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BSTR,\ CT 

This cau al-comparative, ore , pos t facto, tud\· wa conducted in order to te ..., t 

if s peciaJ education tud ents at Richview liddle School a rc referred to the 

adminis tration for di ciplinary action with g r ater frequency than regular 

edu cation s tudents. The di ciplin records of aJI Rjchview !\1iddle School 

tud ents for th 1992-93 and 1993-94 chool vea r \\'er revie\\'ed and the 

di cipline refe rrals \-Vere separated by specia l educati on and regula r ducation 

tud ent . The data wa analyzed us ing the chi- quare m thod and ea h 

hypothes i tes ted at the .05 level of s igni ficance . Th d ata collected fo r this 

<, tud \' ho"·ed con is te nc\' for each of the t\\'O vears tudied . In mo t uf the - , , 

hy po theses t s ted , sp cia l educa tion tudents \\'ere referrC.'Cl fo r discipline \\·ith 

g rea te r freq uency than regula r education s tuden ts. i ·o ignificant difference 

in freq ue ncy was found in the ra t of referral of special and regula r education 

fe m a le s tud ents or in the frequency \\'ith whi h special and reg ul ar education 

s tudents received specific puni hments for mi behavior. Portions of o ther 

h yp o theses y ield d no significant differen e in referral rate, including 

students referred for kipping school, for v,ca pons, for drugs and alcohol, and 

for bus behavior. Furthe r,no igruficant di ffere nce in th e rate of refe rral " ·a.., 

found for s p ecial and regular educa tion Black tudents and for s tud ents in 

sp ecial education class sonly part of the day. 
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CH APTER 1 

Introduction 

Disciplining students is no t the most p leasant task a school 

adminis trator mus t perform, ye t it is essenti al to the efficient operation of any 

school. It is therefore important to identify w hich students a re most likely to 

be referred to the principal' s offi ce for discip line. If this can be d etermined , 

be tter s tra tegies to deal with these stud ents and their inappropria te behavio rs 

can be d eveloped . 

Often s tudents who a ttend special educa tion classes have unique needs 

and characteris ti cs and arc viewed as "discipline problems." Hardman (1979) 

reviewed a large body of research which d escribed direct links behveen 

s tudents performing below grad e level and juvenile d el inquency. If this is 

true, alterna ti ve stra tegies must be used to get s tud ents to replace 

inappropria te behaviors \\'ith appropriate ones. lf th.i s is not true, s teps must 

be taken to abolish this my th through teacher educa tion. Thus, this s tud y 

will a ttempt to d e termine: 1) if there is a di fference between the frequency 

w ith w hich special education studen ts are referred fo r discipline compared to 

those students no t identified as special educa tion a t Richvievv Middle School; 

and 2) if a difference d oes exist, w hat the cause(s) might be. 

Statement of the Problem 

Th e problem inves tiga ted in this s tudy was the frequency of office 

discipline referrals of the to tal s tudent population as well as certain groups 

w ithin that population at Richview Middle School. This investiga tion 

a ttempted to d etermine the frequency with w hich subgroups w ithin the 

sp ecial education s tudent group were referred to the office for discipline 

compared to their regular education classma tes and, if special education 

students were referred to the adminis tration at a different ra te, what reasons 



seem ed to account for these differe nces. 

Hypotheses 

The following null hypotheses were tes ted at the .05 significance level: 

1. There will be no significant difference between the frequency v;ith 

which s pecial education s tud ents and regular education s tud ents arc referred 

to the principal' s office for discipline when the to tal popula tion of each is 

compared; 

2. There w ill be no s ignificant difference be t\,veen the frequency v;i th 

which s pecial educahon and regular education male s tudents are referred fo r 

d isci pl ine; 

3. There w ill be no significan t difference be tv,'een the freq uency with 

,-vhich sp ecial education and regular educa tion female s tud ents are referred 

for discipline; 
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4. There ,,vill be no significant difference between the frequency ,-vi th 

which special educa tion s tudents and regular education s tudents at each g rade 

level (s ix th, seventh, and eighth ) are referred for discipline; 

5. The re w ill be no significant difference in the frequency w ith ,,vhi ch 

sp ecial education s tudents and regular education s tud ents are referred for 

discipline for the follo w ing sp ecific offenses: (a) tardies, (b) disruptive 

behavior, (c) disobedience, (d) disrespect, (e) profanity, (f) skipping class, 

(g) fighting and assault, (h) weapons, (i) drugs and alcohol, (j) bus behavior, 

and (k) "other"; 

6. There will be no significant difference in the frequency v,,ith which 

special education s tudents and regular education s tud ents receive the 

follow ing punishments: (a) warnings, (b) d e tention, (c) in-school susp ension, 

(d) out-of-school suspension, and (e)expulsion; 
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7. There will be no signi fi cant di fference in the freq uency with \\·hich 

pecial education students w ho receive special educa tion services al l d ay 

(three or more classes per d ay) and those w ho receive special education 

serv ices part of the day (fe\,ver than three classes per day) are referred for 

di scipline; 

8. There \-\'ill be no signi ficant difference in the frequency v,,ith w hich 

stud ents who are in pecial education classes part of the d ay (fev, er than three 

classes per day) are referred fo r d iscipline by special education teachers 

com pared to reguJar education teachers; 

9. There \-\'ill be no significa nt di fference in the frequency with \\·h.i ch 

pecial education s tudents and regular edu cation students of di ffe rent races 

(B lack, \•vhite, Hispanic, Asian, or ative America n) are referred fo r 

discipl ine. 

Definition of Terms 

C.D . .. (Comprehensive Deve lopment Class)--A ca tegory of special ed uca tion 

s tudent id entified as being significantly below grade level; these student are 

in a self-contained classroom all d ay; many students in this class are identified 

as m entally re tarded; these students are considered special education for thi 

s tudy. 

Discipline referral--A form filled out by the teacher or other school employee 

w hich sta tes a student' s alleged infraction of Clarksville-Montgomery 

County School System's Students Rights and Responsibili ties Handbook. 

Frequencv--The percentage of s tudents in a ca tegory who have a like 

characteris tic (compared to the group as a whole). 

Gifted --A classification of students covered by the Special Education 

Department of the Clarksville-Montgomery County School System but not 
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considered handicapped in IDEA; these studen ts are not considered specia l 

education in this s tudy . 

Home school--The school for which a s tudent is zoned to attend; this may be 

different from the school the s tudent attend , usually because of the 

availability of programs. 

IDEA--The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, it updated the 

original special education legislation known as PL94-142. 

IEP--lndividualized Education Program, this is the program designed to 

address the specific educational needs of each handicapped s tudent. 

L.D.(Learning Disabled)--A special education category designated by the State 

for a s tudent who has a discrepancy of two s tandard deviations between 

performance and verbal I .Q. 

1ultihandicapped--A specia l education classification consis ting of s tud ents 

with at leas t two handicapping conditions and receiving related services in at 

leas t tv.ro areas; the e s tudents are not considered in the special education 

group in thjs s tudy and are not coun ted in the total school population because 

they v;ould not account for any possible discipline referrals. 

Regul a r Education Student--Any s tudent who neither qualifies for nor 

receives special education services and, included in this s tud y, gifted s tud ents. 

S.E.D. (Severely Emotionally Dis turbed)-Students who meet certain criteria 

and often display extremely inappropriate behaviors; s tudents who are in the 

self-contained S.E.D. class are not included as special education in this study 

and are not counted in the total school population since the nature of their 

handicap would indicate they would be disciplined more often than other 

s tudents, thus their di scipline referrals are not considered to fall ,-vith.in the 

parameters of this s tudy . 



Special Education Students- for tlus s tudy, all stud ents who qualify for and 

receive special education services except gifted, multihandicapped , and non­

mainstreamed S.E.D. s tudents. 

Importance of the Study 

Tlus s tudy was important for several reasons. While various studies 
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have been made of the relationslup between special education and juvenile 

d elinquency (Hardman, 1979; Sikorski, 1991 ), it was necessary to study the 

frequency of discipline of special education s tudents at the middle school 

level. If special education students are referred more often (based on 

percentage) than regular education s tudents, the possible causes for this 

should be identified. Such a s tudy could be utilized by the school and school 

system to identify ways to d evelop more appropriate behavior and establish 

policies for dealing vvith these s tudents. This s tudy was important beca use it 

allowed the administration at Richview Middle School to compare its 

punishments for special education and regular education s tudents to see if 

they are consistent school-wide. 

Limitations of the Study 

The review of literature for this s tudy was limited in that most of the 

information was obtained from one library, the Felix G. Woodward Library at 

A us tin Peay State University and through inter-library loan. Further, the 

data for th.i s study was limited to that from Richview Middle School, 

Clarksville, Tennessee for the 1992-1993 and 1993-1994 school years. The 

number of years included in this study may prove to have been too few to 

make definitive conclusions which may or may not be consis tent with other 

years or schools. The use of an "inclusion" program of special education 

students at the seventh grade level during the 1993-94 school year may prove 



o • con dmm n . ., ., ' al ·du • t1 n tud •n .., wer • " in luded " tn th1..' 

r ·t,;ul r •n nd . 1c1J s udJ • r h md1 a t •~ (~ 1 •gel, 1 2) th.it 

r gu ar ducali t •nd to h Id n ga 1 ' l ' tt1tud :--. wurd -.tud ·nt -. 

with I • mg n I d 



CHAPT R 2 

Revi \\' of the Literatun· 

Stud nt discipline is an c sary part in the ff ctive adminis tration of 

anv school. chool admini trato and t acher hould continualh· triv to 

identify patt rn of mi b havior in order to develop s trategie to identify 

s tud nt mos t at-ri k of b ing r ferr d to the offic for di scipline and to 

s tablis h guidelines which may prevent th e inappropria te behavior · . 

Discipline of s tudent oft n pos a dil mma for administrators. The\· 

want to b consis tent with th di cipline impos d n all s tud nts . The 

di c,c ipline which is t b given to sp cial duca tion tudent pose an even 

g r at r dilemma in regard to on is t ncy . Ellis and G Iler (1991) outli ned 

his torical and p rac tical guid lines fo r implem n ting di ciplinary action with 

s pecial ducation s tudents . Th y provided broad to narrow interpretations ()f 

s pecial d ucation and disciplin law cases and discu s d thei r implicatio ns . 

Specifical ly, lhe oss vs . Lop z and Honig vs. o decis ion were 

em phas iz d . Both d a lt with th len t and length of tim e di sciplinary 

measures could be used agains t s tud nts . u p nsion of more than ten 

chool days ,..,,ere con id r d a change of sp cial educa tion s tud ents' 

ducational place m nt and cannot be impos d without a mee ting and 

d e termina tion of placement by the s tudent's Planning and Placem e nt Team 

(or T\1 ultidisciplina ry Team ). Further, a s tud en t canno t receive di scipl inary 

action f r misbehavior v,•hich i a direct result of th s tude nt' s h a ndicap, a 

"manifes tation of his or h er handicapping condition ." Further, in aJl cases, 

th due process rights of the child may not be abrid ged (EUis & Gell er, 1993; 

Educa tion Law enter, 1984). The child mus t be g iven notice, verbal or 

w ritten, of the charges again t him or her, must be given an ex plan a tion of 

the evidence aga ins t him or he r, and must be g iven an opportunity to present 
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hi o r her s id e of the s tory. 

Ellis and Iler a lso discus ed issues regarding an admini tra tor' s rig hts 

when he r she f els a special educa tio n s tudent po es a threa t to pe rson~, 

property, or the ducation o f others . O pt ion included co urt inju nctions and 

formal hearing b fo r an impartial hearing officer. Basic guid elines 

pr ent d fo r considera tion by adm inis trator when di ciplining handicapped 

stud nts includ ed d e t nnining if the act was a direct res ult of th student's 

ha nd icap, ensuring due pro ss, using a lternat m eans of puni hrn n t, 

s king changes in educa ti ona l placem n t and avoi d ing e puJs ions and 

cessa lion of d uca ti onal ser vices. 

Th ' Edu ation La w nt r (] 9 4), \\'hile upporti ng the proced urec; of 

El li s a nd Geller, s tat d furth ' r tha t disciplinary measures such as d etention, 

work assig nm nt, in-school su pensio n, t m pora ry as ig nm ent to a tim e-ou t 

room, o r a simple lec tur ar aJl appropria t for handica pped s tud en ts. 

' mphas is w a aga in mad e o n due process, in lud ing uch rig hts fo r stud ents 

in pecial educa tion p rogra ms as th opp rtuni ty fo r parent · or guard ians to 

rev i \Y a ll th child ' relevant r cords and obtain an independ n t educati onc1l 

evaluation of th s tud nt, \"' ril l n prior notice of any change of the s tud ent's 

p rogram p lac m en t and wri tten notice of any s uspensions imposed on the 

s tudent (this m us t b in the parent' s nahve language, unl ess cl ea rly 

un feas ible ), and th opportunity for pa rents to present any compla in t o r 

objection they mi ght have to the school d is tric t adm inis tra tion . 

The ro le of special educa tors was a dimension added to special 

educa tion di scipline by Bartle tt (1 989) . H e reitera ted the points found in the 

two previo us a rticles but added the important ro le specia l educators must 

play in a sis ting in s uccessful discipline of s pecia l education s tudents . These 
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p cial educato must b "e pecially diligent in de tennin.ing the relationship 

of the handicap to th misc nduct." They ar often fac d with trying to find 

or er ate programs which will m et the need of both the s tudent and the 

chool community a a whole . 

nother p rocedural article r vi wed \Vas by Horton (1993) in regard to 

sp cial education s tudent xp u l ion. in light of th Honig vs. Do d cisi n. It 

vva pr s d that IEP team , again the sp cial educa tor , have a great 

r spons ibility to make ad termination if th mi b havi r is a dir ct re ult of 

th child' · disability . f.urth r, th pecial ducation s tud nt may be xpclled if 

it is d te rmin d that (1) the tud nt \Vas given full due process right and (2) 

th dct rmination is made that th mi b havior wa not a direct re ult of the 

s tud nt' handicapping condition. Ho\'\'ever, ev n if a pecial education 

stud ent i xpelled, th chool y tern s tiU has th obligation to provide the 

tudent with p cial ducation . rvic s in th areas addr sed in th child' s 

IFP. 

Addition I articl , such as ne by old n (1993), try to s rv as practical 

application "manuals" for administrators . ,old ·n in I uded a no\\' hart to 

guid admini trator through th ta k of special ducation di cipli nc and 

explain d much f th pr vi usly m ntioned ca 

th pro dur s . 

law to provide a basis for 

Many o ther article xis t in r gard to the circumstan ces w hjch m us t be 

con id red in the di cipline of specia l ed uca tion tud nts. Those review d 

abov r p res nt th cor i u ad dressed in th.i s a rea of admini s tration . The 

revi w of b tera ture to th.i point h as illus tra ted the p rofound im pac t special 

d ucation discip line has in regard to its use and the many safeg ua rds w hi ch 

exis t to p rotect hand icapped students. The following research addresses 
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p cific a p ct of th probl m addr s din thi s tudy . 

One of the maj r concern in ducation i to identify the fr quency and 

sources of tudent mi behavior in chool. 1990 tud y by Baron att mpted to 

describe the e by u sing a ample of 312 s tudents and 106 teachers from four 

private U. epa rtment f tat ponsored merican chools in\' nezu la . 

Bar n d v lop d an opinion urv y which was completed by the sample 

group , which included stud nt from th eventh . ninth, and eleventh 

grad s and their t ache . Th r ponse ,.,, r ubj cted to a s ri _ of one-way 

analy s of varianc to det rmin if any significant diff · rence exi s t d 

b tw nag group , gend r g roup , orb tw n tudent and t acher . 

Baron te t d nin hypo h , with thr each d aling with typ s, 

sourc s, and int rv ntio of misb havi r . \Vhil f ma! s vi wed 

mi. b havi r occu rring signjh antly mor oft n that did mal , b th group~ 

id ntified disruptiv behaviors and profanity a. b ing th mo · t co mmon 

m1 b haviors. dditi nail ', ninth g rad tud nt al so p rceived 

m1 behavior c urring signihcantly mor oft n that did s tudent at other 

grade lev ls. 

Th h poth addres ing ourc of tudent mi b havior \\·ere 

consis t nt by g nder and by grad level. The tudent felt (1) the inability of 

individual tu dent t control th ir actions and (2) encouragement from 

clas mate were the mo t s ignificant factors leading to misbehavior. 

Teachers, however, fcl t that lack f proper home training (parents failing to 

s tre s good behavior at home) wa the primary ca use for misb havior. 

Th final h ypotheses, addressing intervention methods to control 

mi sbehavior, was consist nt for gender, grade level, and t achers . LI groups 

felt individual, private reprimands were the most effective method to address 
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misbehavior. Baron did, howev r, perform two additional analy ·es to 

a ttempt to d etermine the severity of di cipline problems in the hools 

s tudied and to what ex tent di cipline affected student learning in those 

school . The tudents perceived misbehavior to be a significantly more 

severe problem than did the teachers. Ironically, teachers tended to perceive 

misb havior adversely affecting s tudent learning while the tudents did not . 

Baron's work provided an ov rview of p re ption of misbehavior by 

those dir ctly involved \·Vith it at the chool level , the s tud ents and teachers. 

O ther r arch ha addr s ed is ues of equal importance to this s tud y. i\Iany 

studie attempted to es tabli h corr~lations or pr dictors of which s tudents 

wer mo t likely to mi behav or be disciplined at school. One such s tud y 

was conducted u ing anti ocial and at-risk middl school boys (\Yalker, 

Sti b r, & O' eill, 1990). longitudinal s tud y was conduct d using two 

groups of 41 s tud nts. T\\'o s tudies were p dorm d, one to compare the 

groups on a ser ies of behavioral m a ures in grades five, six, and seven, and 

the oth r to us fifth grade variables as predictors fo r a series of seventh grade 

criterion measur s for s uccess or failu r . 

Th firs t s tudy us d t ach r ratings of ociaJ skills, class room 

observations, playground observations, and school arc hi val records. Resul ls 

provided favorable profiles fo r th a t-risk s tud nts, suggesting they were 

making relatively good school adjustments during middle school years. The 

profile of the antisocial group, however, was bleak at bes t. While only six or 

s ven at-risk s tud nts per year were receiving special services, by seventh 

grade, 27 of the 39 antisocial students received such services. The antisocial 

group also performed worse in academic areas, had poorer attendance, had 

many more discipline contacts at each grade level, and were arrested 
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significantly mor oft n that the at-risk group. For the thr e year period, 

three arres ts were mad of students in the at-risk group while 6 arres ts were 

made of the antisocial students . 

The second tud y r suited in certain degr of item used a pr dictors 

from fifth grade variable s tudied when applied to eventh g rade success or 

failure. pecilically, the bes t fifth grade pr dictors of uccess or failu re for the 

tud n at the seventh grade level was attendance, followed by math 

achievem nt, then school di cipline contacts . 

\iVal..ker, Sti eber, and O' eill s tated that too manv of lh s tudent who 

f aJl into the antisocial gro up are not being identified as riou ly emotionally 

di sturbed . They did s tat , through their sample of subject in this s tud y, that 

almos t three-fourths of th tudents in the antiso ial group were receiving 

special services by seventh grad . Th y mad no recommendations of ho\\· to 

help thes s tud nts one th y are id ntihed a .E.D., yet th y s tated that there 

are "often int ns fforts by school sy terns to xclud e uch s tudents from 

ace s to pecial education and re lat d services ." This seems to be 

con tradictory to their findings. Further, it had previously been s tated that the 

antisociaJ g roup, most of whom end d seventh g rade in speciaJ programs, 

would be prot cted from expuls ion (Ellis & Geller, 1993; Ed ucation Law 

ent r, 1984; Bartlett, 1989; Horton, 1993; Golden, 1993). 

Many factor may account for antisocial behaviors and juvenile 

delinquency as mentioned by Walker, Stieber, and O' eill (1990). While 

many s tudents who are S.E.D. become involved in the justice system 

(Wagner (1989) reported that nearly one-half of previously certified socially 

emotionally dis turbed s tudents were arres ted with.in two years of leaving 
. 

school) there is also a definite link between juvenile delinquency and specific 
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learning disabilitie (\\'olff, \\ aber, Bauerm ist r, ohen & Ferber, 19 2; 

ikorski , 1991; Hardman, 1979). The \Vol ff, et al. (19 2) study attempted to 

isolate th factor of socio conomic clas as it p rtain d t delinquen y . llus 

s tudy quot d previous r earch which documented the link beh"' en learning 

disabilities and juvenil delinquency a being bas d primarily ~n children 

from lower ocioeconomic s tatu background . Th implication was that this 

E variabl might account for th learning disability, the d linquency, or 

both . 

The s tudy was p rformed using volunt ers from a las achu etts low 

curity youth c nter. Th youth wer between 14 and 16 v ar old and , -

\\' r incarcerat d for various offen es. Two control groups \\' re e tablished, 

matchjng th delinqu nt g roups for age, se , and rac tud nt in the control 

population had no known hi tori s of d linqu ncy. The control group 

were made up of 4 s tud nts from low S backgrounds, like those of the 

delinquent group, and 4 s tudents from high ~ ·S ba kg rounds. Each 

memb r of ach group wa giv n a neurological and detailed 

n urop ychologica l examination a well as a compl te physical examination . 

R s uits howed that th d linqu nt group shov,' d more minor 

pathological s igns than did th control groups on n urologica l assessments. 

D linqu nts, on the n uropsy hological assessments, were significan tly 

impair d r lativ to both con trol groups on almos t all language measures . 

This was after adjustment was made for non-verbaJ intelligence. In contrast, 

they did not diifer significantly from the control groups, in most cases, on 

spa tial and perceptual tasks, on skilJed motor performance, and on attention. 

Only for the delinquent group were there impairments in neurological 

asses ment and in verbal neuropsychological measures. eurological s tatus 



14 

wa able t be u d a a pr dictor for language p rformance of th delinq uent 

group. One implication of thi s tudy was that certain factors ,-vi thin 

ado) c nt groups may b able to b u d to correlat with or predict 

inappropriate or delinqu nt b havior. 

Th rel ation hip between learning disabilitie and juvenile d elinquency 

ha b en tudi d cl sely over they ars . Th r arch agr e that a trong 

relation hip does exis t, and man hav tri d to dev lop programs to approach 

thi s phenomenon in more succes ful ,-vay . Hardman (1979) discu sed from 

an his torical standpoint the delinqu ncy rates and social/ emotional 

.1daptability of dy l xic and hyperkinetic children behve n the ages of ight 

and fourteen . h noted that of a group f upper middle cla tudcnts in this 

al g ry, only thr p r nt fell in the normal rang of psychological 

adjustm nt, while 61 % wer unabl to c p emoti nally and 34 % '"·ere 

prcdi t d to b in titutionaliz d in adultho db cause their val u s appeared 

to be extr mely antisocia l. noth r study of 37 s tud nts '"ith above av rage 

IQ scor , ag i to s v nt n and diagnosed dy I xic r hyp rlu n ti c, was 

conducted in 1978. The tud nts wer from middl to high incom families 

with pa rent w ho w re con rn d about and involved with their children' s 

development. In the area of social adjustm nt, 48% of the students scored 

above the average of prisoners in terms of ocial non-conformity and 37% 

cor d in xces of psy hiatric pati nts in terms of emotional s tability. 

Hardman uggested that sp cihc learning di abilities cannot be addressed 

in terms of acad mic kill acquisition alone. Also suggested and 

recomme nded were that skills in acquiring necessary social and ethical values 

need to be int grated and emphasized in the curriculum. Hardman also 

sugges ted this be done in as early an intervention as possible before the 
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tudent begins the cycle of inappropriate behavior and academic difficulties . 

Th 1991 work of ikorskJ restated the growing problem of handicapped 

tuden ts and adult · involv d in the court ys tem . \\'hiJ the relation hip i::­

appa r nt, the "d ocumentation of specific de criptive variables, causal 

mechan.i m s, and eff ctiv treatments ha been difficuJt to establi h .'' The 

numb r of s tudents b ing rv d in pecial d ucation program ha 

continued to incr ase. B tween 1976 and 19 6, th number of s tudents served 

in s p cial education pr grams in public chools g r \\' from eight and one­

third p r .,n t to n arly elev n percent. Further, a~ p rcen tages of the tot.J I 

public chool population, the number of stud nts identifi d a learning 

disabled and serious! · emotiona Uv dis turb d ro from about two percent to 

n a rly fiv.., p r en t and from ne-half p r en t to n arly one p r nt, 

resp chve ly . Th "typical profile" of a learning disabled child ,-vas said to be a 

10- to 11 -ycJ r-old boy in th fourth or fifth g rade, two o r more year~ b hind 

g rad level in language and reading s k..ill s, a t leas t one and on -haJf yea rs 

behind in mathematics and possibly di playing b havioral characteris h ~ such 

a~ a tt ntion and/ or hyperactivity problem , poor rela tionsh.i ps with peer~, 

poor im pulse control, a low to lera nc to fru s tration and sometime a 

tend ncy to be overly aggr ssiv . 

Sikorski a lso cited s tudies in w hich 1,943 male tudents from urban 

areas wer selected and matched for delinquent and non-d linquent 

ba kgrounds. The re ults indica ted that 18.9% of the non-d e linquent a.nd 

36.5% of the d elinqu nt groups m t the criteria to be cons idered learning 

di abled. A lso cited was an intervention m od I program w hich was 

conducted to s tudy the eff ct of additional individual remedi a tion for 

learning disabled s tudents. Though some gains w ere m ade academically by 
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the intervention group versus the non-remedi.ated control group, the gains 

were not to a significant d egree . dditionally, tudents with 40-,c;o hour~ of 

remediation self-reported fewer future incident of involvement with the 

court ys tem. Whether this decreased involvemen t with the court ys tem 

was b cause of academic gain \Vas que tioned. ikorsk.i felt it was more likely 

the result of a good r lations hip betw en the s tudents and the lea rning 

di abilities specialis t who dir cted the r mediation. The atmosphere 

provided may have facilitated ociaJization and attachm nt, which in turn 

may have increa ed motivation. 

Identifying the major factors which might lead to junior and senior high 

chool s tud nts being susp nded from school was the topic s tudied bv 

Hawk.ins (1988) . The s tudy wa conducted by xamini.ng the discipline 

hi stories of 219 students who had be n s u pended ev ral times from the 

~1on tgomery ounty (Mary land ) Public hools. This number cons tituted 

only two percent of the di trict' s population in grades 7-12. Th ose tudents 

who were su spended mor than once differed g reatly from those \·vho had 

on or no su spensions. A s tud nt's placement in special education classes 

·was one f the factors corr la ting mos t clo · ly \·vith multiple suspen5ions, 

along with involvement in extracurricular activities, acad mic grades and 

school a ttendanc . Su sp nsions were divided into five categories: 1) fighter; 

2) s tude nt-in-crisis; 3) truant; 4) low achiever; and 5) episodic. The data 

s upported the contention that for all ca tegories except for episodic offenders, 

fairly accurate pr dictions could be mad as to w ho would become a 

suspendee. Intervention s trategies used with these groups had varying 

s uccess, but late and inappro priate inte rventions con tributed g rea tly to fa ilure 

of the interventio n . Recommendations from this study included justification 
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be havior problem . 
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n of th ba ic que tions rai d in light of th.is literature i "·hy are 

special education s tudents more Lik ly to di play inappropria te behaviors 

which ge t th m involved in the court sys tem . imiJarly, \'Ve olaski (1992) 

inve tigated \·\'hat factor tend to precipitate student r ferral to pecial 

educa tio n. pec.ificaJly, the purpo e wa to determin if behavior was a factor 

\\'hich diff r ntiat d betv,· n lo\\' achi v rs ref rr d for special ducation 

s rvi es and low hi ver not ref rr d . Fifty elem ntary cho 1 teachers 

wer a ked to complete a b havior problem checklis t on h \'O lo\\' achiever in 

their clas room . Each t acher had to sel ct one low achiever \,·ho had and 

on who had not b en referred fo r sp cial d ucation rvices. Of th e !-10 

teach rs ask d to participat , 30 r ~spond d and w r included in the s tudv. 

The• s tud nts d ~cribed in the teach r surv y \\'ere predominantly male, \\·ith 

76.7% of th s tudents in the r f rr d g ro up and 66.7% of the s tudents in the 

non-r fc rr d g roup being mal . 

The re ults of \Ve olaski' re ar h indi ca t d tha t lo w a hi evi ng 

s tud ents who ha ve b havior probl ms w re r ferred to special educat ion 

m r often tha n low achi ving s tud nts with good behavior. This sugges ted 

tha t \vhen a classroom teach r refers a s tude nt for special education services, 

variables o ther than acad mic abil ity may be influ ncing the teacher' s 

d cis ion to ref r. 0 th r r search was cited to support thi hnding . 

Wesolaski recomm nded that schools implement safeg uard s which 

requi r s p cia l services be offered to s tudents ,,vho were referred for problem s 

o ther than those which are academic. !so recommended wa be tter support 

for reg ular classroom teachers who work with low achievers or handi capped 
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s tudents . 

The final s tud y r viewed d alt \.\'1th teacher percephons of and 

attitude toward mains treamed learning handicapped s tudents (Siegel, 1992) . 

Ju t as \ e olask..i (] 992) reported that low achieving s tudent with behavior 

problems were r ferred to special education mor often that lo\-\' acrueving 

s tuden , iegel 's tudy was, in part, to determine ii the same ty pe of 

attitudes were true of regular education teachers toward their LO. s tudents. 

The author acknowledged that previous s tudies had hown teachers hold 

n gative attitudes toward mainstream d s tudents . iegel assumed that 

teachers with negahve attitudes toward mainstreaming would r ject having 

learning handicapped s tudents in their cla rooms. 

Siegel's s tudy was divided into two parts. The first \·\'as to explore the 

ov ra il attitudes teachers had toward their ma ins treamed I arning 

handicapped tud ents . An attitude qu s tionnaire was given to a sample of 44 

fourth thr ugh sixth g rade teachers. Information contained therein included 

qu s tions about I cted handicapped and non-handicapped s tudents in their 

classrooms, information about themselv s, and behavior profiles on the 

s tud nts s lect d from th ir cla rooms. The second part of the study was to 

examine the r lationship of teacher attitudes to their behaviors tov;ard those 

s tudents. The inve tigator conducted obs rvation in two of the classrooms 

for 20 hours each. 

Th results indicated that teachers rated their learning handicapped 

s tudents higher on the "rejecting" questions of the survey. AdditionaUy, the 

teachers reported more attachment to their non-learning handicapped 

s tudents. onversely, the teach rs expressed more concern for their learning 

handicapped stud nts than for those who were non-learning handicapped. 
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The res ult of the econd part of this study were from the naturalis tic 

observa tions. They were correlated with the ques tionnaire results from part 

on and revealed that teachers' general attitud e about thei r mainstreamed 

learning handicapped s tudents were more negative than their specihc 

a ttitude toward the same g roup . \\'ithin their own classroom·s, the teachers' 

a ttitud to\vard their s tudents seemed to manifes t themselves ba ed on 

tudent be havior. The s tuden ts who w r most rejected in specific 

classrooms were the one. whose behavioral characteris tics were not those of 

the id ea l s tudent . Furth r, tho e s tudents who were more rejected exhjbi ted 

mor behavior problems and demanded more of the teache r's tim for 

manag m nt concern!:>. 

T he li t rature provid d his to rical and legal background information in 

regard to discipline and special ducation tudenls. Fu rther, it established a 

link between s p cial education placement a nd inappropriate b haviors, 

a ltho ugh not in a cau sal manner. Mos t significan tly, the importance of 

teacher a ttitudes and perc ·ptions of mi behavior was examined in rega rd lo 

di scipline in general (Baron, 1990), at titudes toward special education sluden ls 

(Si gel, ] 992) and teache r p re ptions which lead to special educa tion referral 

(\,Yesolaski, 1992) . 

Discipl ine, especial ly as it concerns special education s tud ents, is an 

important as weU as difficult prob! m vvith which schools are faced . ot onJy 

is there a great need to d eal w ith discipline as situations occur, but even 

greater seem s to be the need to develop strategies to identify sources of 

inappropriate behaviors and to d evelop ways to prevent them . The research 

indicated a pattern of general feelings that there is a definjte relationship 

between misbehavior and learning disabilities, both in and out of the school 
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setting (Baron, 1990; Hawkins, 19 ; Hardman, 1979; ikor ki, 1991 ). 
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u ing th hi s qu.ar m th d . Th fi t h y p the is wa t tes t the frequency of 
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The second hypoth s is tes ted was a compari on of the frequency of 

ref rraJ of male s pecial education s tudent to that of male regular education 

students. The number of special education students was divided by the total 



numb r tud nt 

Year Poeul non 

1 92 -93 97 

19 -9 

mal p pul ti n. 

mal 

di sciplin r f rr ls 

lo d ·ri · th r qu ·n 

~() 

bh h th r nt g 1t r pr nt d f the total 

l bl 3.1 

fcrraJ s 

h on R 

Poeulation R ,f err J 

790 915 

1 'O 1 1 1 

m w don with th numb r f r guJa r du alion 

tud n ·. Th t tal numb 'r of 

tu nt wa th n mulhpli d by th· ' p •r ntage-. 

h uld b .1 h gr up. 

Thi-" w <:; d n " f r b th 1 2-93 nd 1 3- , with th d ta pr •s nt d m Tabl · 

3.2 . Th • • da t r f r t r \ · nu m r , not r ntag ~-

abl 3.2 

. ·umbc 

0 1 aphn R fcrraJ Tot, I Po u l"t,on 

roup p Cl R gut r Speaal R gular 

( .lr) "ducJl1 n duul l1o n Ed uc.1t1o n I::d uca llon 

Mal 

1992-93 71 397 262 744 

199 4 72 313 953 

F mal 

1992-93 26 393 12 171 

1993-94 27 392 1 236 

Th me pr c dur w as u s d for th thi rd hy poth is, in whi h th 

fr quency of r f rral of p cial ducation f mal s tudents wa compared to 



27 
th t o r gula r ucation mal tud 1 n . data for thi . hypoth ar 

aJ pr nt d in bl 3.2. 

f urth h th i · wa d,· ,·d · th mt r p rt . It ddr d th 

1 u f th fr qu ncy f r f rral f pecial ducati n tud nt · to regular 

due tion s tud nt at ach grad I (6, 7, nd ) repre nt d at Richvi w 

h 1. rth.i h_p th th numb r of ciaJ d ucation tud nts 

at ach g rad I v l ,...,a divid d bv th total grad nrollm nt. Lik wi , the 

num r fr g ular du ti n tud n w divid d by th total g r d 

enrollm nt. This t bli h <l th perc nt g of stud nt h gr d l v I 

wh longed t ch t t aJ numb r f r f rr I · in a h gr d 

,v th n multipLi d by th p re g f p cial ducah n and r gula r 

duca tion tud nts t st bli h th fr qu ncy f di cipbn r ferr I to b 

-p c t d t h grad I. T bl 3.3 pr n the ctual num rs for thi 

during 1 92-93 and 19 3-94 . 

Grad L vel 

6th Grade 

1992-93 

1993-94 

7th Grade 

1 2-93 

1993-94 

8th Gr~de 

1 2-93 

1993-94 

Tab! 3.3 

Di ciplin R fcrral s b · r;id · L v I 

TolJI Po ulati on ·umber of Rt'f rri\l s 

,c,al Regular R gular I c,.:il 

ducallon 

30 

32 

33 

31 

34 

du t1on 

273 

269 

258 

5 

259 

247 

Educaho n 

95 

72 

104 

125 

75 

134 

Educa tion 

0 

225 

533 

389 

296 

Hypothesis five in this s tudy was concerned with the frequency with 



2 
\\'hi h ci J due ion s ud nt nd r gul r ducati n tud nt w rl: 

r rr d t th dmini tr n rd · ciplin . Th ff n - u~ d 

\\' r t di , di rupt1 Vl r , d . b di nc , d i r p t, pr ani ty, kipping 

cl ·s, hgh ing / ult, w a , dru h 1, bu b h V1 r, nd "oth r ." 

h c t g ry " h r" includ 

curr d infr qu ntl , uch 

Vl l 

gam 

tio h 

ling, I wd c 

I di ciplin polici whi h 

ndu t, th ft, ch ting, 

ndaJis m, p .......... , ... 1on f t b c , g mbling, in tig ting igh , and o th r 

c nd uct \ · rr nting di ciplin . Th c t g ri n ti tut th c r of th 

ff with, hich tud n c uld b ch r d c rding t th Jar ville-

. 1 ntg m un 

__2k. 

Di ruptiv B ha I r 

Di b dicnce 

Di re pect 

Prof nit y 

kip ing 

Fi htin 

Wcapo 

Drug /Alcohol 

Bu Behavior 

Other 

h 

p CJ, I 

Ld uc.1l1 o n 

41 

65 

20 

9 

19 

2 

0 

2 

20 

To ta l Special -ducation Population : 

Total regular Education Po puJ ation: 

population which repres nted sp 

re nt g 

T bl 3.4 

by Ca t g 

R gular 
Educ lio n 

7 

232 
1 5 

2 

13 

79 

6 

0 

1 9 

34 

1992-93 

97 

790 

f th total tud nt 

1991-94 
p aal R gular 

l·.d uc..Jl1o n Ed uc.:i lion 

41 I 2 ' 

86 304 
61 247 

86 

8 33 

6 29 

1 77 

2 2 

1 7 

59 207 

16 68 

1993-94 

99 

801 

cial education and regular education 
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tud nt ' · r t bli h d . Th w done by dividing th num r f s tudent~ 

in a h r up b ' th t taJ ch I nrollm nt. h n th tot J numb r of 

r f rral f r ch c g ry wa multipli by th r ntag t 

p t d fr qu nci !> f r ch group. nt th data c 11 c t d to 

p rf nn th chi qu r hypoth i 

In th t s ting f th i th h , lightly diff r nt m th was 

us d f r th hi quar an lysi . th puni tun nt tud nts 

r u.mpti n w mad that h be t w y to an lyz th> data 

w >uld b c mp r th p r · nt g s of disciplin .. ry c tion. (warrungs, 

d t nti n, a ignm nt t th In -~' ho I ' u p n 1 n progr m, ut-of- hool 

10n, nd pul i t sp~iaJ ducab n s tud nt t th 

if th_. p r ~ntag \\'Ou]d, through tot I numb r f di ·plinary 

th' chi qu r m thod, pr du 

r jcction f th null hyp th i 

r suits that would I •ad to a pl n e or 

T do this, th r \\' numb ·rs of r gular 

·d uc ti n tudent' di · iplinary ction for h at gory \\' r di vid d by the 

total numb r fr gular du ti n tud nt di~ciplin ry action . The sam 

re nt.ag s \\' r appli d t th t tal di ciplinary a ti ns agains t s pe iaJ 

ed u a tion mv t th numb u d for c t d occurr n s of 

di ci plinary cti ns for th tud nt . 

Tab) 3.5 lis ts th data f r thi hypoth s i . Thi m th d was used based 

on th logi al a ump ti n tha t if the fifth null hypo th s is w re to be rej ct d , 

o n c uld r a onably as um th fr quency f puni hm nts would require 

thi s hy poth sis t b r j c t · d , inc the r is on punis tun nt for each offense 

referr d . 

Th sev nth and eighth hy poth address d the frequency of 

discipline referrals in regard to the s pecial education population only . The 



Disciplinary I eho n 

( ar) 1 I ·due hon 

Warning 

1992-93 l 2 

1 ~ 4 160 

D t ntion 

1992-93 57 

1 93- 4 3 

ln- hool u p nsion 

1 2-93 52 

1993-9 2 

ut--of· h I u p 10n 

19 2- 3 21 

1993-94 2 

xpuJ ion 

1992-93 

1993-94 

2 

2 

abl 3 .5 

•gn d to tudent 

R gular 

4 5 
5 3 

1 0 

2 1 

179 

2 3 

55 

121 

b 

1 

Regula r dueat1on 

Pere ntag 

3.0o; 

49 . % 

19.b'~. 

20.4(~, 

o.oc•; 
10.2% 

s venth c mp r d th fr qu n ,' f r f rral f sp ciaJ du tion ~tud nts 

who r iv d sp ial ducation rv1 sf r half f th cho I dav or mor 

(thr rm r cl 
p rd y) \-\1.lh p ci I due ti n tud nts who re eiv d 

s •rvic s f r l ss than half th d y (f w r th n thr · cla s.) Th sc data a r 

found in Tabl 3. 

his analy i inv Iv d aJcula ting th p r ntag f p cial duca tion 

stud nts r ceivin g thr or m r cl f p ciaJ ducati n p r day and th 

p rcentage rec iving f w r than thr clas s per d ay. Th total numb r of 

special education ref rrals was multiplied. by e h of thes p rcentage to 

es tablis h th xp ct d number of r f rrals for e ch group. 

-Hypothe i ight, al o concerned with sp cial education tudents only, 
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T bl 3.b 

R f rraJ s of ciaJ Ed ucatio n tuden t B al Educah n O a · rv d 

Thr Oa P r Day F wcr Than Thr C l · s P r Day 

ar tuden Tot Referral T o taJ rud nt Total R f err al Total 

19 2-93 59 14 3 12 

199 - 4 62 20 37 12J 

w d I gn d t d t rm in ii th "p rt -tim " ( f w r th n t hr p r day ) 

p cial du ati n tud nt w r r rr d f r di ciplin by p ciaJ due tion 

t ach with th 

ch I admini tra t 

m fr qu ncy 

nt in d in "r guJ r du ah n t h " includ ,d 

nd bu" driv r of r gular ,du lion bus s. n 

a~ umpti n w m d th t h LI f th r f rr ls w uld om fr rn a h group 

o t ch r , s th numb r p t d c ns titut d on -half f th tot al number 

of di ciplin r f rrals for ch gr up in thi analy i . Table 3.7 lists the e 

numb r . 

T bl 3.7 

Ref rr I of Part-hm pea 1 uc hon tudent b · T ach r As51gnment 

R f rrals b , Rcferr 15 by 

Sp cial Educa tion R gu lar Educa ti on 

Y ar Total R f rraJs T ach Teachers 

1992-9 12 36 92 

1993-94 123 27 96 

h final hypo th sis, numb r run , involv d th fr qu ncy of ref rrals 

of sp cial education tudents and r gular ducation s tudents by race. In the 

analysis of data for this hypothesis, perc ntages by rac w re calculated for 
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P cial uc ·on and r gular ducation tud nts. Th ta l num ' r of 

r f rr l f r th r C W th n multipli d b · ch r n tage to tabb h th 

t d num ,r o r f rral · This aJlo , · d or chi quar analy i fo r ~a h 

r g ro up within th h po th i . Tabl 3. incl ud th d ta, howing th 

to tal for ach rac b · P · aJ o r r gular e<lu tion nd by the year tudi d . 

abl 3. 

R~cc 

(Year ) 

Bl k 

1992- 3 

l 93-94 

\Vhi t 

1992-93 

1993- 4 

Hi panic 

1 92- 3 

1993-94 

1an 

1 92- 3 

19 3-9 

R f rrals by Rae 

Sp a I ·due hon 

S ud nt Total R f rra.1 Total 

22 1 
14 2 · 

b 

3 

0 

1 

o· 
2 

5 

5 

0 

3 

R ular Ed ucil t1on 

tuden To tal Referral Total 

65 

52 

714 

723 

1 • 

1 7 

127 

D t1 

733 

102 

1 

3b 

l 2 

~ . Th r w r no i ah v n.roll d in 1992-93 and only o ne in 1993-94. 

d 

ach c t g ry vvithin ach h ypoth sis wa ana lyz d u ing the chi quare 

m thod . Th chi squar m thod in ach ca consis t d of the sq ua re of the 

to ta l exp t d minu th to ta l ob rv d in th cat gory . That numb r was 

th n divided by th n umb r p ct d f r th category . ach analysis consisted 

of two variabl s w hich gav a d egr of fre d m of on . Using thi form uJa 

a t a I v I f significance (p ) of <.05, the x2 had to b eq ua l to or l ss than 
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3. 1 t b bl to c p h nu.JI hy r h hyp the i . 



This ha t r 

r pr nta ion o th 

n I · 

t d 

CHAPTER 

R Ult 'i 

ntain a ummary o th data and r vid . a 

m th u d to amin th hyp ·1 h 

al t ting f th run null hyp th 

data 

, ppr pn a w r coll t d and r pr id d in table.., \\'ru h . ho\\' thl' 
r ult f ach an Jv 

ummarv 

Th dat r f1 t th n J\' 1 o di 

ho I for th 1 92- 3 nd 1 Thi in d tallv of 

di iplin r rraJs bv p aaJ du ti n nd r gul r du tion c;; tud nt. in 

r g rd t h hypoth 1 . 

cl 

Th• s tudy inv I d d1 oplin • r' rr I f r th . tud y p n d with th 

c pt1on f tud nts in th multihandi pp d nd th, .E.D . I ~ e.., . Th ~ l' 

Jud d b au th n tur f th ir d,.., bd1t1 ~ might 

1mprop rl \\' th, r .. ult 'i ,,. •r · the,· t b in lud •d . Thu.., th· "P · 1al 

·due t1 n g roup ns i t d primarily f L.I . nd C.lJ. ·. '>tud nts \\'hil • the 

r gul r du tion g r up \\'a mpn d of r gular du tion stud nh and 

· tud •nl5 id ntifi d gift d . i 1ultih ndicap d and ~·.E.1 . s tud nts \\' r 

lud d fr m b th th . p i 1 •du ti n and total s hool popu l tion 

numb r 

pr vi u I d crib d, th anal ' is of data wa nduct d usi ng th 

chi qu r m thod f r ach omp n nt f ach hy p th is. Th r suit · of the 

anaJy is pr s nt din Tab! 4.1 r for th fir t hypo th sis nd indica te th 

ov ra il r la ti n hip b tvv n th fr qu ncy of di ciplin r f rra ls for pecial 

due ti n tud nt and r guJar due tion s tud nts. Th indi a tion for each 

year s tudi d wa a s ignificant diff renc in the rate of di cipline r ferral s with 



s p · I due I n d n t r rr d w'i th g a r fr q u ncY . 

bl 4.1 

9 -93 

z-
175.3 

1 0.7 

7 

900 

. 'o t . 1gnific nc t the .0 el f conhd nc ; th1 I v I th df -= l (3 . 1 ). 

Th inf r mati n found in ab! .2 r f rs t th analy i f data for the 

c nd nd thi rd hyp th _. It ontain th hi quar r ult f r a h s · ior 

ch r tudi r suit how d m ial du ation · tud nts 

r f rr d f r di · plin • m r oft n than th tr r gular du tion ount rparts 

whil n sign.in ant di r nc w f und h,· n th r f rral rat ' S f f male 

s p cial d ucation and r gul r du ation tud n s. 

Ref rral 

Mal 
1992-93 

1993-

F ma le 
1992-93 

1993-94 

/..2 

96.0 

93 .7 

. l 

.2 

T bl 1 .2 

ults for R 

df 

1 

1 

1 

46 

4 1 

419 

4 19 

~- Signincanc at th .OS I v I o f confidence; at thi I vel the df -1 = 3. 1. 

Di cipline r f rrals w ere examined in the fourth hypothesis as to 

frequency by grad . The res ult w re cons i t nt for each year, and the number 



y., 

f tud n t ch g r d I rv cl f r ch y ar tud1cd . The"" 

r · ul a r in T b 1 and indic t th t p cial ucation ~ tud n t , at a h 

grd,wr r rred f r disciplin ,·g · · ti f ru 1c n y m r o t n than r gular 

du ti n ud nt . 

bl 4 .3 

Ch, Squar AnaJy I bv G rade 

Gr 

6th 

7th 

th 

e 

1 2-93 

1 93-9 

r d 

l 2- 3 
] 3- 4 

rad 

1 92-93 

1 3- 4 

z2 

.1 

1 .5 

11 .b 

53 .3 

14 .0 

147 . l 

d 

1 

1 

I 

1 

1 

30~ 

301 

29-l 

J l h 

290 

2 1 

. ·o te . S,g nihc nc t th .OS l v I o f conf1 nc ; t th, l1:vel thl' df -1 -= 3. I . 

\\'it h th num r f mp n nt f a h hyp th s i , th chi 

quar ll w d f r mpari n f s tati tic l data of th peci I 

due tion v r us g ular du ati n gr up . s with th c mparis n of 

di ciplin r f rral 
t g ry a f und in Table 4.4, th inf nnation 

pr s nt d inv ]v d a l rg numb r of cat gorie for anaJysis for ach 

h poth i . Th dat al t nded t b consis t nt for both y a s tudied . Th 

r s ulL , ov rall, t nd d t b imilar f r mo t cat gori in ea h hypothesis, 

providing upport for r liabili 
f th r s uJ and th ir anaJy is . 

s was tat d pr vi usly, a slightly diff r nt method was used to set 



Chi 

rdi 
1992-93 
19 3--9 

Di rupti B hi or 
1992-93 
1 3- 4 

Prof nity 
l 2-9 
19 3- 4 

kippin J 
1992-93 
1 3-9 

igh . 
1 3 
1 

W ipon 
1 2- 3 
1 3-94 

Drug / coho! 
1 2- 3 
1993-9 

Bu B ha ior 
1992-93 
1 93-94 

ther 
1 2-93 
1993-

bl .4 

fo r Referral 

50.6 
2 .7 

3 .1 
4 .3 

6 .2 
24 .1 

0 .2 
3 .0 

7 .1 
4 . 

l. l 

6.5 
7.2 

l . 1 

0 

1.1 
3 

3 .6 
. 1 

_Qt_. Sigrufic n t the .OS I vel of onfid nc ; for each, df = 1 ( . 1 ); ~ = 8 7 

(1992-93) and 900 (199 -94). 

• umb r of r ferrals too mall f r anal is 

37 

up the chj square analysis of punishments giv n for misbehavior. This was 



d n 

th r t 

1n abl 

gr up. 

num 

g ro up . 

u n group w r t h high r r rr I rat than th oth r, 

of puni hm n t w uld aJ t b g t r. Th dat , a pr ent d 

Bow f r th,j 

m ch c t g with th t I num 

Uo\ , d f r analysi of puni hmen 

r f puni hm nt for lha t 

in t rm of nsi t ncv of 

n c mp ring th ·a1 ducation nd r gular ducati n 

w r found in thi hyp th i . 

Purushm t 

( r ) 

Waming 

1 2-93 

1 93-9 

1 92- 3 

19 -94 

T bl .5 

In• h l u n ,on 

1 2- 3 

1993-9 

ut of h I u.sp n 10n 

1 92-93 

19 3-9 

.0 

.15 

0 

. I 5 

.07 

2. " 

1.56 

2.94 

0 

1 . 

____!,£. ,gruh nc t th .OS I v I of confid n 

(1992-93) nd 1520 (1 93-94). 

for ach, df - 1 (3. 1 ); - 11 9 

Th n xt tw hyp th f th tud y only c nc rn d p ciaJ education 

h 1v d in tructi n in thr tud nt ' comparing thos o r 
r mor s p cial 

who r c ived f wer than thre . Table 4.6 
ducation cla s per day wi lh th 5 



nt In '- d ta r n lv~i,;, f di iplin • r • crral, for p , -ial edu Jt10n , tud •n t-... 

wh I\' •du ti n rv 1 _ f r t hr c or mo r ' I a · e... p , r d tl y J n d 

th 
in two or '\,· r p •r day . Th ' r •_ult, ind1catl'd a 

ignifi ant diff r ·n in r f rr l in 1 9 - J but not in 19 J-94. ·1 able -1 .7 

onl in th· hj qu r an Iv 1 inform tion f di_ 1plin • reforrc1 b by c.., pl' 1.,11 

du ti n nd r guJ r h or th• c.., tud •nts \\'ho r • ·1ved ll'wl'r 

of p 1 I du ti n I tru t1o n p •r dt1y . ·1 h ' '-L' re..., ult , 

indi at d '-P • ial du ation c.., tud ·nt \\' · r • r ferrl'd c.., igni fi nth· more ottcn b\· . . 

r ·gular du tion t a h •~ th n b\' p i I du ~1tion t ·a h •r.., _ 

., 
z-

l lJ 7 

0 1 qq 

L'I o f conhd ·nn·. to r l'c1 h. d 1 cu~, 1) 

l abl•-t .7 

(_ hi ~qu, r , An lvw, R ",ult ., for Sp ·nc1l l·du at1 0 11 lfr l ·rral --. b,· 

R •fomng T , h r ( 'p •o , I Edu .lhon or R gular l·.ducat10 11 ) 

l 9 2-9 2 .6 

199 - 4 3 .4 17 

h Or I v I of onf1denc ; for each, df igni fi . nee t t . 1 l (1.' I ). 

Th fin I r a f inv ti ga tio n, th m p . ri on of ref rrals by ra c for 

d t h ·t h1· sq ua re nal ' 1s P iaJ du ti n and r g ul r du ti n tu n s, a I . 

r ult Ii t d in bl h d a ta r fl t th finding tha t ther was a 

ig nifi ant di ff r nc in r f rral ra t f Bla k sp i I du ation and regula r 
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du a t i n tud n in 1 2- 3 bu th r \\' n igniftcant d i.ff r nc in 1q93_ 

. F r ch oth r r a th r wa a ignificant diff r n in r fe rral rat 

b t\\' n p ci I du ti n and regular due ti n tud nt , w ith fX'Cia l 

du tud n r f rr d mor o t n for all r c pt H i~ pani . For that 

r c r gul r ducation tud n w r r f rr d ignificantly m r of t n than 

ial due tion tud nt in b tudi d . Furth r, th r ,,. r n 

s ian tud nt r c iving p cial educati n rVl 

Tabl 

Rae 

(Ye r ) 

Anal 

Bl ck 

1992-93 

3- 4 

Whit 

199 - 3 

1 93- 4 

Hi pani 
19 2-93 

199 - 4 

19 2-93 

1 9 - 4 

4 .7 

1. 

1 9 .7 

.7 

4 .4 

in 1 92- 3. 

by Racr 

7 

6 

7 1 

04 

7 

I l 

18 

_2L. igru harnce at th .OS l v I of confid nc ; fo r aJI, df = l (3 . 1d) . t d t 

Un ble to '-- n1 d sine th r w r no s 1aJ1 speciaJ e u ca h on s u n s • Cakulahon LI'\;' 

dunng th 19 2-9 chool ar. 

ummary 

ull Hypothe is 

Th null hypoth s t t d th r is no s ta tis tira l diff r n e b tw n the 



fr ·qu ·n · ,nth " .L-. h ..__ p a·at cat n t d t t· d h lU .:, u 10 . u en .., dfl' fl' l'ITl' tu t l ' pn ncip,11 ·..., 

off, · or d1..,oplin • mpar d to r •gul r ·du ation . tudenh at R1 ch\·1e\\· 

. fiddle . hc.. I. ·r h <, t ti ti I nah·_ ,.., omparing the trequ •ncy o l rell'rra l.., nt 

"P ·ci I du ati n ·tud nt \\"ith r"'gular du ati n s tudenh \'i Id •d data th<lt 

r 'I' t ·d th, .., hy >th 1 . In mo t a~e , pe ial •ducatwn ·tudenh \H' rt' 

r ·f ·rr d to th· Jff1 · for d1 ophn · mor • oft n than r ·gular education 

.., tud ·nt . I h · hi ~quar · an ly j.., at the .OS I ' \ 'el of c.,1g rnf1 ·c1n l' ,,·1th I· being 

gr ·atrr th n 3 . 1 ore ch analp,t'>, a ~ignih ant d1ff ·r n · in the ln•quency of 

r •f •rral<. w .., f >und f >r th · oth ·r hypo th ~ ,.., • ept tor number" t \\'l) 

(t requency of r •f ·rrc1J.., for f •ma le .., tud •nh) and l1v<.' (fr --quenc-y ot 

puni .., hm •nh g1 ·en ). I h ,.., · t\\·o hyp lth ~ • .., \\'l're ac · ·pt ·d tor both ye .. H ..., . 

l'ort1on.., o oth •r hypolh ~~ ,,· •re al ..,o a ept ·d , in luding the frl'qu ·ncy ol 

rd •rra) .., fur .., tudl•nh tl'gon/l'd J "- <, l,..1pping ..,chool (both 1 Llll2-Lll and I lllll -

Y-l ). '-t ludenh r •f<.•rrl'd for". •.1pon.., (14q -93), ~tudent -.. rl'fl'rred for drug ..., or 

al ol·wl (1941-94 ), "> tud •nh n f ·rred tor bu , b •ha,·1or ( I Yl./2 -Lll). ..., tudenh ,,·ho 

\\' •n· in -..pc 1al •ducation I ~.., ,.._ part -tinw ver._ u .., tull -t1me ( IYYl-ll-t ). and 

r •f •rral -.. of Bia k <., lud •nh ( 1Y 1 -94 ). f \ ' n " ·ith the~· I<.•,,· <.'\n·pt1on ...,, the 

ovl·n,·h •lming majontr of th • data ~upport ·d r ·jection of th null 

hypoth •<,i'-> . In mo<, l .., ,.,, , •pt for tho.., · m •ntioned above, the dc:itJ \\' c.l '-

ons i · t •nt for b Jth y •arc;, s tudi d . 



H:\PTER s 
umm nclu i n , and R c mm ndat1on ..., 

_ umman· 

In rd r t m int in n n ironm n c mdua e to I rnmg 1n an\· 
. ch I, di ciplin mu t b m int in d . Thi i don · · .., f '-1n a vanrl~· o \\' y. , 110m 

lf-d1 ciplin to disciplin ry m a ur b mg imp . d by t ach ~ or 

admini tr On o th mo t critical t m th di iplin · of tud nt ,~ 

th p d f 1m 

1mpo •d. This faim 

play a p rt in th r 

ncy with which d1 ciplin ry me <;ur ~ ar · 

v r, an b m1t1g l d by oth r fac tor~ \\'hi h ma:, 

ns f r mis h vior. Th• 1t m!-. mu l al ) be dec1lt 

,,·1th in ord •r t n_ ur , th1 

mv 1g t • th fr qu ncy f d1 aplin r f rrab f tud •nt r • 1ving !-. p •c1<1l 

d u a ti n r\' 1 c 

~p a I ·due t1on s 

du a ti n tud nt 

mp r d to th tud nt who do n t r ' c iv• Jn\' 

s. ·1 h1 -, c;tud\· ugg l d that, in gen •ral, ~p ·oc1l 

lot J gr up t nd t b r f rr~ to th admirns trJtion 

for di" 1plln m r oft •n than tho., tud nh \\'ho ar' not in ~p .. 1 I 

·du tion la c;e 

A b dv of curr nt lit •r lur \\' · r vi w d l inv tigat th prob] m 

b tt r. It indi t d th t t ch r attitud s t \\' rd p •cial ducation s tudenb in 

th r gul ducati n s r m t nd to n ga ti v . Furth r, t h r · w re 

m r ljk I t r f r low hi ving tud nt w ith p or b havior fo r p cial 

educ ti n t s ting than I \\! hi vin tud n t with g od b havior. )th r 

lit r tur indi t d a d fini t p tt rn f high r r te of ju venile d linqu ncv 

for sp c1 I due tion v us r gular duca ti n hildr n . Th pr s nt s tudy 

was c nduct d to add t th lit ratur inv ·tiga ting th r lation hip b tw en 

s hool di ciplin r f rrals and p cial edu ati n tud nt . . 
The mpirical portion of this study inv lved all di sciplin r ferrals a t 



Rjch 1 \ ', 'ddl h I d ur in g th 1 2 - 3 n d 1 -94 chool ~- ar .. The 

h I p pu lati n o r a h v r wa appro ima t ly 00 tud n , with lightly 

f w r than 100 s tud nt h b · ac v r in id ntifi d a sp cial ducat1on 

s ud nt . R f rral w r an lyz d a to frequ ncv by 

pun.is hm nts gi n, numb r of p ciaJ due tion cla 

, grad I v I, off n.s 

, r fe rring teacher, 

and rac . Th data \\' r analvz ing th chi squar m thod t th .05 I vcl 

f c nfid nc Thi all w d f r ith r c ptanc or r · cti n of ach null 

hyp th i . 

Th bas i · for thi · tud\· w . d riv d bv a . arch of pr v1ou ~ tudie to 

d t nnm if sp cial du ation tud nt ar r f rr d f r di_ciplin, mor , of ten 

than r gula r •du a ti n . tud nt c, in th nation '~ s hoob , I though no o ther 

s tud i u5ing thi d sign \\' 'r und , o th r r lat d tu d1e did indicate poor 

r gula r ducati n t · h r ttitud s l wa rd p cial ducation s tudent~ in their 

cl ss s (Si g I, 1 2) and that sp cial due tion ~tud nts hav a high r rate of 

juv nil d linqu ncv th n r gular ducati n tud ' n t. (Hardman, 1979; 

i o r ki, 19 1 ). ·urth r, th r arch indicat d that on primary d t nninant 

f \\'h th r I w achi vmg ·tud nt is r f rr d f r p ial education t s ting or 

no t is th hild ' b h vior. Thos tud nt \-Vith poor b havior.; w re r f rred 

fo r t s ting mor oft n than th s w ith good b h vior (\V olaskj, 1 93) . The 

c n Ju i ns f thi s tudy \'\' r bas d n th dat coll t d from two chool 

y rs at Richvi w liddl h I. 

cc rding to th analysis f ch hypoth is, th chi squar anal ysis 

r s ul s tablish d from th t ting r main · d s tati tically clos in most areas 

for ach y ar xamin d in this tudy. ach hyp th sis was tested by chi 

squar analysis at th .OS lev l of significanc . For the fir t hypothesis the 



alv i r J ct d th null h ·p h0 ,· or h 
'° t y ar tudi d . The r., ·ulh 

mdic a ignifi n di f in th fr qu n ,· f p cial du ati n and 

r gul r du t1 n d1 ·plm r f rraJ ' with p cial ducati n tuden s ·mg 

r f rr d , pr p rti nall , , m r ft n 1"\..: It th · 
. rn r u , pnma.ry tmding of thJ s 

tudy, pr b I f r th r t f thi r ar h. 

Th hyp th which t d th r f rr f ial ducati n and 
r guJar due n tud n by pr .d d mi, d , y nsi . tent, result . 

• fal - P ci I due ti n tud nt w r r f rr d f r di ciplin ·igni i ntly 

mor ft nth n r gul r du a ti n ma} s during b thy nr~ studic>d . The nu ll 

hy poth is f r mal . was thu F r mal , h w ver, th r \\'as no 

significant diff r nc in th r qu ncy r f rral of p cial and r gular 

du ti >n . tud nt . Thi · finding , c ch ~: ar, prov1d d 

c ptan f th nu U hyp th i . 

·r h f urth hyp th i , b ing nsi t nt with hypo th si~ on •, rc j ct d 

th null h ·poth . i in all Thi. hypoth ' i<; amin ·d r ,f 'ITc b b~· grade 

I v ·I. An ly i. pro 1d d r ult which r j 

grd lvlfr h ar . tudi d . ln all a 

d th null hyp th s i~ for ach 

p CT 1 du ation stud nts w re 

r f rr d ignifican tl _ m r fr qu ntl th n r gul r ducat10n stud nts. 

P rh p th m t t n iv analy i in thi tudy was that of th fi fth 

hyp th 

tud 

Thi d alt \,vj th th fr qu ncy of r f rral by ff n . For thi 

\'\' r analyz d for both tudied . Th re ult \\' r 

quit con is t nt, with th null hypoth sis ing r j ct d for both y ar · in th 

ar of tardi , di ruptiv b havi r, di ob di n , di r p ct, profanity, 

fighting, and " th r" . 1n ch f th e ca s, sp iaJ edu ation s tud nts wer 

ref rr d significantly more oft n than r gular du tion s tud nt . In r gard 

to skipping clas , th null hypoth i was accepted for bothy a studi d , 



ba d n analv i ult which i.ndi t d no 1gnific nt d1 f •r nee in th e' 

fr qu no \ith whi h ·aJ and r gular ducati n tud nts \\' r r ferred 

in hj cat g ry . For the categ ri of w ap ns and drugc;/ alcohol there wa, 

not n ugh d ta t d a r liabl <i.naly is for both y , 0 nlv on vear for 

ach \ ·a includ . Th analy · of requ ncy of r rraJ for\\' p ns during 

th 1992- 3 s h l Y ar \ · such to a pt th null hypoth i . Li wis , the 

data f r r f rral for drug and aJcohol during th 1 3- 4 , cho I v ar show d 

no ~ignific nt di r nc , providing ace ptance of th nuU hypoth - j~ for that 

c t ·gory bo. 

Th analv i of punishm nt gi v n by th ad mini tration to students 

provid d r suit which 

cc1t gory and for both y 

r imilar f r ch po · ibl puni hm nt . For each 

, th· null hypoth · w pted that th r wa_ 

no s ignificant dif r nc in th fr qu ncy f puni hm •nts . Thi ., indicat d 

con is t ncy in th· di iplin dminj t r d by th , dminj~trahon. 

Th an lysi of hypothe • sev n and ight pr vid ·d mi ed rL·s ul t-, . 

For 1992- 3, th chi sq uar r ults indic a ignih ant di.ff ren e in th ra te 

fr f rral ., f part da: nd who! d y cial education tud nh. ·n. ' 

s tud nts in p ci, I du ati n la. s few r than lhr 

r fe rr d with ignifi antly m r fr qu ncy than p cial ducation s tudents 

r m r cla s p r da , thu r j cti.ng th null hypoth is. In 

1993-94, h w v r, th r wa n ignihcan t diif r nc and th null hypothes is 

was ac pt d . 

B th y stud i d in regard to th t ach who referr d th par t d ay 

s p cial education s tud nt yi Id d imilar r u lts . Th r \-\'as a significant 

differ nc in th fr q u ncy w ith sp cial duca ti n and r gula r ed uca bon 

h f d Pe~"' l d uca tion tud nts who had few r than three special teac e rs r · rr s '-"'" 



➔ t1 

ducati >n I ~ P da_·. R gul r ducat1on ll..:'acher.., reterred the ...,L· ...,tudenh 

ignihc ntly mor o t n, thu th• null hypothesi~ \\'a~ rei , t •d . r h, ._ 
1
~ 

ons1 t nt \\'ith th . 1 g I (1 
) hndmg that r gular duc<1t1on teacher..., h.l J 

mor r cting ttitud t ,,. rd th ir main~tr -'amed learning hand1c.:ipp ,d 

tud nt . 

Th final hyp th i , r f •rral by rac •, p rovid •d n•...,ulb that \\'l' re in 

!in with th pr v1 u r <, uJt <-, . for white tud •nh, the null hypolhL"-, i-.. ,,·J-.. 

rei t ·d ca h tim . \\'hit !, cial du ation c, tudent .., wen• rd •rr •d with 

signific ntI: gp t r r qu ncy th, n whit regular •du ation .., tudent ..., I hL· 

..,am· wa-; tru for Bia c., tud •nt .., during the 1442 .. <.(1 ..,chool ~-e.:ir, in ,,·hich thl' 

null h~·p th •c., i.., w r •ject ·d . In 1441-4-t tho ugh, th· nul l hypoth . ., ,..., ,,·.1 -.. 

JC ·pted as 1t was found th •re \\'a .., no ..,1gni i ant d1ff ·r •n e in the frequency ot 

rd ·rrab of Bia k "P cial •du at10n and Black. regul,1r education ... tudenh. 

R. .,f ·r ral fr ·qu ·n y for I J,.., pani .., tudenb w ·r ' a bit di fferent. \\hilt-the nu ll 

hypoth •~i~ wa., r j • d a h tim ·, it wa.., dont.• -..o bt·cau ..,e I l1-.. pt1ni -. pc iJI 

•du at ion .., tud •nt .., w •r • rd •rr ·d .., ,gni i c:1ntl y /c,, oll<.' n than I fi.., p,1111c 

r ·gular •du ation tud nt 'i . ·1 h' r •.· ult '> for .\ ~i n ~tudenh \\'e re limited lo 

th, 199)-94 ~ hool , . ar c, in th · r ' w •re no :\~1an ~p ial educ.1t1on ~tudenh 

a t Ri hvi ,,,· \l iddl S ho I during th• 1992-93 hool y ·ar. ·1 h ' S(' r ·suit~ 

r J t d th null hyp th is a A ian p ial ,,du a tion ~lud ·nh were referred 

ign ifi ntly mor · ft n th n g uJa r du ah n s tud nts . 

· h • finding from thi tud y m t upp rt the litc ratur r 'vie,,·cd . 

ial ducation tud nt t nd t b d for di ci pline mor ' frequently 

than r gul r due ti n tud nt . Thi an b trac d to veral fa ctors found in 

th lit r tur and upp rt din th s finding . T a h r att itud es s m to play 

a Jarg r J in why stud nt are r f rr d (Si gel, 1 92) . Furth r, as s tated in 



\\ ola 

pr bl m 

3 tud , t ach r r f r lo\\' ach.i Vlng tud n · \\'ith b hav1or 

r p ci l du ti ft n th n l w h.i v r with g d 

ha 1 r . Thi could gr ti cc un t r th gr at r f pc 1al 

due tion di ciplin r f rraJ h r factor to c id red is that 

47 

ducati n tud nt m to g t int tT ubl m r ft n, ,..,.h th r in or out o f 

hool (Hardman, 197 ; i r ·, 1 1 ). \\ ith all thj TT rating 

inf rmati n, th fa t r m ins th t ff h way lati.ng d ddr ing 

th mappr priat b tud nt , p c iaJly cial du a tio n ·tud nt c:. , 

n d to ught . 

An naJy i ci 1 du ti n tud nt. r 

r f rr d f r di ciplin m r • ft n than r gul r du t1 n tud nts . The 

foll w1ng r c mm nd ti \V r mad a a r _ult f th.i . tud y: 

1. That r plicati n f Hu studv b admini. t r with oth r 

p pul ti ns; 

2. That r plication f th.i . tud dmini v r I 

gr up f tu d n t in ngi ludin 1 tud 

3. That s tudy b m d in th ar viU - 1 ntg m ry unty · hool 

m in rd r to valuat th ff ct t ach r attitud to\vard p •ciaJ 

ducation s tud nt h v in r g rd t d i iplin r f rrals; 

b s t bli h d t th individ ual school 
4. That int rv nti n pr gram 

l v 1 f r pe ial du ti n tud nt , p iall b y , to addr appr priate 

b havi r; 

s. That th implications of thi tudy 

ins titutions and t publi chools f r furlher r 

mad availabl to teach r 

ar h. 
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Tu : Cn.i itv f Jabama . (ERi Document 

R pr ducti n r ic . ·o. D 304 507. 

Bartl tt, L. (1 9). Disciplining handicap tudents : L gal ic;s u •s in light o f 

H nig o . E c phonal C hjldr n, 22{4), 357-, 

ducation L w n t r (1 d C hildr~n . 

. T (ERi · D cument R production rv1c . D 261 479) 

Ellis, J. lJ r, D. (1 3). D1 · plining h nd1Capp ~d tud n : .·\n 

ad minis tr tor's dil mrna. 

Gold n, D . . (1 3 ). i ciplin of tud nt \\ith disabihti •~: A d c1s10n-

rn mg m d I f r pnncip 

In.-, titut , In . 

\ f ontgom ry C unty Public ~· h I , D partm ' n t of Fdu c1tional 

c ountability . (ERIC f) cum nt R pr du lion: ·rvi e . ·o EU 

309 4). 

H rt n, J. L. (1993) . Disciplin after H onig v. D : Exp lling th d isab led 

s tud nt . In School Law in R 3 (pp. 10- 1-10-10) . Al xandria, 

V a tio n a l ho I Boa rd . ociation. 

g ), J. (1992) . R g u la r duca tion t ach 'a ttitu d s and behaviors toward 

th ir m ains tr am d I rning ha ndi app d stud nts (I octo ra l 

di ss rta tion, ruv ity of aliforru a, Los ng I , 1992). D isse rta tion 
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r 1, J. B. " aming Di rd r and th Ju ru·1 J •; · t " U uC ~ \' . m . 

m r 1 1): 742-747 . 

___ __,;....,g,.:_;~;:;;;,;;,,_;,,,:;;;..__:_.:..;:..;.;..,r;:...:;;..;:..:...::..:..:::...:.:.:~.:::.....!.~~~~- (1 9)). Clar s vi I 1 ", T . 1
: 

ill -~1ontg m ':' o unh_, • _, q h l ~-v _ t m . 

\\'a gn r , . L (1 9 ) . Th itud inal tr n ition s tud ·. P lo Alto, 

: _ tan r h lnshtut 

\\.al H l . r , . . . , t 1 ) .. Iiddl s h I b havioral 

\\' 

pr fil of anti ocial nd t-ri contr I b vs: d scripbv' nd pr dict1ve 

(1 93) . actor which ma · d i fe r ntiat betw n low 

du v r r f rr d to ~p i I du a t i n nd low a hi v r:; not r f ~rred 

( octo r l di ·s rt ti n, &lsl n C U g , 1 2) . ,;..;.r ..:.;is_· ..:;..;_;........;;,.;__,;_._;___b_st_r,_c1 c_t_, 

Int 1, S}, 173-t\ . 

\\'olff, P. H ., \\' b r, ., B u ·rm •i c;t r, . I., ' h n, C., F rl-wr, I . (1g '2) . Thl' 

n •urop y holog1 al ~ta lu!-1 f c dol ·~ ·nt d ·linqu ·nt bo~•s. journa l of 
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J unc 1 , 1 4 

. 1r . I avid E. B r 
Dir• tor of _ hool ., 

Cl r svill -. f ontg m 'f)' C unty _ ho I . v -. tem 
501 I- ran Ii n . tr t 

I r ill , T nn ~- 37 0 

lJ r . 1 r. B r : 

I am curr •ntly nr II d in an d u ation I r •c:, ar h ·I s.., at . ustin J>eav ~late 
·niv r ity . Th d . ign of th· cl ~., i a .,._.mtnar / p ra t1cum fo rmat. i hL' 

pra ti um will in olv pr ducing a ri •Id ~tudy of inde~·nd ·n t re~carch 
wi thin th du llonal ·tting ( th · ho I ":·-.. tl'm . Thi-.. 1..., thl' ftnc1l 
r quir ·m •nt in btaining my Ed .. . d ·gr~· in .-\dmini tration and 
. up rv1 <, J0n . 

Th· r .., • r h I plan t m u t tnvolv ..., analy'>1.., of c.; udcn t d1.., 1pline rl'fcrraJ .._ 
fr rt \ · ),. r'> at I hvi '\\' . lid<llc _ ·hool .. o tud •nt name..., \\'ill lw Ll..,L.d 111 
th• <, ludy nd mpl t onf1d ·nt1 lily \\'ill b · maint inl'd at all time~. I hi" 
\\'ill c,1 mpl~· b • p riod of g th ·ring -; t,1t1 -, t1 al data for anal:·.,i.., in m:· -.; tud:·· 

. fy do um nt.ition \\'ould b •gin 1mm •d1at ly and \\'ould tak • appro , im,1 tcl:· 
t\\', month., . J hav • alrc d~· · ,nt,ct ·d \ tr . Jo· I . \\'illiam., ,tnd h,l\' l' rL'Cl'i\·ed 
hi .., on.., ·nt and oop ·ration \\'ith thi c.; . 

·1 h1 .., .... tud y <;hould providl· m • with a aluable ll'.irning •,p ·ricnce \\·h1k 
making contribu tion to th• ., he I ..,)' t •m and the field of educational 
know ledg . If you ha • c1ny qu ·s tion .., or " ·ould Ii to di .., u .,.., thi .., furthl'r , 
p l • s >n ta t m . 

Sine ·r ·ly, 

\ \' illi m . \Vin t r 
Prin ip I 
K nw ood 1iddl hoo l 
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