets
providing such services.

ATTACHMENT 2 (2/14)

An Equal Employment/Educational Opportunity Agency



EFFECTIVENESS OF
EARLY SPECIAL EDUCATION
FORHANDICAPPED CHILDREN

Brian A. McNulty
David B. Smith
Elizabeth W. Soper

—
A

Report Commissioned by the
Colorado General Assembly

Colorado Department of Education
Calvin M. Frazier, Commissioner
Edwin E. Steinbrecher, Deputy Commissioner
Peter . Fanning, Executive Dirgctor

ATTACHMENT 3 (2/14)




Primary credit must be given to the
members of the 1982 Legislative
Interim Committee on Fxceptional
Children whose interest and concern in
this topic resulted in an authorization to
the Colorado Departrment of Education
to conduct this study. We are also
deeply indebted to members of the
Preschool Study Steering Committee
and the local district data collectors,
without whose assistance, commitment
and hard work, this project would not
have been possible. (A complete list of
these individuals can be found on page
Two of this docurment.) Special credit
must also be given to Rebecca
Edmiaston of the University of
Colorado at Denver, Elizabeth Heublein
of the University of Colorado, and
Evelyn Harding of the Colorado
Department of Education for their
individual contributions to both the
content and format of this study and
final report. Acknowledgement must
also be given to the staff from the
Department of Education whose efforts
are too numerous to mention here,

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Specifically, however, the contributions
of Brian A. McNulty, David B. Smith,
and Elizabeth W. Soper of the
Colorado Department of Education
must be cited for their overall work in
conducting this study and finai report.
Their insights, involvements, and
persistent hard work brought this
project from inception to fruition.
Finally, credit must be given to the
school districts and community
centered boards who have taken a
leadership role in providing early
education programs to preschool
handicapped children. These districts,
community centered boards, preschool
staff, parents and children have
provided us with the information and
research necessary to make important
and difficult educational policy
decisions. We are grateful for the
personal commitment and contribution
of all those individuals directly and
indirectly involved in providing services
to young handicapped children and
their families.



PRESCHOOL STUDY STEERING COMMITTEE

Rebecca Edmiaston
University of Colorado

Stan Elofson
State Legislation Council

Peter Fanning

Colorado Department of Education
Phil Fox

Denver Research Institute

Marge Greenberg
Rocky Mountain Child Development
Center

Mary Hansen

Jefferson County Public Schools
Jim Hill

State Legislative Council

Toni Linder

University of Denver

Brian McNulty

Colorado Department of Education

Roger Neppel
Colorado Department of Education

Kathy O'Brien

Northwest Board of Cooperative Services

Sandy Panetta

Colorado Association for the
Education of Young Children

Mary Kay Phillips

Weld School District

Virginia Plunkett

Colorado Department of Education
Dave Smith

Colorado Department of Education
Elizabeth Soper

Colorado Department of Education
Carolyn Topping

Boulder Valley School Re-2

Rita Weiss

University of Colorado Boulder
Sandi West

Cherry Creek School District #5
Lois Wharry

Denver Public Schools

PRESCHOOL STUDY DATA COLLECTORS

Sandi West
Arapahoe 5, Cherry Creek

Carol Chazdon
Bouler Valley Re-2J

Jeanine Matney
District 1, Denver

Pam Knight
District 11, Colorado Springs

Carolyn Fisher
District 60, Pueblo

Mary K. Phillips
District 6, Greeley

Naomi Malcom
East Central BOCS

Kathy O'Brien
Northwestern BOCS

Rebecca Edmiaston
District R-1, Jefferson County

John Waterman
District Arapahoe 28J, Aurora

Gary MacGiriffith

District #51, Mesa County
Mary Hansen

District R-1, Jefferson County

Jean Herbison
Statewide Telephone Survey



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Are special education programs for
preschool handicapped children a
sound investment? A comprehensive
review of research in this aiea indicates
that preschool programs are effective
and can provide long-term human and
economic benefits.

EFFECTIVENESS OF EARLY
SPECIALEDUCATION FOR
HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

Recent research efforts have focused

on the effectiveness of providing spe-
cial education services to young handi-

capped infants and preschool children

as well as to children “at risk”™ of devel-
oping a handicap. Lazar (1979) ana-

lyzed the findings of 15 longitudinal

studies of low income and handi-

capped children who were placed in
preschool programs and concluded
that these programs had a significant
long-term effect on school
performance.

A longitudinal study reported by
Schweinhart and Weikart on the Ypsi-
lanti Perry Preschool (1981) also dem-
onstrated the long-term benefits of pre-
school programs. The study followed
123 borderline retarded children for fif-
teen years beginning at age three.
Children were randomly assigned to
either an experimental group who
attended preschool or to a control
group who received no preschool pro-
gram. The results showed that children
who had attended preschool main-
tained a stronger commitment to
school, showed higher scholastic
achievement, required half as many
special education services, and were
retained less often in grade. According
to this study the benefits of the pro-
gram clearly outweighed the costs.

The positive impact of early interven:
tion has been demonstrated rcpeatedly
through research. Preschool prograims
have proven effective for children with
a variety of handicapping conditions.

NATIONAL RESEARCH
ON EFFECTIVENESS

Bricker and Sheehan (1981) found
substantial gains on multiple evaluation
measures across diverse groups of
children - normal, at risk, mildly, mod-
erately, and severely handicapped. A
nationally recognized longitudinal study
conducted by Weiss (1981) reported
significant improvement of language
impaired children placed in preschool
programs utilizing the INREAL method
of language instruction. These children
required substantially fewer special ser-
vices in later school years. The effec-
tiveness of early education has also
been reported for children who have
sensory impairments (Adelson and
Fraiberg, 1975; Simmons-Martin,
1981), Down's Syndrome (Hayden and
Haring, 1976; Dmitriev, Hayden and
Haring, 1981), and behavior disorders
(Strain, 1981). There is documentation
of lasting improvement in the function-
ing of severely handicapped children
(Bruhei and Dow, 1980, Rosen, Morris
and Sitkei, 1981). In addition, disadvan-
taged children have been shown to
require fewer special education and
remedial services as a result of public
school education experiences prior to
kindergarten. (New York State Educa-
tion Department, 1982).

Recent research has verified the effi-
cacy of early education programs.
Substantial gains have been docu-
mented across different types of handi-
capping conditions at all levels - mild,
rnoderate, and severe impairments. It is
no longer debatable that early interven-
tion programs reap immediate and
long-term gains for handiceapped child- 3
ren (Karnes, et. al., 1981).
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Cost Analysis of
Early Education

Early intervention has also proven to
be a sound economic investment.
Kakalik, Furry, Thomas, and Carny
(1981) recently compiled data on the
cost of special education and related
services for handicapped children.
Results determined the cost of special
education to be 2.17 times the cost of
regular education. The total annual
cost of special education and related
services per handicapped child was
estimated to be $4,698, compared to
$2,636 per child in regular education.
Special education is costly. However,
early preschool programs can reduce
the cummulative expense of special
education.

Wood (1981) recently published an
extensive review of the relative costs of
special education based upon the age
of entry into the program. The data
analyses clearly indicated that delaying
services results in an increasing
number of children requiring more
special services at higher costs.

Cost/benefit analyses have delineated

several factors which indicate that pre-

school programs are cost effective.
One economic benefit resulted from
the reduction of children who require
costly special services (Lazar, 1979;
Schweinhart and Weikart, 1981, Weiss,

1981). The INREAL project in Colo-

rado and the Perry Preschool Project
determined that the reduction in the
cost of subsequent required special
education services alone completely
covered the cost of the programs.
Additional cost savings have also been
documented. Braddock (1976) con
cluded that income taxes paid to the
government by individuals in nonse
vere disability categories exceeded the
total cost of specialized educational
programs. Savings from reduction in
income maintenance, avoidance of
institutionalization, and increased earn
ings of parents provide justification for
early intervention for the severely
handicapped.

National Trends Towarc
Preschool Special
Education

Presently 23 states have mandated
legislation for the provision of educa
tional services to handicapped children
under age five; four of these states
begin service provision at birth
(Nebraska, lowa, Michigan, Maryland).
In our Western region Nebraska, Okla
homa, Texas, and South Dakota have
recently passed legislation and regula
tions mandating services to children
under five. While Colorado has recog
nized a need for further services in this
area, only a limited number of pro
grams for young handicapped children
exist.

COLORADO RESEARCH
ON EFFECTIVENESS

National research findings indicate

that early special education for handi-

capped children is effective and cost
beneficial. But what about Colorado
children? Is there any evidence that
they, like the children studied in other

states, have benefited from early spe-

cial education efforts? An affirmative

answer to that question has been pro-

vided by a research study done here in

Colorado by Dr. Rita Weiss at the Uni-

versity of Colorado.

Colorado Research
Design Study

Four Colorado school districts,
Adams County District #50, Boulder
Valley RE2, St. Vrain RE1J and Weld
County participated in this program of
scientific study to determine the effec
tiveness of preschool special educe
tion. A goal of the preschool special
education program was to improve the
language and related learning skills of
three to five year-old handicapped
children, thereby reducing their need



for special education semvices in ele

mentary grades.

Weiss found that:

® children who had received the Pre-

school INREAL program scored
significantly higher on language
skill testing than children who
received no preschool special
education;

® significantly fewer children needed
special education services after
receiving the Preschool INREAL
program than children who
received no preschool special
education;

® it cost the school district less to
serve children who received the
Preschool INREAL program than
children who received no pre-
school special education. The dis-
trict special education costs were
reduced for handicapped pre-
school children who had received
the Preschool INREAL program.
Even after subtracting the cost of
the Preschool INREAL program,
the school districts, over three
years, saved $1560.00 per handi-
capped pupil.

Colorado Ll.ocal
Longitudinal Data

An additional study of the effective-

ness of preschool special education in
Colorado examined the subsequent

educational placements of 1,347 child-
ren who had attended a variety of pre-
school programs for handicapped
children in 11 Colorado school
districts.

The results indicate that almost one-
third of the handicapped children who
received special education services
through preschools for handicapped
children were able to begin public
school in regular education with no
special education services. The propor-
tion was about the same regardless of
the kind or severity of handicapping
condition. And many (500 or 37.1%)
were able to enter regular education
with only support services from special
education.

A survey of these students’ current
teachers revealed that approximately
40% of these youngsters were judged

to be average or aboye average in read-

ing, math, and language arts.

A telephone survey to school district
administrators indicated that all admin-
istrators in districts with preschool spe-
cial education programs were positive
about these programs and considered
them to be a very important part of the
educational continuum. Administrators
in districts without programs agreed
that preschool special education bene-
fited handicapped children and their
families. The absence of such pro-
grams in these districts was generally
attributed to funding.

¢ If some handicapped children are
not helped at an early age, their

handicaps may become com-

pounded and produce the need for
more intensive services.

e Farly childhood programs posi-

tively influence development and
this positive impact significantly
effects later development and
performance.

e Early special education can reduce
the eftects of a handicapping con:
dition and result in higher scholas
tic achievement.

® Farly childhood programs can
reduce the need for lengthy and
costly special education services at
a later time.

¢ Farly education is effective for all
types and levels of handicapping
conditions. Substantial gains have
been documented for mild, mod-
erate, and severely handicapped
children.

¢ FEarly education reaps immediate
and longterm gains for handi-
capped children, their families and
society; delaying is costly to
everyone.

CONCLUSIONS



CHAPTER ONE

Is preschool special education for
handicapped children a sound invest-
ment? With current economic con-
straints, early childhood special educa-
tion programs must produce evidence
that they are cost effective for policy-
makers and taxpayers to support them.,

A concerted effort has been made
during the past twenty years to deter-
mine whether providing education early
in a handicapped child's life will help
the child be a better learner later on.
Researchers have tried to answer three
fundamental questions:

THE EFFECTIVENESS OF
EARLY SPECIAL EDUCATION
FORHANDICAPPED CHILDREN

1) Can early education ameliorate or
eliminate a child's learning
handicap?

2) Do the effects of early education
last?

3) Is early education cost effective?

This chapter presents some answers
to those questions by reviewing the
relevant studies of the efficacy, the
impact, the costs and the benefits of
early intervention programs.

Child development researchers such
as Bloom, Hunt, Bruner and Piaget
have established that human learning
and development occur at their fastest
rates in the years prior to any child's
entrance into school. For the handi-
capped child, these early years are
even more crucial. A child with a prob-
lem in only one area of development
(e.g. language) may suffer negative
effects which impact on other devel-
opmental areas until he or she devel-
ops what are commonly referred to as
“cumulative deficits”. Unless some-
thing is done at an early age the effects
of a child's handicapping condition
may be compounded.

Fortunately, a substantial amount of
empirical research indicates that early
intervention can ameliorate or elimi-
nate many children’'s handicaps and
that these effects endure. The research
studies can be divided into longitudinal
studies, shorter term studies and third-
party evaluations.

NATIONAL RESEARCH
ON EFFECTIVENESS

Longitudinal Studies

In the 1930’s, Skeels and Dye (1939)
examined the effect of environmental
stimulation on two groups of children
under age three. Thirteen retarded
infants (mean IQ = 64) from an
orphanage were placed on wards of
institutions for mentally retarded
females. Mother-surrogates in this
environment provided attention and
stimulation for the infants. Twelve other
infants with average intelligence (mean
IQ = 87.6) remained in the nonstimulat-
ing environment of the orphanage.
After a year and a half, the 1Qs of the
two groups were reevaluated. The
infants who received stimulation gained
an average of 27.5 |Q points while the
other group dropped an average of
26.2 points.

Twenty-one years later, Skeels (1966)
conducted a follow-up study of the sub-
jects. He found that all the infants who
had received early stimulation had
graduated from high school and were
self-supporting individuals. On the
other hand, five from the other group
had been placed in institutions for the
mentally retarded and the average
grade level of this group was less than
third grade. Skeel's work suggested



that early intervention could increase
intellectual development and that the
increases were lasting.

In a study conducted through the
Consortium of Longitudinal Studies at

Cornell University, Lazar (1979) ana-
lyzed the findings of fourteen longitudi-
nal studies of handicapped and low-

income children who were served by
infant and preschool developmental

programs prior to 1969. These pro-

grams operated independently of one

another and varied their means of ser-

vice delivery — i.e,, some were center
based, some were home-based, and
some were mixed. Lazar found that
children who were served under these
programs:

* consistently scored higher on
achievement measures

® required fewer special educa

tion placements, and

® were retained in grade less
often than children who did not
have preschool

These programs had a significant long-
term effect on the student's school
performance.

Recently Schweinhart and Weikart
(1981) reported on their fifteen year
follow-up study of 123 subjects from
age three to their current age of 19, In
1962 these children from low-income
homes were diagnosed as borderline

retarded and considered to be educa-

tionally “at risk”. The children were
randomly assigned to an experimental

preschool program group or to a con-

trol group which received no early
childhood program. By 1981, children

who attended the Perry Preschool pro-

gram showed a stronger commitment
to schooling, higher scholastic
achievement, and a 50% reduced need

for special education services, com-

pared to the control group. The Perry
Preschool Program was found to have
generated a 248% return on the initial
investment.

Another nationally recognized longi-
tudinal study occurred here in Colo-
rado. Weiss (1981) conducted a three-
year study to determine whether a
particular intervention program called
INREAL could prevent later language-
related problems for three to five year-
old language-handicapped and bilin-
gual (Spanish) children. The
longitudinal data analyses indicated
that INREAL intervention in preschool
and kindergarten reduced the need for
special education services for language
handicapped children and reduced
their grade-retention rate. Cost/benefit
analysis indicated that the per pupil
cost of the INREAL approach was
absorbed within one year after treat-
ment ended. Further details about this
study are presented in Chapter Two.

Karnes, et. al. (1981) followed 86
mild-to-moderately handicapped child-
ren who had been enrolled during
1973-1979 in their preschool program
on into their elementary years. Their
data indicated that the children made a
successful transition into elementary
school. Eighty percent of the children
were placed in regular classrooms —
of these, 40% received support servi-
ces; only 15% had been retained. Data
from this study indicate that early inter-
vention with the young handicapped
can provide these children with the
social and academic skills needed to
function adequately in regular school
classes. The New York State Depart
ment of Education conducted a five-
year longitudinal study (1982) of 1, 348
disadvantaged children who had been
enrolled in an Experimental Pre-
Kindergarten Program in the public
schools. This study also reported posi-
tive findings. The children's progress
and performance on knowledge, skill
and development were compared with
a control group of similarly disadvan-
taged children who did not attend the
Pre-Kindergarten. The children who
attended the Pre-Kindergarten Program
generally scored higher than the child-
ren who did not on measures of cogni-
tion, school-related knowledge and



skills, general reasoning and verbal
concepts. Of even greater conse-
quence, significantly fewer pre-
kindergarten children than control
group children had repeated grades or
been placed in special education
classes by the end of the third grade.
Using the progress of the control-group
children as a predictor of future place-
ment it was concluded that “in the
sample of 1,348 former pre-
kindergarten children, 117 children
who might now not otherwise be adeq-
uately meeting the requirements of
school were making normal progress".
The authors of this study suggested
that "substantial savings in the cost of
special education and remediation
might be realized by expanding educa-
tional opportunities for preschool
children”.

All of the above studies were con-
ducted using different theoretical mod-
els with heterogeneous groups of
young handicapped children and in a
variety of settings. Each has provided
evidence of the effectiveness of early
intervention. In addition to this some-
what limited amount of longitudinal
data, a number of shorter term studies
are available. The next section will
review this body of literature, grouping
the studies according to the severity or
type of handicapping condition.

Shorter Term Empirical
Studies

The longitudinal data demonstrate the

fong-term effectiveness of early inter-

vention. However, some questions still
persist about the specific benefits of
early special programs for children with
different handicaps. Some frequently

stated concerns are: 1) Is early inter-

vention effective for all categories of
handicapping conditions? 2) Does the
severity of the handicap influence pro-
gram effectiveness? 3) Do severely
handicapped children demonstrate last-
ing improvement from early program-
ming? Research indicates that early
intervention has proven effective for
children across a variety of handicap-
ping conditions and degrees of

severity.

Mental Retardation: Many researchers
have studied the retarded population.
One noteworthy study involving men-
tally retarded children from ages three
to six was conducted by Kirk (1958,
1965). The experimental group of fif-
teen children in an institution partici-
pated in a preschool program. Twelve
comparable children, the control
group, remained in the wards and did
not receive early intervention services.
Significant gains on intellectual mea-
sures were demonstrated by the child-
ren in the preschool program. Six of
them were able to leave the institution
by ages seven and eight. None of the
children in the control group left the
institution.

Moore, Fredericks, Baldwin (1981)
reported the results of a post hoc study
of 151 Oregon children, ages nine to
eleven, who were currently placed in
programs for the trainable mentally
retarded. Within this group 68 children
had not attended a preschool program,
35 had one year of preschool, and 48
had two years of preschool. The inves-
tigators found that children who had
received two or more years of pre-
school demonstrated higher skill
acquisition in language, academics,
self-help and motor development, in
contrast to the control group.

Numerous studies support early inter-
vention for children with Down's Syn-
drome. Research findings in this area
are particularly significant, as Down's
Syndrome is one of the most fre-
quently identified causes of mental
retardation (Hayden and Haring, 1976).
Bricker and Bricker (1976) provided
early intervention to infants with
Down'’s Syndrome in a setting with
normal infants and found it successful.
Hanson and Schwartz (1978) reported
similar results in a study involving
twelve infants diagnosed at birth as
having Down'’s Syndrome. The infants
received a home-based parent program
between the age of four weeks to six
months. These infants consistently
reached developmental milestones ear-
lier than the norms previously set for
such children.
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Haden and Haring (1976) investigated
initial gains for children with Down's
Syndrome in a preschool program.
Gains of 43% were documented in
motor and verbal responses. A follow-
up study (Dmitriev, Hayden and Haring,
1981) was conducted to determine
whether these gains were maintained in

the elementary years. The children con-

tinued to score higher than children
with Down's Syndrome who had not
had preschool.

Sensory Impaired: The impact of pre-
school programs has been demon-

strated with children who have sensory

handicaps -— hearing or vision prob-
lems. Horton (1976) documented sig-

nificant differences on measures of
language and achievement tests
between severely hearing impaired
children who had entered a program
before age three and those who
entered after age three, By second
grade the children who received earlier
intervention services scored similarly in

language competence and achieve-

ment to their normal peers. Adelson
and Fraiberg (1975) reported similar

findings from a study of motor devel-

opment for congenitally blind infants.

Simmons-Martin (1981) conducted a
two and one-half year follow-up study of
44 severely hearing impaired children
from two to four years old. An analysis
of five successive language evaluations
demonstrated that the children’s scores
increased consistently.

A post hoc study on the effects of
early treatment of 108 hearing
impaired infants and preschoolers was
recently published by Clark (1981). The
children placed in early education pro-
grams scored significantly higher in
language and comprehension than
peers who received no services. Gains
appeared to be linked to the time that
the intervention began: the earlier the
treatment was initiated, the greater the
gain.

Emotional Disorders: Strain (1981)
completed a follow-up study of 40
children who had displayed severe i
emotional problems as preschoolers . ;
and had received treatment at the
Regional Intervention Program in
Nashville, Tennessee. Clients selected
for this study had not received any =~ ¥
special services for the past three to
nine years. Among other significant  +
findings, Strain found that there were
no differences between former clients
and randomly selected peers with
respect to their appropriate/inappro-
priate social behaviors. Teacher ratings
for these children were similar to rat
ings for their nonhandicapped peers.

. »{

Severely/Profoundly Handicapped:
Early intervention with the severely/
profoundly handicapped has also
shown positive results. According to
Scheifelbush (1978) early intervention
aids in ameliorating the long term 4
effects of handicapping conditions.
Bricker and Dow (1980) recently cons
ducted a study of 50 severely/pro- k
foundly handicapped children under
five who were enrolled in a preschool
program at the University of Miami's
Mailman Center. Results of their study
indicated significant gains for those
children who received intervention.
These gains were also adequate predic:
tors of later performance.

i

Other recent research corroborates
these findings. Rosen-Morris and Sit:
kein (1981) worked with twenty pro-
foundly handicapped children ranging ;
from 18 months to six years old. Data
collected during a four-year period
demonstrated significant developmen-
tal gains for the subjects. Bricker and
Sheehan (1981) followed severely
impaired children from six months to
five years old who participated in a
daily preschool program for over two
years. Pre-post test measures yielded
62% significant gains over a variety of
areas such as communication, social
skills, self-help, and so on, and 75%
educationally significant gains. There
was no loss or decline in achievement
gains, indicating that the patterns of
progress were reliable and stable,



Noncategorical Programs (Mixed Han-
dicaps): It is not always possible to
define the primary handicap of some
preschool children because many are
placed according to the degree of their
handicap - mild, moderate, or severe.
Hayden, Mortis and Bayley (1977)
evaluated 116 graduates from the
Model Preschool Center for the handi-
capped at the University of Washing-
ton. The students placement(s) at the
time of the study ranged from kinder-
garten through grade eight. Analysis of
the data showed that 34% of the grad-
uates were in regular education class-
rooms and were not repeating grades.
Of the children who required special
education services, 22% were function-
ing cognitively as well as the upper 75%
of the graduates in regular education.
The gains achieved during preschool
were maintained after preschool. A
further examination showed that the
subjects did not require special educa-
tion as they progressed into higher
grades.

Zeitlin (1981) followed 36 children
who had participated in the Learning to
Cope preschool program. This pro-
gram serviced a variety of handicapped
children — educable and trainable

mentally retarded, emotionally dis-

turbed, communication handicapped,
perceptually and neurologically
impaired, orthopedically handicapped,
and visually impaired. Of the 36 child-
ren who compileted the program, 64%
(23 children) went into regular kinder-
garten classes. Seventeen children con-
tinued to need the support of the
resource room.

Another early intervention project of
particular interest is The Preschool
Program at the Center on Human
Development, University of Oregon.
This noncategorical program enrolled
children not only with diverse handic-
aps {Down's Syndrome, cerebral palsy,
sensory impairments and general
developmental delays) but also child-
ren who were nonhandicapped but
considered "at risk”. The degree of the
handicapping conditions ranged from

mild to severe; the average age of the
subjects was 3% years. Child progress
was carefully evaluated over two years.
Review of these data by Brecher and
Sheehan (1981) showed substantial

improvement on a number of evalua-

tion measures. Most important,
improverment was demonstrated for all
groups of children in the program -
normal, at-risk, mildly, moderately and
severely handicapped. Not only does
this program provide positive support

for early intervention but it also sug-
gests that integrated programs are per-

fectly feasible.

The benefits of intervention at the
preschool level are apparent in the
aforementioned studies. However,

these studies were conducted by pro-

fessionals who were directly involved
with the programs being evaluated. To

further substantiate these research find-

ings and to ensure unbiased reports,
third party evaluations were also
undertaken.

Third Party Evaluation

Notable progress has been made in
the last decade in the evaluation of

programs. In 1972 the Joint Dissemin-
tion Review Panel (JDRP) was estab-
lished by the U. S. Department of Edu-

cation to review preschool programs
receiving federal funds in order to
ensure that federal monies would go
only to programs that could prove their
effectiveness. Today the JDRP reviews
a broad range of programs which
receive funds from a variety of sources.
To date 19 early childhood projects
have received approval by providing
evidence of effective programming for
children.

The Battelle Center for Improved

Education (Stock, et. al. 1976) com-

pleted the first third party evaluation of
the demonstration preschool programs

established by the Handicapped Child-

ren's Early Education Assistance Act
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(1968). This review evaluated 160 ran-
domily selected children from 32 ran-
domly selected early childhood pro-
jects. The results showed significant
child gain in five skill areas. The evalua-
tors concluded from their findings that
HCEEP programs have a positive
impact upon the children and parents
served.

Efficacy studies in early childhood
special education strongly suggest that

it is beneficial. Substantial gains have
been documented across diverse han-
dicapping conditions and all degrees
(mild, moderate, severe) of impair-
ment. These gains do not disappear
over time. It is no longer debatable that
early special education programs pro-
vide immediate and long term gains for
handicapped children (Karnes, et. al.,
1981).

COSTANALYSIS OFEARLY

EDUCATION
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Even though many early special edu-
cation programs have proven effective,
the cost of providing such a service
must be carefully examined. Special
education for preschool handicapped
children must prove to be a sound
economic investment with demon-
strated fiscal accountability. Although
the involvement of many variables —
e.d. age, the severity of handicapping
conditions or length of service period
— presents methodological problems
(Garland, et. al., 1981), several studies
have nevertheless successfully exam-
ined the cost of early intervention
programs.

Review of Research
Cost Effective

The Rand Corporation (Kakalik, Furry,
Thomas, Carney 1981) recently con-
ducted a study of the cost of special
education and related services for han-

- dicapped children, using information

from a national survey taken in 1977
1978. Cost information is provided for
the following variables: age level, type
of handicapping condition and type of
educational placement. Kakalik, et. al.
determined the cost of special educa-
tion to be 2.17 times the cost of regular
education. The total cost of special
education and related costs per handi-
capped child was estimated to be
$3577 annually, compared to $1650
per child annually in regular education,
based on 1977-78 nationwide school
expenditures. Qver the past three vears
the estimated costs per child have riser
to %4898 and %2638 respectiveiy.

The more severe the handicap, the
higher the cost. The yearly costs
ranged from $2253 for speech
impaired children to %9664 for func-
tionally blind children. Costs according
to educational placement ranged from
a low of $2250/handicapped child in a
regular class receiving indirect special
service to $5352 per child in a special
day school only for handicapped child-
ren. Preschool cost per year was $3526
per handicapped child. At the elemen-
tary level the annual average cost per
child placed in a regular class and in
part-time special class ranged from
$4011 for learning disabilities to $5417
for behavioral disorders. Other factors,
such as the size of the district or the
number of severely handicapped indi-
viduals in the area could result in varia:
tions of the actual costs.

An extensive review of the relative
costs of special education based upon
age of entry into intervention programs
was recently published by Mary E.
Wood. Wood (1981) compiled cost-
effectiveness data from individual stu-
dies throughout the United States: Tri-
ple T Infant Consortium (Macy
Research Associates, 1978; Macy and
Carter, 1980); the Battelle Research
Institute (Stock et. al.,, 1976); HCEEP
Division of Innovation and Develop-
ment, Office of Special Education and
state departments of education. The
cost model developed by Wood was
based upon two assumptions: 1) early
intervention results in proportional attri-
tion rates from special education into



regular education from one education
level to another and 2) those going into
regular education wilitemain there.
Support for these assumptions was
provided from progress reports of
HCEEP projects. The cost estimate was
based on the actual proportion of han-
dicaps within a given population rather
than on national prevalence rates
because children identified at an early
age are usually more severely impaired
than those identified in school. Also,
costs for early programs were com-
puted on a 12-month basis rather than
the typical 10-month basis of school
aged programs.

Wood's study resulted in the calcula-
tion of costs involved in providing spe-
cial education intervention at various
entry ages. These calculations indicate
that early special education can result
in a total cost savings of over $16,000
per handicapped student throughout
their years in school. Wood further
found that the attrition rate of children
who leave special education and enter
regular education is higher for students
who receive preschool special educa-
tion. Not only do the costs of special
education services increase at each
higher educational level, but the
number of children requiring these ser-
vices also increases as education is
postponed. In other words, delaying
intervention results in more children
requiring more special services at
higher costs.

The Schweinhart and Weikart (1981)
study mentioned earlier indicated that
the children who participated in the
Perry Preschool Project required 50%
fewer special education services. The
cost per child for a two-year preschool
program was $5,984. Three different
types of economic benefits were
identified:

* Savings of $3,353/child as a

result of reduced need for spe-

cial education services.

¢ Projected increase of $10,798/
child lifetime earning on the
basis of a higher educational
level.

® Projected incomes for parents
freed up to work were put at
$688/child.

® A total of a 248% return on the
cost of the original investment
in the preschool program.

In Colorado, Weiss (1981) calculated

the per pupil costs for the INREAL Pro-

ject. The cost analysis indicated that
this intervention treatment resulted in
considerable per pupil dollar savings
for each of the three years studied.
Over a three-year period there was a
$1,183.76 per pupil cost savings and a

reduced need for later special educa-

tion services.

Special education clearly costs more
than regular education. However, to
determine the true value of such an
investment, the long-term payoffs must
also be considered.

Long-Term Economic
Returns of Early

Intervention

Although the initial expenses of early
education programs are high the long-
term payoffs justify the initial invest-
ment. As “Closer Look™ (1980) pointed
out:

It may seem like a paradox, but to
save money it's often necessary to
spend it. This is particularly true when
it comes to education and training
programs for people with disabilities.
The combined savings resulting from
taxes recovered from earnings,
income maintenance reductions, and
institutional avoidance indicate that
education is a solid investment. The
costs of dependency in most cases far
outweigh the costs of developing
independence. (p. 5)

Direct Savings

One economic benefit of early educa-
tional programs is the reduced need
for costly special services (Lazar, 1979;
Schweinhart-and Weikart, 1981; Weiss,
1981). In both the Perry Preschool Pro-
ject and INREAL the reduction of
required special education services
alone completely covered the cost of

13



the programs. Wood's study (1981)
also supports these findings. According
to her model, the cost of special servi-
ces increases the later the entry age
into special education. The earlier
intervention begins, the greater the sav-
ings to taxpayers. This is especially true
with the profoundly handicapped. Insti-
tutionalization is the most costly of all
forms of service. If early intervention
enables the profoundly handicapped to
participate in special education pro-
grams provided by public schools, the
community realizes vast savings.

Indirect Savings

Long-term savings occur as a result of
increases in lifetime earnings. Accord-
ing to economist Gary Becker (1975),
educated and skilled individuals earn
more than others. He also notes that
unemployment is strongly related to
lack of education. Handicapped child-
ren who received preschool programs
demonstrated significant scholastic
gains (Lazar, 1979; Schweinhart and
Weikart, 1981 and others) and had a
stronger commitment to schooling.
Thus, they could be expected to accrue

more lifetime earnings than they might

otherwise have accrued.

Braddock (1976) used the concept of
educational payback period (the
amount of time necessary for an edu-
cation program to pay back its cost) to
demonstrate the long-term savings of
intervention for the handicapped.
Braddock calculated income taxes
based on minimum wage. He con-
cluded that monies generated from
gainful employment of a visually

impaired person would produce sav-
ings of $16,304.. If the estimated costs
of disability income maintenance were
added to this, total savings would be
$61,144 for each visually handicapped
person. Similar calculations were
determined for speech impaired per-
sons ($87,076 savings) and for
retarded persons in the work force
rather than in institutions ($441,289).
For individuals who are not severely
disabled, taxes paid to the government
and indirect savings income mainte-
nance exceed the total cost of an edu-
cational program (Closer Look, 1981).

Indirect savings may also accrue to
parents of handicapped children. Han-
dicapped children can create enor-
mous financial strains on family
budgets. The pressure of caring for
such a child may require a parent to
give up employment (Takanish and
Feshbach, 1982). A single parent may
be forced to go on public assistance.
The supportive services of early child-
hood programs help many parents
maintain financial self-sufficiency.

The preceding cost/benefits analyses
indicate that early intervention is cost:
effective. There are substantial savings
to taxpayers when education begins
before the age of six. Money spent on
the excess costs of early intervention
can be paid back to the government
through reduced future needs for spe-
cial education services, higher pro-
jected earnings which result in higher
income taxes, reductions in income
maintenance payments and avoidance
of institutionalization.

NATIONAL TRENDS TOWARDS
PRESCHOOL SPECIALEDUCATION
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Presently 23 states have mandated
legislation for the provision of educa-
tional services to children under five;
four of these states begin service provi-
sion at birth (Nebraska, lowa, Michigan,
Maryland). In our Western region
Nebraska, Oklahoma, Texas, and

South Dakota have recently passed leg-
islation and regulations mandating ser-
vices to children under five. While
Colorado has recognized a need for
further services in this area, only a
limited number of programs for young
handicapped children exist.
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Four Colorado School districts —
Adams County, Boulder Valley, St.

Vrain, Weld County — provided pre-

school special education for children
from 1974 to 1977. These districts par-
ticipated in a program of scientific
study to determine the effectiveness of
preschool special education. One goal
of the program was to improve lan-
guage, thinking and social skills of
three to five year-old handicapped
children. Another program goal was to
prevent future handicapping conditions
for “at risk” children who might be
identified as handicapped after they
entered the public schools. For many
children, the achievement of theses
goals would:

* reduce later school problems

* reduce the need for special
education services

* eliminate the need for special
education services

INREAL (INclass REActive Language),
developed by Rita S. Weiss, PH.D. at
the University of Colorado, was the
special educaton preschool program
used in these four districts. The
INREAL program is a naturalistic, non-
stigmatizing method of early childhood
special education. This method is car-
ried out within the classroom and
emphasizes language development.
Other studies have shown that lan-
guage is the cornerstone of the learn-
ing tower which produces success in
school.

Study Questions

The Colorado research design study
asked three questions about the effec-
tiveness of preschool special
education:

1) Did the handicapped children
who received preschool special
education do better on tests than
handicapped children who
received no preschool special
education?

2) If the handicapped children who
received preschool special educa-
tion learned more than the han-

COLORADO RESEARCH

dicapped children who received
no preschool special education,
did this improvement last?

3) Does the longterm improvement
in the handicapped children save
money for school district special
education programs?

Methodology

In each district, two equal groups of

children were selected from the class-

rooms. One group of children received
preschool special education. The other
group received no preschool special

education. The total number of child-

ren in the study was 518.

After the children finished the pre-

school special education program and
went into elementary schools, their

need for special education was fol-

lowed for three more years (1977-80).
Then, the cost of special education was
calculated for these three years.

Results

For Question 1: The study results
show that the children who received

preschool special education scored sta-

tistically significantly higher on tests

than the children who received no pre-

school special education.

For Question 2: The study results
show that the improved learning in
children receiving preschool special
education lasts over time. The children
who had received preschool special
education needed significantly fewer
special education services than the

children who had received no pre:

school special education for each of
the three years studied. These results
demonstrate that the goals of the
study, to improve learning skills in
handicapped children, and to prevent

handicapping conditions in other child-

ren, were achieved.

For Question 3: The study results
show that the improvement in both the
handicapped and the at-risk children
saves money for the school district.
Even after subtracting the costs of the
preschool special education program,

DESIGN STUDY
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During 1977-78

*

29% of the children who received preschool
special education needed no further special
education services.

Preschool Special Education

the school districts over three years,
saved $1560.00 per handicapped
pupil and $1050.00 per at-risk pupil.
Preventing later learning and school
problems and reducing the need for
special education services during the

elementary years saves Colorado tax-

payers money.

Data

Two separate groups of children were

examined. One group included child-

ren who were identified handicapped
as preschoolers. The other group
included children who were not identi-
fied as handicapped during their pre-
school years but who were “at risk”
(due to medical or environmental con-
ditions) of being identified as handi-
capped when they entered school.

Group 1 - The follow-up study results
for the children identified as handi-
capped showed:

* all of the handicapped children who )
received no preschool special education
required special education services.

No Preschool Special Education

During 1978-79

*

16

19% of the handicapped children who
received preschool special education
needed no further special education.

Preschool Special Education

* all of the handicapped children who
received no preschool special education
required special education services

No Preschool Special Education



Even though some of the children
who had received preschool special
education continued to need special
educatoin during the elementary
grades, by the third year 38% no longer

During 1979-80

* 38% of the handicapped children who
received preschool special educaton
needed no further special education.

Preschool Special Education

needed special education. On the other
hand, only 7% of the handicapped
children who received no preschool
education no longer needed special
education services.

*  93% of the handicapped children who
received no preschool special educaton
continued to require special education
services,

No Preschool Special Education

Group 2 - The follow-up study results
for those children at-risk of being iden-
tified as handicapped after they entered
public school showed:

During 1977-78

* 85% of the children who had received pre-
school special education needed no further
special education services.

Preschool Special Education

*  51% of the children who received no pre-
school special education were identified as
needing special education services.

No Preschool Special Education
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During 1978-79

*  84% of the children who had received pre-
school special education needed no further
special education services.

Preschool Special Education

*  62% of the children who received no pre-
school special education were identified as
needing special education services.

No Preschool Education

During 1979-80

*  89% of the children who had received pre-
school special education needed no further
special education services.

Preschool Special Education

* 38% of the children who received no pre-
school special education were identified as
needing special education services.

No Preschool Education

RESULTS

The results of the experimental
research design study show that the

goals of the program were met. Handi-

capped children who attended a pre-
school program when compared to
handicapped peers who did not:

¢ did significantly better in school
over an extended period of time.

¢ had a reduced need for special
education services.
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* were more frequently able to
benefit from regular education
without any special support.

In meeting these goals the IN