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ABSTRACT 

The problem of this study was to analyze special 

education costs relative to the total educational costs of a 

school district. Special education costs were examined from 

the perspect i ve that speci al ized services for handi capped 

students constitute only a subset of a large variety of 

education offerings available to students. 

The purpose of this study was to identify the costs 

for special education and regular education in selected 

Arizona school districts, including costs for administra-

tion, instruction, instruction support, and operations. 

In addition, this study examined the cost relationships 

that existed among pupil-teacher ratios, teacher salary 

schedules, and teacher training and experience for special 

education programs. This type of information should allow 

for the development of finance formul as for speci al educa-

tion that will ,provide the level of financing required 

to ensure that ample resources are available to provide 

appropriate educational services for the handicapped. 

This study examined the costs for 9 types of regular 

educa t i on programs and 10 cat egor i es of handi capped stu-

dents. The school districts studied included 14 elementary 

1· ., .. 
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districts, 4 high school districts, and 10 unified dis-

tricts. This sample of school districts comprised over 50% 

of the total statewide special education enrollment for the 

1977-78 school year. 

The results of this study indicated that extensive 

cost variations existed for both regular and special educa

t i on programs. The highest cost for a regul ar educa t i on 

program was $7,532 for a high school program for industrial 

arts/home economics. The lowest cost for a regul ar educa

tion program was $818 for high school language arts. The 

highest cost for a special education program was $5,674 for 

a resource program for visually handicapped students. The 

lowest cost for a special education program was $235 for a 

resource program for speech handicapped students. The 

impacts of pupil-teacher ratio, teacher salary schedule, 

and teacher training and experience were established for 

resource programs for 

self-contained programs 

speech handicapped students and for 

for the trainable mentally handi-

capped. The impact of pupil-teacher ratio was the most 

extensive factor in causing cost variations in both of the 

programs studied. However, the impact of teacher sal ary 

schedule and teacher training and experience were major 

factors in individual cases. 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

With increasing demands being placed on educational 

funding sources, the need for effective methods to analyze 

special education costs becomes a most critical issue. 

Legislators, educators, and taxpayers are demanding more 

precise information about the costs of speci al education 

programs. 

that will 

Systems of cost accounting must be provided 

allow for the analysis of special education 

expenditures among each of the program components. 

Interest in the cost of special education programs 

has been generated at both the state and federal levels. 

The National Educational Finance Study of Public Education, 

initiated by the United States Office of Education in 1968, 

reccmmended that all states develop data on the costs of 

speci al education programs for exceptional ch i 1 d ren. The 

Rand Corporation, under a grant from the United States 

Office of Education, recently completed a nationwide study 

of the cost of special education for a selected sample 

of school districts. In addition, Arizona Revised Stat

utes, Title 15, Section 236.A, requires the Department of 

1 
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Education to complete a cost study of special education 

every 2 years. 

Statement of the Problem 

To provide a context within which to analyze special 

education costs, it seemed that special education should be 

examined from the perspective that specialized services for 

handicapped students constitute only a subset of a large va

riety of educational programs provided by school districts. 

When special education costs are viewed from the perspective 

that special education programs are only a subpart of a 

variety of educational offerings available to students, a 

basis for judging the adequacy and extent of cost variations 

can be established. The problem of identifying cost varia

tions among special education programs can be completed best 

by exami ni ng spec ial education cos t vari at ions as part of 

the 1 arger issue of measur ing var i at ions among the to tal 

educational offerings of a school district. Therefore, a 

ITl a j ,) r g Gal 0 f t his stu d Y was t 0 a n a 1 y z e s pee i ale due at ion 

costs relative to the total costs of a school district. 

Purpose of the Study 

Three questions were addressed in this study: 

1. What are the costs for special education and 

reg u 1 are due a t ion pro gram sin s e 1 e c ted A r i z 0 n a s c h 0 0 1 

districts? 



2. What are the di fferences, 

costs of administration, instruction, 

and operations of speci al education 

programs and services? 

3 

if any, between the 

instruction support, 

and regular education 

3. What are the cost relationships that exist 

among pupil/teacher ratios, teacher 

teacher training and experience 

programs? 

sal ary schedul es, and 

for special education 

Significance of the Problem 

Information on the factors that affect the cost of 

special education programs shoul d ai d school of f ici als in 

pI anning and eval ua t i ng education servi ces for handicapped 

students. 

Cost data on special education programs as compared 

to regular education programs should help to determine the 

level of financing required to ensure ample resources to 

provide for appropriate educational services for the handi

capped. Also, comprehensi ve i nforma t i on in th is area wi 11 

permit the development of finance formulas that ~ill enhance 

t he equal iza t ion 0 f t ax burden among school di st r ict s for 

both special education and regular education services. 

Limitations 

The results of this study will be dependent upon the 

par tic u:1 arc 0 s tea t ego r i e S , an:1.:1 y sis tee h n i q 11 e S , a 11 d S amp 1 e 
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characteristics unique to this particular study. Therefore, 

these factors must be considered when examining the informa

tion obtained from this review. 

Program quality, as measured by the extent to which 

specific educational goals have been met, is not addressed 

in this study. Therefore, any questions on the cost-effec

tiveness of special education programs are not answered. 

Since this study analyzed only state-funded special 

educa tion programs, two cost categories were excluded from 

the investigation. At the time of this study Arizona 

provided no state funds specifically for capital outlay for 

handicapped students or funds for the additional costs 

involved in transporting handicapped students. 

Definition of Terms 

Administration: Activities concerned with estab-

lishing and administering district policies and directing 

and managing the operations and finances of the entire 

school system. Salaries of personnel who report to the 

superintendent or an assistant superintendent, and whose 

responsibilties are district-wide, should be coded to the 

administration function when the principal is also a dis

trict administrator. In this case, the salary should be 

prorated between the administration function (loa) and the 

instruction support function (300) (Arizona Auditor General, 

1975). 
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Cost accounting: The method of accounting that pro

vides the assembling and recording of all costs incurred 

to accompl ish a purpose, to carryon an act i vi ty or opera

tion, or to complete a unit of work or a specified task. 

Instruction: Activi ties dealing directly wi th the 

teaching of pupils, or the interaction between teachers and 

pupils. Included here are the activities of aides or assis

tants who directly assist in the instructional process and 

intramural activities (Arizona Auditor General, 1975). 

Instruction support: Activities that provide tech

nical, personal (such as guidance and health), and logisti

cal support to facilitate and enhance instruction. Salaries 

of support personnel who report to a principal, and whose 

responsibilities are limited to a particular school or 

several schools should be coded to an instruction support 

function. Include here principals, attendance, library, and 

interscholastic activities (Arizona Auditor General, 1975). 

Operation: Activities concerned with the operation 

and maintenance of all internal school services. Included 

here are physical plant care and upkeep, cafeteria services, 

staff housing, and other activities that deal with providing 

internal support services. Include here maintenance, lunch 

room, and overhead costs that are not allocated to all 

functions (Arizona Auditor General, 1975). 

Special education: ~,i ea ns 

environmental factors, modifications 

the adjustment of the 

of school curricula, 
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and adapt at ion of teach ing methods , materials, and tech

niques to provide educationally for children who are gifted 

or handicapped to such an extent that they do not profi t 

from the regular school curricula or need special educa

t ion services in order to prof it. Di fficul ty in wr i t ing, 

speak i ng, or und ers t an ding the Engl i sh 1 anguage due to 

environmental background wherein a language other than 

English is spoken primarily or exclusively shall not be 

considered a sufficient handicap to require special educa

tion (Arizona Revised Statutes 15-1011). 

Summary 

This chapter has presented the need for adequate 

information concerning the cost of education programs for 

the handicapped. In the chapters that follow, an examina

tion was conducted and information was presented on cost 

variation among both regular and special education programs. 

The speci al educa t i on program costs analyzed co rresponded 

TO the 1 egal cat egor ies for speci al educa t i on in Ar izona. 

These 10 legal categories were divided further into resource 

and self-contained delivery systems, with these systems 

being the major delivery systems for educating handicapped 

students in the state. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Introduction 

Studies of the cost of special education are rather 

recent in the literature (Rossmiller, 1974). Consistently, 

studies have indicated that special education services for 

except ional chi 1 dren are expensive programs, a conc 1 usion 

that was evident even before systematic studies of special 

education programs were initiated. Despite this conclusion 

that special education programs are expensive, such programs 

may be, in the long run, sound investments. 

The reasoning behind this seemi ngly con trad i ctory 

set of conclusions has been stated as follows: 

From the point of view of the state and society it 
is economically sound to educate the retarded child. 
It is less costly to provide a special education 
program that will enable these persons to care for 
themselves either partially or totally than it is 
to support them on public relief or in institutions 
for the feebleminded or the delinquent. (Kirk & 
Johnson, 1951, p. 6) 

In support of this view, Gene Hensley, Director, Handicapped 

Children's Education Project, observed that: 

When it comes to the education of handicapped 
children, it is time to accept one proven fact: 
whi Ie speci al educa t ion programs can be expensi ve, 
educating the handicapped can be cost beneficial. 
(Education Commission of the States, 1974) 

7 
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A second, and perhaps more profound, reason for spending 

money on the education of the handi capped may be posi ted. 

This justification rests on the inherent requirement that a 

democracy be composed of an enlightened citizenry for, with 

an educated populace, growth not only of the individual but 

of society is enhanced. A famous federal court decision re-

flected this viewpoint in the rationale of its controversial 

decision. The opinion n~ted: 

"The pivotal position of education to success in 
American society and its essential role in opening 
up to the individual the central experiences of our 
cuI ture lend it an importance that is undeniable." 
••. Thus, education is the lifeline of both the 
individual and society.2 

2Serrano v. Priest, 5 Cal. 3d 584, 96 Cal Rptr. 
601, 487 O.2d 1241 (1971). For a similar argument 
see Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka 347 U.S. 
483, 74 S.Ct. 686, 98 L.ED. 873 (1954). 

McLure incorporated this argument to serve as an assumption 

for his study of special education in the state of Illinois. 

He stated: 

The fulfillment of all individual needs is the most 
important idea that will shape future fiscal poli
c ies in speci al eauca t ion, and in all other phases 
of education. Thus education is potentially one of 
the greatest growth enterprises in this nation, 
despi te the current decrease in school population. 
(McLure, 1975, p. 7) 

Proceeding from the assumptions that expenditures for 

special education are desirable, several types of studies 

attempting to identify the variation of costs among programs 

are of interest. 



Cost Studies in Special Education--Cost 
Index System 

9 

With the assumption of excess costs of special edu-

cation being justified, studies have attempted to identify 

the variation in these costs. On a national scale, the most 

significant studies were undertaken as part of a total study 

of the cost of education that was entitled the National 

Education Finance Project. This project was the first 

comprehensive national study of school finance in over 35 

years (Johns, Alexander, & Rossmiller, 1969). The two 

studies from the project that related specifically to costs 

of special education programs were done by Rossmiller, Hale, 

and Frohreich (1970) and McLure and Pence (1970). Each of 

these studies developed a cost index for the programs under 

study. The cost index was a ratio of the cost of programs 

for exceptional children to the cost of programs for regular 

students. The data from these studies were utilized in a 

similar study by Bentley (1970) in which he examined the 

nat U j' e and con sis ten c y 0 f the cos t d iff ere n t i a 1 s t hat 

existed between the programs for exceptional students and 

regular students. 

The study by Rossmiller et ale (1970) involved a 

select sample of 24 school systems from California, Florida, 

Texas, New York, and Wisconsin. These states and the spe-

cific schools were selected by a group of special education 

exper t S to be compreh ens i ve progr arns tlla t were p rovi ding 



services for all categories of handicapped children. 

10 

Also 

considered in the selection was an attempt to account for 

various social, economic, and demographic aspects of school 

districts. 

Recent studies by Sorenson (1973) and Clemmons 

(1974) developed information on costs of special education 

programs in selected school districts. Clemmons used six 

school districts in Minnesota, and Sorenson used seven 

school systems in 111 inoi s. Both of these project s used 

techniques similar to the earlier studies by Rossmiller 

et ale (1970) and McLure and Pense (1970). 

Cost Variations--Cost Index System 

All of these studies have found that vast expendi

ture vari at ion exi st s among programs for except ional ch il

d ren. Henderson (1974, p. 32) summarized the i dent i fi ed 

differences into four areas: (a) between states, based on 

different def ini ti ons of cat egor ies, st andards established 

for each kind of program, etc.; (b) between school districts 

for the same kind of program; ec) between different types of 

programs in the same districts; and (d) between cost ratios 

(special-to-regular) per program and district. Table 1 is a 

summary of cost variations from the study by Rossmiller et 

al. (1970). The Rossmiller et al. (1970) study demonstrated 

the wide variations that existed among expenditures for 

various programs. In an analysis of the cost variations, 



Table 1 

Low, Mean, and High Expenditures per Pupil, from 
Rossmiller, Hale, and Frohreich (1970) 

Program 

Gifted ••••••••••••••• 0 ••••••••••••• 

Educable ........................... 

Trainable ................... ., ...... 

Hearing impaired ................... 

Visually impaired .................. 

Physically handicapped ............. 

Speech ............................. 

Specific learning disabilities 

Emotionally disturbed .............. 

~Iul tiply handicapped ............... 

Low 
($) 

548 

708 

562 

533 

872 

713 

541 

850 

804 

1,339 

Expenditure 

High 
($) 

872 

2,358 

2,657 

4,671 

9,105 

4,210 

1,027 

2,874 

6,982 

2,830 

11 

Mean 
($) 

759 

1,316 

1,532 

2,067 

2,448 

2,197 

794 

1,703 

2,510 

2,013 
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only programs for educable and trainable retarded were 

consistent when a comparison was made between the levels of 

spending by a district and its regular program and the level 

of spending for special education (Bentley, 1970). 

Wide variations in expenditures also existed in the 

Sorenson (1973) study. Table 2 is a summary of the findings 

from the Sorenson (1973) study. Vast variations were also 

found in other studies conducted in New York State in 

1967-68 and in Rochester, New York, in 1967-68 (Polley, 

1968; Rochester Board of Education, 1968). Other states 

have completed some forms of state-wide studies of special 

education costs (Rossmiller, 1974). 

In the Clemmons (1974) study, costs of five delivery 

systems were obtained for different areas of exceptionality. 

The delivery systems were regular classrooms with a special 

consultant, regular classroom with an itinerant teacher, 

regular classroom wi th a resource room, part-time special 

education classroom, and a self-contained special education 

classroc·m. Cos ts fo r the di fferent del i very systems were 

calculated. Table 3 displays the median costs for special 

education programs. Program costs ranged from a high of 

$7,032 per pupil to a low of $1,397 for a regular classroom 

wi th an it ineran t teacher. All five del i very syst ems were 

characterized by vast expenditure variation. Table 4is a 

summary of cost variations from the study by Clemmons 

(1974). 



Table 2 

Low, Mean, and High Expenditures per Pupil, 
from Sorenson (1973) 

13 

Expenditure 

Program 
Low 
($) 

Educable mentally handicapped •.•... 1,336 

Trainable mentally handicapped 1,557 

Socially maladjusted .............. . 885 

Learning dsisabilities 1,528 

Emotionally disturbed 2,814 

Visually impaired 1,926 

Hard of hearing 1,797 

Dea f .............................. . 1,979 

Physically handicapped 2,366 

Multiply handicapped .............. . 2,283 

High 
($) 

1,852 

2,289 

1,668 

1,774 

5,225 

2,913 

2,421 

2,952 

3,451 

3,660 

Mean 
($) 

1,508 

2,042 

1,357 

1,915 

3,587 

2,324 

2,064 

2,265 

2,758 

3,133 



Table 3 

Median Per-Pupil Cost of Five Delivery Systems, 
from Clemmons (1974) 

Delivery System 

Reg~lar classroom with special 
consul tant ......................... . 

Regular classsroom with itinerant 
teacher ............................ . 

Regular classroom with resource 
room ........•....•..............•... 

Part-time special education 
cl ass room ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Self-contained special education 
cl assroom .......................... . 

Median 
Cost 
($) 

2,397 

2,264 

2,929 

2,454 

1,945 

14 

Cost 
Index 

2.06 

1.95 

2.52 

2.11 

1.67 



Table 4 

Range of Per-Pupil Costs of Delivery Systems, 
from Clemmons (1974) 

Delivery System 

Regular classroom with special 
consul tant ....•..•.........•........ 

Regular classsroom with itinerant 
teacher ......•.................•.•.. 

Regular classroom with resource 
ro om .......•..............•......... 

Part-time special education 
cl assroom ..............•............ 

Self-contained special education 
classroom .......•................... 

High 
($) 

5,172 

7,032 

4,854 

4,841 

3,854 

15 

Low 
($) 

1,854 

1,397 

1,400 

1,713 

1,694 



16 

Clemmons (1974) found that certain cost factors 

contributed significantly to cost variations. He identified 

these sensitive cost factors to be administrative salaries, 

teachers' salaries and benef its, teacher aides' salaries, 

equipment and suppl i es, guidance and counsel ing sal ar i es, 

salaries of other instructional support personnel (psy

ch0log1sts, speech therapists, occupational therapists, 

psychiatrists, etc.), operation and maintenance of facili

ties, and heal th services. The only expedi ture components 

that did not contribute significantly to the cost differ

ential were expenditures for clerical and secretarial 

services, food services, noncertified staff salary benefits, 

and salaries of other noncertified personnel. These 

findings by Clemmons (1974) were consistent with earlier 

findings by Rossmiller et al. (1970) and Bentley (1970). 

A Rand Corporation study completed in 1981 indicated 

that it cost an estimated 2.17 times as much to educate the 

average handicapped child as it did to educate the average 

nonhandicapped child in 1977-1978 (Kakalik et al., 1981). 

The highest cost pro~ram was $11,189 for a functionally 

blind child in a regular education class receiving itinerant 

special education services. This study identified widely 

varied per-pupil costs depending on the educational place

ment of the handicapped student. By age level the per-pupil 

costs were $3,526 at the preschool level, $3,267 at the 

elementary level, and 84,099 at the secondary level. 
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An Alternative to the Cost Index 

An accounting firm report enti tIed A Model for the 

Determination of Costs of Special Education as Compared with 

That for General Education (Ernst & Ernst, 1974) pointed out 

certain weaknesses in the use of the cost index approach in 

analyzing speci al education costs. The index may refl ect 

inefficiencies either in regular or special education, and 

the ratios are based upon a unit of measurement that is 

inherently variable. The second criticism was the most 

serious for speci al education cost s in two di fferen t d is

tricts, for an identical program can be so varied that a 

ratio based upon such expenditures is meaningless as a 

standard (Ernst & Ernst, 1974). 

As an alternative to the cost index, the Ernst & 

Ernst Student Education Service Unit (EESEU) was developed. 

This approach has two distinct measures: uni ts of service 

and price. The EESEU is intended to be superior to the cost 

index, which is only a measure of expendi ture (price) of 

programs under analysis (Ernst & Ernst, 1974). 

The EESEU approach identifies reasons for cost 

variation in programs. The analysis would give information 

relating to the effect that the following parameters have 

on expenditures: (a) the qualification levels of teachers, 

(b) salary scales for teachers, (c) maximum class size, and 

Cd) the curriculum. Use of this system would add cost 
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accounting to the present accounting procedures used in 

education (Ernst & Ernst, 1974). 

The Need for New Budgeting Systems 
in Special Education 

Many recommendations have been made for the altera-

tion of present budgeting systems in special education. The 

following statement was made in support of the need for 

substantial change: 

Until such time as school districts maintain fiscal, 
personnel, and pupil records on a program basis; 
it will be impossible to determine the relative 
efficacy of al ternative arrangements for educating 
exceptional children and to conduct meaningful cost 
benefit analyses. (Rossmiller et al., 1970, p. 70) 

The following recommendation came from Sorenson (1973) 

It is suggested that special education organizations 
in Illinois seriously consider the possibilty of 
employing planner-programming-budgeting techniques 
in conjunction wi th fiscal management and program 
development. (p. 102) 

Ernst & Ernst (1974, p. 34) emphasized the need for new 

budgeting formats and stressed the need for: (a) establish-

i n g goa Is, 0 b j e c t i ve s , and pro gram bud get i n g ; ( b ) cos t 

effective accounting; and (c) integrated reporting systems. 

McLure and Pence (1970) stressed the need to develop new 

cost accounting techniques in special education. 

A recently completed report, The Cost of Educating 

Handicapped Pupils in New York City (New York City Board of 

Education, 1977) concluded that existing budget systems do 

not provide for accurate cost accounting and that current 



pr.ocedures 

handicapped 

that report total 

students actually 
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dollar expendi tures for all 

h ide more than they reveal 

about the cost of special education services. 

Weintraub and Higgins (1980) stressed that recogni

tion of variations in special education costs are critical 

to developing flexible special education programming in a 

state fiscal system. Variations in special education costs 

are tremendous and vary for the same services across a 

state. Certain cost i terns may bear more heavily on special 

education budgets than on other aspects of the education 

system because of the intensity of the individual needs of 

handicapped children. Weintraub and Higgins criticized 

existing state fiscal policy for not providing sufficient 

attention to local special education cost variables. 

Hartman (1980) also stressed the need and demand for reli

able information concerning the costs of special education 

programs in the development of adequate state and federal 

funding formulas. 

Summary 

Studies have shown that the cost index has some 

inherent flaws and that its value is somewhat limited (Ernst 

& Ernst, 1974). The consistent recommendation is for the 

development and utilization of new systems that can provide 

assistance in efficiently providing special education pro-

grams. For Arizona to benefit from cost studies, a system 
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should be developed to provide data that are consistent 

wi th cost accounting 

ingful cost analysis. 

techniques and can provide for mean

The first step will be an analysis of 

special education costs in a manner that wi 11 provi de for 

equitable fiscal decisions. 



CHAPTER III 

DESIGN OF THE STUDY 

. Major sources of expendi tures between school dis

tricts by type of special education student served and type 

of service provided were identified and variations were 

studied. Total costs for the operation of special education 

programs were identified, and the costs for each special 

education service were determined by calculating both direct 

and indirect costs for each categorical program. Following 

this identification process, major areas of cost variation 

between programs were isolated. The relationship among cost 

variations for both regular and special education programs 

are expressed in terms of a cost index. A cost index is the 

ratio of special to regular education expenditures. 

The firs t step in the anal ysis was to exami ne the 

costs for programs in special education and in regular 

education. The second step was to review the differences 

that exist between the costs for administration, instruc

tion, instruction support, and operations for both special 

educa t ion and regular education programs. The fi nal step 

was to determine the cost relationships that exist among 

21 
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pupil/teacher ratios, teacher salary schedules, and teacher 

training and experience for special education programs. 

Types and Sources of Data 

Cost data for this st udy were obt ained from three 

major sources. First, data that pertain to the study--such 

as general fund expenditures, regular education staffing 

levels, and curriculum patterns--were obtained from the 

General Fund Cost Study for Arizona School Districts, 

which was completed by the Arizona Department of Education 

in June of 1979. The second source of data, which included 

det ail ed information on speci al education expenses as well 

as staffing patterns for special education programs, was 

obtained from information maintained by the Arizona Depart

ment of Education Audit Division. The third source of data, 

which provided information on total expendi tures and total 

student population patterns for individual school districts, 

was obtained from individual school districts' financial 

reports in the Annual Report of the Superintendent of Public 

Instruction, Statistical Section Phase I. 

The sample of school districts for this study is the 

the same as the districts selected for the General Fund Cost 

Study for Arizona School Districts. The following charac-

teristics of districts were utilized to select the sample: 

(a) student enrollment; (b) assessed valuation per stu

dent; (c) expenditure levels per student; (d) geographical 
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location; and (e) growth patterns--growing, stable, and 

declining enrollment. The resulting sample included 14 

elementary districts, 4 high school districts, and 10 

unified districts. The sample comprises over 50% of the 

total statewide special education enrollment for the 1977-78 

school year. 

Analysis of Data 

The procedures ut il ized are 1 i sted for each of the 

three research questions to be answered by this study. The 

first question examines the types of differential costs that 

existed between special education and regular education 

programs in selected Arizona school districts. To perform 

this examination, a per-pupil cost was established for 

resource and self-contained programs for each of the 10 

categories of exceptionality legally provided for by Arizona 

school districts. The special education expenses for each 

category were calculated as follows: 

1. Instructional salaries and employee benefits 

were assigned to each category based upon the number of 

fUll-time equivalent teachers and full-time-equivalent in

structional aides that provide special education instruction 

to each category. 

2. Costs for administration, instruction support, 

and operations that can be directly assigned to a program 

were assigned to that program. 
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3. All special education expenses not assigned to a 

particular program in steps 1 and 2 were allocated to each 

program in accordance with the full-time-equivalent teacher 

assignments as determined in step 1. 

Once the total costs for each program were calcu

lated, a per-student cos~ for each category was determined. 

The per-s tudent cost was det ermi ned by dividing the total 

cost for each program by the number of special education 

students served by that program. The per-pupil costs for 

regular education was obtained from the General Fund Cost 

Study for Arizona School Districts (Arizona Department 

of ·Education, 1979). The 

elementary programs included 

regular education costs for 

the areas 0 f language arts, 

mathematics, social studies, fine arts, physical education, 

and science. The education costs for high schools included 

fine arts, foreign languages, industrial arts,"language 

arts, mathematics, physical education, science, social 

studies, and business education. The cost of these programs 

was compared to the costs for special education to determine 

the type of cost differentials that exist between special 

education programs and regular education programs. 

The second question examines the differences between 

the costs for administration, instruction, instruction 

support, and operations for special education and other 

regul ar educa t ion progr ams. The costs for administration, 

instruction, instruction support, and operations for special 
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education programs were obtained from the allocation process 

that was utilized to obtain the cost per student for each 

special education category. After the breakdown of these 

special education costs was completed, the costs were 

compared to regular education expenses for each of the 

functions. The cost for regular programs was again obtained 

from the General Fund Cost Study for Arizona School Dis-

tricts (Arizona Department of Education, 1979). 

The method used to address the third question in 

this study included an examination of the cost relationship 

t hat exi st ed between pupi I-teacher ratios, teacher salary 

schedules, and teacher training and experience for special 

education programs. Since staff compensation has proved to 

be a major variation in the area of educational costs, this 

portion of the study isolated the specific causes for this 

variation. 

The variation in cost that can be attributed to the 

pupil-teacher ratio for each special education program was 

calculated by the following formula: 

(A1 + A) (B1 - B) 
Impact of Pupil-Teacher Ratio = --------~~-------2 

Where A Salary Schedule Median for Sample School 
District 

A1 = Salary Schedule Median for Specific School 
District 

B Teachers per Pupil for Sample School Dis
tricts 



B1 = Teachers per Pupil for Specific School 
District 
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The variation in cost attributed to the salary schedule of a 

school district was calculated as follows: 

(B + B1) (A1 - A) 
Impact of Salary Schedule = ------~2~--~-----

The impact of teacher training and experience on 

special education costs was then calculated. The calcula-

tion for this component deducted the amount of variation in 

staff compensation that was attributed to the pupil-teacher 

ratio and salary schedule from the total cost variation that 

was due to staff compensation. The remaining variation is 

caused by the t raining and experience level of teachers. 

Th is vari at ion reflects the d istr i but ion of teachers on a 

school district's teacher salary schedule. For example, a 

school district with a heavy concentration of teachers paid 

on the upper portion of the salary schedule may have costs 

much higher than a school dist r ict wi th a 1 arge number of 

first-year teachers. 

Summary 

The procedures outlined in this section identified 

and isolated the cost variations that existed between 

special education and regular education programs. The first 

portion of the analysis identified any cost differentials 

that existed, the second portion of the analysis identified 
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differences in costs that existed between the administra

tive, instruction, instruction support, and operations area, 

and the third portion of the analysis provided for a 

detailed examination of cost variations wi thin the staff 

compensation component. 



CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF DATA 

A record of regular and special education expendi

tures was obtained for 9 types of regular education programs 

and 10 categories of handicapped students. From these data 

a per-student cost was determined for each of the 19 areas. 

The expendi ture data for this study were obtained for the 

1977-78 school year from three major sources. Data on 

regul ar education expendi tures, regul ar education staff ing 

patterns, and regular education student information were 

obtained from the General Fund Cost Study for Arizona School 

Districts, which was completed by the Arizona Department of 

Education in June of 1979. Data on special education expen

ditures and staffing patterns were obtained from information 

maintained by the Arizona Department of Education Audit 

Division. In addition, student and expenditure information 

for both regular and special education programs was obtained 

from individual school district financial reports in the 

Annual Report of the Superintendent of Public Instruction. 

The school districts included in this analysis were 

14 elementary districts, 4 high school districts, and 10 

unified school districts. However, one of the elementary 
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districts and one of the unified districts contracted for 

all of their special education services and were eliminated 

from the special education portion of the study. The 

special education students in these districts comprised 

over 50% (22,112 out of 43,156) of the statewide special 

education enrollment for the 1977-78 school year. 

Comparison of Regular and 
Special Education Costs 

Special education programs are only one of many 

types of educational programs provided by public school 

systems. Special education programs are divided into educa-

tional programs for defined groups of students, e.g .. , learn-

ing disabled, trainable mentally handicapped, and speech 

handicapped. Regular education programs are divided into 

educational programs in defined areas, e.g., language arts, 

social studies, and mathematics. This section of the study 

compares the costs of special education programs to the cost 

of providing programs in the regular education area. 

Regular education costs are examined for the areas 

of language arts, physical education, mathematics, social 

studies, science, industrial arts and home economics, and 

fine arts. The costs for these programs were established at 

bot h the el emen t ary and high school 1 evel s. In addition, 

regular education costs for foreign language and business 



were establ ished at the high school level. 

regular education costs for selected programs. 
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Tabl e 5 lists 

Examination of the data presented in Table 5 reveals 

the type of expenditur~ variations that existed within regu

lar education. For example, at the elementary level the 

variation between the highest cost program (industrial arts 

and home economi cs) and the lowest cost program (science) 

is $624. The ratio from the highest to the lowest cost 

elementary program is 1.61. At the high school level the 

variation between the highest cost program (industrial arts 

and home economics) and the lowest cost program (physical 

education) is $334, with a ratio of 1.29. 

Table 6 illustrates the wide variation in cost in

dexes (the ratio of the cost for a part icul ar program to 

the cost for the average elementary program) for both 

regular and special education. The cost index for regular 

education programs ranged from a high of 1.51 for industrial 

arts and home economics to a low of .94 for elementary 

social studies and science programs. Special education 

programs ranged from a high of 3.91 for visually handicapped 

resource programs to a low of .56 for resource speech 

handicapped programs. 

When the cost of providing certain less expensive 

types of special education programs for handicapped students 

was compared to the costs of providing specialized (high 

cost) regular educat ion programs, some revealing resul ts 



Table 5 

Elementary and High School Costs for Selected Regular 
Education Programs for the 1977-78 School Year 
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Program 
Elementary 
level cost 

High school 
level cost 

($) , ($) 

Industrial arts and home 
economics .................... . 1,655 1,501 

Foreign language .•.............. * 1,449 

Fine arts ...................... . 1,289 1,261 

Language art s .................. . 1,074 1,310 

Physical education 1,066 1,167 

Mat h em a tic s .................... . 1,053 1,307 

Social'studies ................•. 1,036 1,175 

Science ........................ . 1,031 1,276 

Business (non-vocational 
education) ................... . * 1,249 

Average, all programs .......... . 1,099 1,282 

*Costs established for high school programs only. 
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Table 6 

Cost Index a by Program for Regular Education Programs 
and Special Education Programs for 1977-78 

Special educationb 

Program 

Homebound ..•....•...•.. 
Physically handi-

capped (R) .........•. 
Physically handi-

capped (SC) •......... 
Multiple handicapped 

( R ) •••••••••••••••••• 
Multiple handicapped 

(SC) ................ . 
Hearing handicapped 

( R ) •••••••••••••••••• 
Hearing handicapped 

(SC) ................ . 
Trainable mentally 

handicapped (SC) ..... 
Emotionally handi-

capped (R) .......... . 
Emotionally handi-

capped (SC) ......... . 
Educable mentally 

handicapped (R) ..... . 
Educable mentally 

handicapped (SC) ..... 
Learning disabled 

( R ) •••••••••••••••••• 
Learning disabled 

(SC) .. II> •••••••••••••• 

Visually handicapped 
(R) •••••••••••••••••• 

Speech handicapped 
(R) •••••••••••••••••• 

Index 

3.77 

1. 61 

3.66 

1. 77 

3.78 

3.16 

3.35 

3.05 

1.64 

2.92 

1.83 

2.40 

1. 61 

2.36 

3.91 

. 56 

Regular education 

Program 

Elementary: 

Industrial arts 
and home eco-
nomi cs ...... . 

Fine arts ..... . 
Language 

ar t s ........ . 
Physical edu-

cation ...... . 
Mathematics ... . 
Social 

studies ..... . 
Science ....... . 

High School: a 

Industrial arts 
and home eco-
nomics ...... . 

Foreign lan-
guage ....... . 

Language 
art s ........ . 

Mathematics ... . 
Science ....... . 
Fine arts ..... . 
Social 

studies ..... . 
Physical edu-

cation ...... . 

Index 

1.51 
1.17 

.98 

.97 

.96 

.94 

.94 

1.37 

1.32 

1.19 
1.19 
1.16 
1.15 

1.07 

1.06 

a Based upon 1.00 equal to $1,099 average elementary cost. 

b eR ) Resource Programs; eSC) Self-Contained Programs. 



Table 7 

Comparison of the Five Highest Cost Regular Education 
Programs to the Five Lowest Cost Special 

Education Programs for 1977-78 

Regular education Special education 
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Program Cost 
($) Program Cost 

($) 

Difference 
($) 

Industrial 
arts and Educable 
home econb mentally 
nomics (ele- handicapped 
mentary) . . . . 1,655 (resource) · .... 2,008 353 

Industrial 
arts and 
home eco- Multiple 
nomics (high handicapped 
school) · .... 1,501 (resource) · .... 1,942 441 

Foreign lan- Emotionally 
guage (high handicapped 
school) · .... 1,449 (resource) · .... 1,799 350 

Language Physically 
Arts (high handicapped 
school) · .... 1,310 (resource) · .... 1,767 457 

~la thema t- Learning 
ics (high disabled 
school) · .... 1,307 (resouce) ...... 1,767 460 
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were obtained. For example, as shown in Table 7, when 

compar ing the five highest cost regul ar edq.ca t ion programs 

to the five lowest cost special education programs there is 

limited variation. 

Table 8 lists the variations in expenditures between 

high school d ist ri cts for regul ar educa ti on programs. In 

two subject areas, industrial arts/home economics and 

science, the ratio between highest and lowest district 

expend i tures was in excess of 5.00. The highest cost pro

gram, industrial arts/home economics ($7,532), exceeded the 

highest cost for any of the special education programs 

studied. The second highest cost for a program, science 

($5,600), exceeded the highest cost for all special educa

tion programs except a resource program for the visually 

han d i cap p e d ( $ 5 , 674) and a s elf - con t a i ned pro gram for 

trainable mentally handicapped ($5,653). In 44% of the high 

school programs studied the ratio between highest and lowest 

district expenditures was in excess of 3.00. Similar 

comparisons of special education costs listed in Tables 16 

and 17 indicate that of the special education programs 

studied only 31% had ratios of highest to lowest district 

expenditures in excess of 3.00. 

The data presented in Table 9 are for the cost of 

administration, instruction, instructional support, and 

operations for regular education. Extensive expendi-

ture variation existed in all functions, wirh the highest 
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Table 8 

Highest and Lowest Costs per Student for Regular High School 
Programs for the 1977-78 School Year 

Program 

Industrial arts/home 
economics .............. . 

Sci ence .•.......•.......•. 

Foreign language 

Mathematics •...••......... 

Fine arts ....•.....•...... 

Physical education ....... . 

Business (non-vocational 
education) ............. . 

Social studies ... ........ . 

Language arts ............ . 

Highest 
cost per 
student 

($) 

7,532 

5,600 

3,934 

3,100 

2,933 

2,305 

2,517 

2,461 

2,001 

Lowest 
cost per 
student 

($) 

1,316 

973 

1,213 

1,017 

1,066 

818 

959 

1,019 

1,015 

Ratio 
of high 
to low 

5.72 

5.50 

3.24 

3.05 

2.92 

2.82 

2.62 

2.42 

1.98 
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Table 9 

Highest, Lowest, and Average Costs for Administration, 
Instruction, Instruction Support, and Operations 

for Regular Education Programs for the 

Function 

Administration ..... 

Instruction ....... . 

Instruction sup-
port ............ . 

Operations ........ . 

1977-78 School Year 

Highest 
cost 
($) 

171 

1,259 

838 

500 

Lowest 
cost 
($) 

23 

576 

116 

141 

Average 
cost 
($) 

45 

709 

208 

205 

Ratio 
of high 
to low 

7.43 

2.19 

7.22 

3.55 
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district expenditure being more than seven times higher than 

the lowest district expenditure for the administration 

and instruction support functions. The highest district 

expenditures for regular education--for administration 

($171) and instruction support ($838)--were higher than the 

average cost for any category of special education except 

for resource programs for the visually handicapped. In the 

operations area the highest regular education district 

expenditure ($500) was higher than the average expenditure 

for special education programs in the area of self-contained 

learning disabled and all resource programs with the excep

tion of visually handicapped. In the instructional area the 

highest district expenditure ($1,259) was in excess of the 

average expendi ture for instruction for resource programs 

for the physically handicapped, mul tiple handicapped, emo

tionally handicapped, learning disabled, educable mentally 

handicapped, and speech handicapped. 

Variations in the pupil-teacher ratio exist for 

regul ar education services. Tabl e 10 present s the ratio of 

pupils to teachers for both elementary and high school 

regular education programs. 

The pupil-teacher ratio for regular education varies 

greatly. For example, the lowest pupil-teacher ratio, for 

elementary industrial arts and home economics, was 14.2, 

with the highest ratio of 26.6 for high school physical 

education. The di fference between the average class size 



Table 10 

Ratio of Students to Teachers for Elementary 
and High School Programs for 1977-78 
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Program Elementary 
ratio 

High School 
ratio 

Industrial arts and home 
economics .................. . 14.2 19.6 

Foreign language ............. . * 20.3 

Fine arts .................... . 18.8 24.0 

Language arts ................ . 23.7 23.1 

Physical education ........... . 23.7 26.6 

Mathematics .................. . 23.7 23.0 

Social studies ............... . 23.8 26.3 

Science ...................... . 23.4 23.6 

Business (non-vocational 
education) ................. . * 24.4 

*Costs established for high school programs only. 



for these two programs was 12.4 students, or 87.3%. 
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With 

the exception of industrial arts and home economics the 

pupil-teacher ratios between elementary and high school 

programs were quite similar. 

Table 11 lists the variation in pupil-teacher ratio 

for special education programs. In this analysis programs 

that had similar staffing patterns were combined. For 

example, programs for emotionally handicapped, educable 

mentally handicapped, and learning disabled were summarized 

to assist in the analysi s. The groupi ngs are as follows: 

Group A--speech handicapped; Group B--educable mentally 

handicapped, emotionally handicapped, and learning disabled; 

Group C--hearing handicapped and visually handicapped; 

Group D--multiple handicapped and physically handicapped; 

Group E--trainable mentally handicapped; and Group F-

homebound. EI imina t ing t he speech hand icapped area, the 

highest pupil-teacher ratio existed in Group B resource 

programs (emotionally handicapped, educable mentally handi-

capped, learning disabled. This ratio was 26.2. Group B 

programs were also the most prevalent programs in the school 

districts studied. They accounted for 68.5% of all special 

education students and 74.2% of all special education 

tea c her sin the sam pIe dis t ric t s . The hi g he s t pup i 1-

teacher ratio for Group E self-contained programs (trainable 

ment all y hand i capped) was 22.7. This program was st affed 

by three instructional aides for each certified teacher. 



Table 11 

Variation in the Pupil-Teacher Ratio for 
Special Education Programs for 1977-78 

Ratio 
Program type 

High Avg. Low 

Group A (resource) · ........... 58.7 30.9 18.1 
Speech handicapped 

Group B (resource) · ........... 26.2 13.7 9.6 
Emotionally handicapped 
Educable mentally handi-

capped 
Learning disabled 

Group B (self-contained) · ..... 14.5 9.5 5.2 

Group C (resource) · ........... 12.6 6.7 4.2 
Hearing handicapped 
Visually handicapped 

Group D (resource) · ........... 15.1 13.2 2.3 
Multiple handicapped 
Physically handicapped 

Group D (self-contained) · ..... 11.0 8.0 2.7 

Group E (self-contained) · ..... 22.7 6.2 3.1 
Trainable mentally handi-

capped 

Group F (self-contained) · ..... 20.7 6.2 3.1 
Homebound 

40 

Ratio 
of high 
to low 

3.24 

2.73 

2.79 

3.00 

6.57 

4.07 

5.50 

6.68 



41 

Therefore, if total instructional staff had been considered, 

the ratio for this program would have been 5.24. 

Variation in Special Education Expenditures 
for Administration, Instruction, 

Instruction Support, and 
Operations 

Special education expenditures were obtained for 

administration, instruction, instruction support, and 

operations for 10 categories of exceptionality. From these 

data a per-student cost was determined for each category. 

Table 12 provides a summary of special education costs for 

both resource and self-contained programs. 

A review of Table 12 indicates that the variation 

of costs between special education programs may be qui te 

extensive. For exampl e, the cost for a resource program 

for a visually handicapped student is $4,297, or more than 

twice the $1,767 cost of provi ding a resource program for 

a physically handicapped student. The wide variation in 

costs existed for both resource and self-contained special 

education programs. It should be noted that in addition to 

the costs listed in Table 12 each resource student was also 

enrolled in a regular education program for a portion of 

the day. 

In addition to the cost by service type, a detailed 

analysis of special education costs was conducted to de-

t e r min e ex pen d i t u res for ad min i s t r a't ion , ins t rue t ion , 
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Table 12 

Summary of Special Education Costs per Student for 1977-78 
by Resource and Self-Contained Programs 

Category 

Homebound .....•..•........•......... 

Physically handicapped 

Multiple handicapped 

Hearing handicapped ............•.... 

Trainable mentally handicapped 

Emotionally handicapped ............ . 

Educable mentally handicapped ...... . 

Learning disabled 

Visually handicapped 

Speech handicapped ................. . 

Cost for 
self

contained 
program 

($) 

4,143 

4,020 

3,712 

3,473 

3,352 

3,212 

2,642 

2,597 

* 

* 

Cost for 
resource 
program 

($) 

* 

1,767 

1,942 

3,682 

* 

1,799 

2,008 

1,767 

4,297 

612 

*Costs could not be established because of insufficient 
program offerings. 
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i nst ruct ion support, and operat ions. I ncl ud ed in admin

istrative expenses were costs charged directly to the 

special education fund by the school district plus an 

allocation of administrative costs from the general fund 

based upon the full-time-equivalent number of teachers 

assigned to each special education category. In Table 13, 

the administrative costs are presented for each special 

education category. 

The instructional costs for each category of special 

education are presented in Table 14. Included in this 

area are the costs for all staff members, including in

structional aides, who dealt directly with the teaching 

of handicapped pupils. These direct instructional costs 

accounted for 59.8% of the total costs for educating handi

capped students. 

Table 15 provides an accounting of expenditures for 

instructional support services and operational costs. 

Included in the instructional support area are costs 

associated wi th provi ding technical and logistical support 

tot he i nst ruc t ional program. Cos t s in th e ins t ruc t ional 

support area include those associated with providing guid

ance and psychological services. Included in the operations 

area were the costs associated with maintenance, utilities, 

and other facility expenditures. 

The information presented in Tables 12 through 15 

indicates that a wide disparity existed in special education 
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Table 13 

Administrative Costs per Student for the 1977-78 
School Year by Category and Service Type 

Ca t'egory 

Homebound ........•.......•......•... 

Multiple handicapped ............... . 

Trainable mentally handicapped 

Hearing handicapped ................ . 

Physi cally hand i capped ...........•.. 

Emot ional'.y hand i capped ............ . 

Educable mentally handicapped ...... . 

Learning disabled .................. . 

Visually handicapped 

Speech handicapped ................. . 

Cost for 
self

contained 
program 

($) 

160 

134 

126 

120 

117 

113 

105 

104 

* 

* 

Cost for 
resource 
program 

($ ) 

* 

123 

* 

141 

70 

73 

109 

79 

179 

27 

*Costs could not be established because of insufficient 
program offerings. 
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Table 14 

Instructional Costs per Student for the 1977-78 
School Year by Category and Service Type 

Category 

Physically handicapped 

Multiple handicapped 

Homebound ....•..•...........•....... 

Trainable mentally handicapped 

Hearing handicapped ..•.............. 

Emotionally handicapped 

Learning disabled .................. . 

Educable mentally handicapped 

Visually handicapped 

Speech handicapped ................. . 

Cost for 
self

contained 
program 

($) 

2,849 

2,568 

2,302 

2,201 

2,044 

1,987 

1,635 

1,583 

* 

* 

Cost for 
resource 
program 

($) 

1,164 

1,190 

* 

* 

2,321 

1,032 

1,050 

1,199 

2,596 

368 

*Costs could not be established because of insufficient 
program offerin~s. 
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Table 15 

Instructional Support and Operations Costs per Student for 
the 1977-78 ~chool Year by Category and Service Type 

Category 

Homebound ............ 
Hearing handi-

capped · ............ 
Emotionally handi-

capped · ............ 
Physically handi-

capped · ............ 
Trainable mentally 

handicapped ........ 
Educable mentally 

handicapped ........ 
Multiple handi-

capped · ............ 

Learning disabled 

Visually handi-
capped · ............ 

Speech handi-
capped · ............ 

Self-contained 

10-
struc
tional 
support 

($) 

747 

647 

509 

486 

433 

426 

381 

379 

* 

* 

Opera
tions 

($) 

934 

622 

602 

568 

592 

528 

629 

479 

* 

* 

Resource 

In
struc
tional 
support 

($) 

* 

* 

311 

161 

* 

234 

210 

257 

647 

92 

Opera
tions 

($ ) 

* 

* 

383 

362 

* 

466 

419 

381 

875 

125 

*Costs could not be established because of insufficient 
program offerings. 
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costs between categories of exceptionality. This disparity 

existed relative to the costs for administration, instruc-

tion, instruction support, and operations. The highest 

cost was for resource programs for the visually handicapped 

($4,297) and the lowest was for resource programs for the 

speech handicapped ($612). The highest-cost program was 

seven times greater than the lowest-cost program. 

The costs among school districts were reviewed also 

to determine the type of expenditure variation that existed 

between programs for the same category of exceptionali ty. 

Table 16 lists the highest and lowest costs per student for 

each of the 10 categories of exceptionali ty for resource 

programs. Table 16 also indicates that wide expendi ture 

vari at ions exi st among school di str ict s provi di ng resource 

programs for the same category of exceptional students. The 

widest variation was in the speech handicapped area, where a 

ratio of 8.03 existed between the highest and lowest costs 

by exceptionality for resource programs. 

Table 17 also shows that expenditure variations 

exist among districts for self-contained programs. The 

maximum ratio for self-contained programs was 4.02 for 

multiple handicapped students. . 
Of the costs ascertained in this study, almost 60% 

were related to the instructional function. Therefore, a 

detailed analysis was completed for this function. Table 18 
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Table 16 

Highest and Lowest Costs per Student by Category of 
Exceptionality for the 1977-78 School Year 

for Resource Programs 

Highest Lowest Ratio 
cost cost of high-

Category per per cost to 
student student low-cost 

($) ($) program 

Visually handicapped ...... 5,674 2,726 2.08 

Hearing handicapped ....... 5,472 1,136 4.82 

Educable mentally 
handicapped ............. 3,605 1,313 2.75 

Physically handicapped .... 3,246 1,594 2.04 

Emotionally handicapped 4,589 1,297 3.54 

Speech handicapped ........ 1,886 235 8.03 

Multiple handicapped ...... 2,783 2,043 1.36 

Learning disabled ......... 3,677 1,130 3.25 
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Table 17 

Highest and Lowest Costs per Student by Category of 
Exceptionality for the 1977-78 School Year 

for Self-Contained Programs 

Highest Lowest Ratio 
cost cost of high-

Category per per cost to 
student student low-cost 

($) ($) program 

Multiple handicapped ...... 5,463 1,358 4.02 

Homebound ................. 4,514 1,552 2.91 

Trainable mentally 
handicapped ............. 5,653 2,155 2.62 

Emotionally handicapped 3,900 1,806 2.16 

Learning disabled ......... 3,900 1,806 2.16 

Physically handicapped 4,934 2,592 1.90 

Educable mentally 
handicapped ............. 4,948 1,922 2.57 

Hearing handicapped ....... 5,228 3,512 1.49 
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Table 18 

Instructional Costs per Student for Elementary Resource 
Programs for Speech Handicapped Students 

Cost per Difference 
District student from average 

($) ($) 

D 1,400 934 

V 791 325 

I 766 300 

G 760 294 

S 752 286 

J 586 120 

C 549 83 

U 517 51 

Q 507 41 

T 477 11 

M 467 1 

P 450 < 16> 

A 405 < 61> 

R 397 < 69> 

B 380 < 86> 

F 345 <121> 

N 257 <209> 

L 247 <219> 

K 200 <266> 

Average 4G6 

Note. N 19; three districts did not provide service. 
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examines the variation in instructional costs for elementary 

resource programs for speech handicapped students. 

Table 18 lists the variations that existed among 

instructional costs for elementary district resource pro

grams for speech handicapped students. The highest cost 

per pupil ($1,400) was seven times higher than the lowest 

cost program ($200). Even if the five highest and five 

lowest cost programs are eliminated, the difference in cost 

per pupil for instructional services still is $347 ($752, 

compared to $405). 

Table 19, which examines the instructional costs 

for self-contained programs for the trainable mentally 

handicapped, shows that wide expenditure variation also 

exists for self-contained programs for the trainable 

mentally handicapped. 

The highest cost per pupil for instructiorial costs 

($3,692) was over twice as high as the lowest cost ($1,612). 

In actual dollars, the difference in cost between the 

highest cost and lowest cost was $2,080 ($3,692 - $1,612). 

This difference was almost as large as the av~rage cost 

($2,389) for this program. District L was $1,303 above the 

a v era g e cos t for s elf - con t a i ned pro gram s for t r a ina b 1 e 

mentally handicapped, and District B was $777 below the 

average for this same program area. 

Past studies have identified pupil-teacher ratio 

as a major factor impacting upon the variation in the cost 
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Tahie 19· 

Instructional Costs per Student for Elementary Self-Contained 
Programs for Trainable Mentally Handicapped Students 

District 

L 

J 

S 

U 

F 

P 

A 

R 

M 

N 

K 

B 

Average 

Cost per 
student 

($) 

3,692 

2,830 

2,642 

2,598 

2,482 

2,471 

2,363 

2,185 

2,175 

2,097 

1,719 

1,612 

2,389 

Difference 
from average 

($) 

1,303 

441 

253 

209 

93 

82 

< 26) 

< 204) 

< 214) 

< 292) 

< 67O) 

< 777) 

Note. N = 1~; eight districts did not provide services, 
and two districts had insufficient students. 
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of special education programs (Clemmons, 1974; Rossmiller 

et al., 1970). An examination of this relationship was 

conducted for elementary resource programs for speech 

handicapped and elementary self-contained programs for 

trainable mentally handicapped students. Table 20 lists the 

instructional costs per student and the pupil-teacher ratio 

for speech handicapped students. 

A review of Table 20 indicates that pupil-teacher 

ratios have a large impact upon instructional expendi tures 

per pupil. However, a more in-depth review reveals that 

in some cases the pupil-teacher ratio does not account for 

all of the expenditure variation. For example, District I 

has a pupil-teacher ratio of 26.0 with a per-pupil cost 

of $766, and District M has a similar pupil-teacher ratio 

(27.7) but a per-pupil cost of only $467. This $299 dif

ference (64%) is caused by factors other than pupil-teacher 

ratio. This variation is reviewed in detail later in this 

chapter (see page 59). 

Table 21, listing instructional costs per student 

and the pupil-teacher ratio for trainable mentally handi-

capped students, lists the relationship between pupil

teacher ratios and per-pupil costs. 

Table 21 also shows the impact of pupil-teacher 

ratio on instructional expendi tures per pupil. However, 

differences do exist that are not explained by pupil-teacher 

ratio variations between districts. For example, District F 



Table 20 

Instructional Costs per Student and Pupil-Teacher Ratios 
for Elementary Resource Programs for Speech 

Handicapped Students for 1977-78 

District 

D 

V 

I 

G 

J 

C 

U 

Q 

T 

M 

P 

A 

R 

B 

F 

N 

L 

K 

Instructional 
cost per student 

($) 

1,400 

791 

766 

760 

586 

549 

517 

507 

477 

467 

450 

405 

397 

380 

345 

257 

247 

200 

Pupil-teacher 
ratio 

18.1 

24.4 

26.0 

22.9 

26.0 

30.7 

34.4 

34.1 

28.3 

27.7 

30.2 

34.4 

30.2 

52.9 

34.4 

58.7 

46.7 

56.4 

54 

Note. N = 18; three districts did not provide services, 
and one district contracted for services. 
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Table 21 

Instructional Costs per Student and Pupil-Teacher Ratios for 
Self-Contained Programs for Trainable Mentally 

Handicapped Students for 1977-78 

District 

L 

J 

T 

U 

F 

P 

A 

R 

M 

N 

K 

B 

Instructional 
cost per student 

($) 

3,692 

2,830 

2,642 

2,598 

2,482 

2,471 

2,363 

2,185 

2,175 

2,097 

1,719 

1,612 

Pupil-teacher 
ratio 

5.2 

10.4 

10.9 

7.3 

9.0 

11.2 

10.7 

13.6 

8'.0 

8.6 

11.5 

9.1 

Note. N = 12; eight districts did not provide services, 
and two districts had insufficient students. 
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and District B have almost identical pupil-teacher ratios, 

but the instructional cost for District F, at $2,482, is 

$870 (or 53.9%) 1 arger than the $1,612 inst ruct ional cost 

for District B. 

Impact of Pupil-Teacher Ratio, Teacher 
Salary Schedule, and Teacher 

Training and Experience 

This section of the study examines the cost rela-

tionship that exists among pupil-teacher ratio, teacher 

salary schedule, and teacher training and experience on the 

cost of providing special education services. The following 

steps were utilized to isolate the specific causes for 

variation in instrurtional costs: 

Step I 

Impact of pupil-teacher ratio = 

Where A Salary schedule median for sample 

school districts 

Ai Salary schedule median for specific 

school district 

B = Teachers per pupil for sample school 

districts 

Bl Teachers per pupil for specific school 

district 
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Step II 

Impact of salary schedule = 

Step II I 

The impact of teacher training and experience is the 

total variation identified for staff compensa-

tion less the amount that can be attributed to 

pupil-teacher ratio and salary schedule. 

The results of this analysis identify the amount of 

expenditure variation attributable to these factors. The 

following are exampl es of how these factors impac t on the 

cost of providing special education programs to handicapped 

students. 

Example A: Impact of Pupil-Teacher Ratio. Two 

school districts, District A and District B, plan to offer 

a resource program for learni ng di sabled students. Each 

district plans to pay a salary of $15,000 for each teacher. 

However, District A plans to place 10 students in the 

classroom and District B plans to place 15 students in the 

classroom. The average cost per pupil in District A would 

be $1,500 ($15,000/10) and the average cost per pupil in 

District B would be $1,000 ($15,000/15). The di fference 

between the per-pupil costs in District A ($1,500) and 
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District B ($1,000) is $500, with this variation in cost 

attributable to pupil-teacher ratio. 

Example B: Impact of Salary Schedule. The same 

two school dist ricts, District s A and B, pI an to offer a 

resource program for learning disabled students. Each 

district plans to place 10 students in the class, and eac~ 

district hires a teacher with a Master's degree and 5 years 

of experience. However, because of differences in sal ary 

schedules the teacher in District A will earn $17,000 and 

the teacher in District B will earn $15,000. The average 

cost in District A would be $1,700 ($17,000/10) and the 

average cost in District B would be $1,500 ($15,000/10). 

The difference between the per-pupil costs in District A 

($1,700) and District B ($1,500) is $200, with this varia

tion attributed to salary schedule differences. 

Example C: Impact of Teacher Training and Experi-

ence. The same two school districts, Districts A and B, 

plan to offer a resource program for learning disabled 

students. Each district plans to place 10 students in the 

class. District B hires a new teacher with a Bachelor's 

degree at a salary of $11,000, and District A hires a 

teacher with 10 years of experience and a Master's degree at 

a salary of $18,500. The average cost in District A would 

be $1,850 ($18,500/10), and the average cost in District B 

would be $1,100 ($11,000/10). Assuming that no differences 

existed between salary schedules for the two districts, the 
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difference between the per-pupil cost in District A ($1,850) 

and District B ($1,100) is $750, with this variation attrib

utable to teacher training and experience. 

Among the school' districts studied, the cost of 

providing a resource program for a visually handicapped 

student ($4,297) was seven times greater than the cost of 

providing a resource program for a speech handicapped 

student ($612). This extensive variation in cost also 

existed between districts for providing services for the 

same category of handicapped students. For example, the 

highest cost for a self-contained program for the multiple 

handicapped ($5,463) was four times greater than the lowest 

cost ($1,358) for the same type of service to the same 

cat egory of s tuden ts. This port ion of the study examines 

the impact of st uden t-teacher ratio, sal ary schedul e, and 

teacher training and experience relative to identifying the 

major sources of variation in special education costs. 

The three examples listed here can work indepen

dently or in combination to impact on the cost of providing 

instructional services to handicapped students. Table 22 

presen ts the var ia t ion due to pupil-t eacher rat io, teacher 

sal ary schedul e, and teacher train i ng and experi ence for 

resource programs for speech handicapped students. 

The three school districts with the highest instruc

tional costs for teacher compensation (Districts G, I, and 

V) have extensive variation in expenditures because of 
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Table 22 

Impact of Pupil-Teacher Ratio, Teacher Salary Schedule, and 
Teacher Training and Experience on Variation in Instruc

tional Costs for Elementary Resource Programs for 
Speech Handicapped Students for 1977-78 

Dis
trict 

G 

I 

V 

J 

C 

M 

Q 

P 

U 

R 

Teacher 
compen
sation 

per 
student 

($) 

694 

693 

578 

573 

518 

426 

413 

403 

392 

389 

Average 382 

A 

B 

F 

N 

K 

L 

362 

342 

327 

254 

193 

161 

Total 
teacher 
compen
sation 
vari
ation 

($) 

312 

311 

196 

191 

136 

44 

31 

21 

10 

7 

< 20) 

< 40) 

< 55) 

(128) 

<189) 

<221> 

Source of variation 

Pupil
teacher 
ratio 

($) 

240 

413 

200 

159 

82 

120 

34 

86 

28 

82 

27 

<120) 

17 

<143) 

<129) 

< 78) 

Teacher 
salary 
sched

ule 
($ ) 

32 

18 

24 

< 2) 

45 

< 36) 

71 

18 

16 

< 21> 

< 13) 

30 

< 17) 

6 

< 11> 

< 12) 

Teacher 
train
ing and 
experi

ence 
($) 

40 

<120) 

< 28) 

34 

9 

< 40) 

< 74) 

< 83) 

< 34) 

< 54) 

< 34) 

< 70) 

< 55) 

9 

< 49) 

< 53) 

Note. N = 16; three districts did not provide services, 
one district contracted for services, and t\VO districts re
ceived staff from an intergovernmental agreement. 
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Interest ingly, the 1 argest nega ti ve 

variation in teacher training and experience was evident in 

District I, which was the district with the second highest 

instructional costs for teacher compensation ($693). With

out this variation District I would have had the highest 

instructional cost. In fact, because of low teacher 

training and experi ence the instructional expendi ture for 

District I was reduced considerably. The impact of teacher 

training and experience was in excess of $50 per pupil for 

7 of the 16 school districts. Teacher salary schedule 

variation was the least significant of the three causes of 

expenditure differences studied in resource programs for 

speech handicapped students. 

Table 23 lists the three types of variations in 

teacher compensation for self-contained programs for train

able mentally handicapped. Due to the overall lower pupil

teacher ratios that existed for this program, the impacts of 

all three components were larger in absolute dollar amounts 

than the di fferences ident ified for resource programs for 

speech handicapped students. For example, a difference 

in a teacher's salary of $3,000 is equal to $300 per pupil 

in a program with a pupil-teacher ratio of 10:1. This same 

salary difference is equal to only $100 per pupil in a pro

gram with a pupil-teacher ratio of 30:1. For self-contained 

progr ams for t r a i nabl e men t ally hand i capped t he impact of 

teacher sal ary schedul es had a great er in fl uenee on per-
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Table 23 

Impact of Pupil-Teacher Ratio, Teacher Salary Schedule, and 
Teacher Training and Experience on Variation in Instruc

tional Costs for Elementary Resource Programs for 
Trainable Mentally Handicapped Students 

Dis
trict 

L 

F 

A 

J 

P 

T 

N 

Aver
age 

u 

B 

R 

M 

K 

Teacher 
compen
sation 

per 
student 

($) 

2,877 

2,340 

2,053 

2,031 

1,868 

1,854 

1,817 

1,704 

1;539 

1,486 

1,477 

1,420 

1,184 

for 1977-78 

Total 
teacher 
compen
sation 
vari
ation 

Source of variation 

($) 

1,173 

636 

349 

327 

164 

150 

113 

<165> 

<218> 

<227> 

<284> 

<520> 

Pupil
teacher 
ratio 

($) 

1,592 

289 

491 

123 

365 

122 

< 88> 

<244> 

< 23> 

< 64> 

< 84> 

<269> 

Teacher 
salary 
sched

ule 
($) 

< 88> 

< 82> 

< 82> 

< 11> 

86 

< 50> 

34 

64 

163 

< 88> 

<145> 

< 59> 

Teacher 
train

ing and 
experi

ence 
($) 

<331> 

429 

< 70> 

215 

<287> 

78 

167 

15 

<358> 

< 75> 

< 55> 

<192> 

Note. N = 12; ejght districts did not provide services, 
and two districts had insufficient students. 
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Teacher salary schedule differences alone 

accounted for a positive variation of $163 for District B 

and a negative variation of $145 for District M. The impact 

of teacher training and experience varied from a posi tive 

variation of $429 per pupil for District F and a negative 

variation of $358 for District B. For the two lowest 

expenditure districts, Districts M and K, the total impact 

of teacher training and experience was of greater magnitude 

than the impact of pupil-teacher ratio. 

An analysis of the information from Table 24 indi

cates that pupil-teacher ratio is the factor that causes 

the greatest variation in per-pupil expenditures for all of 

the program types. However, wi th indi vidual cases teacher 

salar~ schedules (Group F self-contained, $250) and teacher 

experience and training (Group D resource, $505) may cause 

large expenditure variation per pupil. 

Table 25 illustrates that for the lowest expenditure 

districts the majority of expenditure variation can be 

traced to pupil-teacher ratios. However, teacher training 

and experience for both Group B self-contained and Group E 

self-contained account for approximately 50% of the expendi

ture variation. 

Impact of Instructional Aides 

The use of instructional aides is an instructional 

technique utilized by both regular and special education 
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Table 24 

Impact of Pupil-Teacher Ratio, Teacher Salary Schedule, 
and Teacher Training and Experience for the Three 

Highest Expenditure Districts for 1977-78 

Program type 

Group A resource · ............. 

Group B resource · ............. 

Group B self-contained · ....... 

Group C resource · ............. 

Group D resource · ............. 

Group D self-contained · ....... 

Group E self-contained · ....... 

Group F self-contained · ....... 

Source of variation 

Pupil
teacher 
ratio 

($) 

284 

326 

526 

466 

1,792 

549 

747 

3,821 

Teacher 
salary 
sched

ule 
($) 

24 

78 

61 

57 

86 

< 64) 

41 

250 

Teacher 
train
ing and 
experi

ence 
($) 

< 36) 

61 

62 

192 

505 

< 92) 

<129) 

<697) 
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Table 25 

Impact of Pupil-Teacher Ratio, Teacher Salary Schedule, 
and Teacher Training and Experience for the Three 

Lowest Expenditure Districts for 1977-78 

Program type 

Group A resource · ............. 

Group B resource · ............. 

Group B self-contained · ....... 

Group C resource · ............. 

Group D resource · ............. 

Group D self-contained · ....... 

Group E self-contained · ....... 

Group F self-contained · ....... 

Source of variation 

Pupil
teacher 
ratio 

($) 

< 116> 

< 80> 

< 183> 

<1,726> 

< 538> 

< 546> 

< 127> 

< 606> 

Teacher 
salary 
sched

ule 
($) 

< 5> 

10 

< 50> 

< 42> 

10 

< 13> 

46 

31 

Teacher 
train
ing and 
experi-

ence 
($) 

< 31> 

< 86> 

<179> 

232 

4 

1 

<128> 

32 
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However, for regular education programs expendi-

tures for instructional aides accounted for only 1.3% of the 

total educational expenditures at the elementary level. At 

the high school level expendi tures for instructional aides 

were 'equal to .5% of the total. For special education 

programs aides are utilized to a much greater extent. 

Expendi tures for instructional aides for special education 

programs were equal to 8.6% of the total. 

Table 26 presents the cost variation attributable to 

the cost of instructional aides. The variation was highest 

in Group C resource programs (hearing and visually handi

capped) where the highest cost per student was $879 above 

the average. The highest average cost for instructional 

aides was for Group D self-contained programs (multiple and 

physically handicapped) wi th an average cost of $848. The 

lowest average costs were for. Group F self-contained 

(homebound) and for Group A resource (speech handi capped) 

programs. The impact of instructional aides on the cost of 

special education for each program type is presented in 

Table 27. This table lists the total average variation and 

the variation attributable to expeditures for instructional 

aides for the three highest cost districts and the three 

lowest cost di s t r ict s for each program type. Except for 

Group D resource programs, most of the cause for expenditure 

variation for the highest expenditure districts could not be 

traced to a difference in expenditures for instructional 



Tabl e 26 

Cost and Cost Variation per Student for 
Instructional Aides by Program Type 

Aver- High- Low-

67 

Variation 

Program type age est est 
cost cost cost High Low 
($) ($) ($) ($) ($) 

Group A resource · ...... 19 209 0 190 < 19> 

Group B resource · ...... 80 342 0 262 < 80> 

Group B self-contained 165 625 0 460 <165> 

Group C resource · ...... 176 1,055 0 879 <176> 

Group 0 resource · ...... 380 880 0 500 <380> 

Group 0 self-contained 848 1,583 0 735 <848> 

Group E self-contained 600 864 0 264 <600> 

Group F self-contained . 0 0 0 0 0 
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Table 27 

Total Instructional Cost Variation and Cost Variation 
Attributable to Expenditures for Instructional Aides 

by Highest and Lowest Expenditure School Districts 

Three highest Three lowest 
expenditure e,{pendi ture 
districts districts 

Vari- Vari-
Program type 

Total ation Total ation 

vari- for in- vari- for in-

ation struc- ation struc-

($) tional ($) tional 
aides aides 

($) ($) 

Group A 
resource · ........ 337 20 < 200> < 19> 

Group B 
resource · ........ 537 13 < 259> < 69> 

Group B 
self-contained 695 104 < 557> < 4> 

Group C 
resource · ........ 794 5 <1,561> < 95> 

Group D 
resource · ........ 2,626 1,242 < 685 > <252> 

Group 0 
self-contained 599 94 <1,099> <494> 

Group E 
self-contained 862 30 < 593> <348> 

Group F 
self-contained 3,360 0 < 724> < 0> 
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aides. However, variations in expendi tures for instruc

tional aides was greater than 36% for Group D resource 

programs and greater than 40% for Group D self-contained 

programs (44.9%) and Group E self-contained programs (58.7%) 

among the lower expenditure districts. 

Summary 

This study identified the variations that existed 

among regular and special education in selected Arizona 

school districts. Tables 4, 12, and 13 list the highest 

and lowest cost education programs for regul ar and speci al 

education students. The highest cost regular education 

program in the sample districts was $7,532 for a high school 

program for industrial arts/home economics. The lowest cost 

regular education program was $818 for high school language 

arts. The highest cost special education program was $5,674 

for a resource program for visually hand i capped students. 

The lowest cost special education program was $235 for a 

resource program for speech handicapped students. 

Teacher compensation variation was reviewed in 

detail. From this analysis the impacts of pupil-teacher 

rat io, teacher sal ary schedul e, and teacher train ing and 

experience were established for resource programs for speech 

handicapped students and for self-contained programs for 

the trainable mentally handicapped. The impact of pupil

teacher ratio was the most extensive factor in causing cost 



variation in both of the programs studied. 
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However, the 

impacts of teacher salary schedule and teacher training and 

experience were major factors in individual cases. For 

example, teacher salary schedule differences accounted for 

$222 in variation in one district program for the trainable 

mentally handicapped. Teacher training and experience 

accounted for a variation of $429 in another district 

program for the trainable mentally handicapped. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

Studies of the costs of special education have 

consistently revealed expenditure variation between regular 

and special education programs. Also, studies have indi

ca ted that large expend i ture variations exist ed among the 

variety of programs provided for handicapped students. This 

study presented special education costs in the context that 

special education programs are part of a total system of 

providing education services to all children. 

This study has analyzed the types of expenditure 

var i at ion that exist ed between and among regul ar education 

and speci al education programs in sel ect ed Ar izona school 

districts. This variation was identified for administra-

t ion, inst ruct ion support, and operations as well as for 

instructional costs. The variations among both regular 

and speci al educa t i on programs were very ext ensi ve. The 

variations between the highest and lowest cost programs 

for regular education were equally as varied as were the 

differences that existed between the highest and lowest cost 

special education programs. 
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Conclusions 

In reviewing the variations in instructional costs, 

the extensive impact of pupil-teacher ratio was very evi

dent. This impact was identified for both regular and 

speci al education programs. However, other factors that 

influence the compensation of teachers were identified, in 

many cases, to have a significant impact on the variation of 

instructional costs for special education students. These 

variations are as follows: 

1. Salary schedule variations: Differences in 

salary schedules between school districts impacted upon 

the cost of providing special education programs. This 

vari at ion was especially evident in the speci al education 

programs with low pupil-teacher ratios. 

2. Teacher training and experience variations: 

Differences in costs between school districts existed 

because of the different levels of training and experience 

of the instructional staff. This variat ion also was most 

evident in special education programs with low pupil-teacher 

ratios. 

Variations in costs also were identified in the 

per-student costs for regular and special education programs 

in the areas of administration, instruction, instruction 

support, and operations. Among the school districts 

included in the sample, the highest administrative cost was 



$171 and the lowest cost was $23 per student. 
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In the area 

of instruction support the range of highest to lowest expen

d i tures was $838 to $116. The highest regular education 

cost for instruction was $1,259. For special education 

programs the highest administrative cost was $179 for 

resource programs for the visually handicapped, and the 

lowest administrative cost was $27 per student for resource 

programs for speech handicapped. Instructional costs per 

student for special education programs ranged from a high 

of $2,849 for self-contained programs for the physically 

handicapped to a low of $368 for the speech handicapped. 

Recommendations 

In order to adequately analyze special education 

costs, the major consideration is to set the analysis in a 

broader perspect i ve . That is, t he issue of speci al educa

t ion costs must be pI aced in a con text t hat, al though not 

denying its reality, does reestablish the fact that the 

special program costs need to be examined as one component 

of an educational system that provides a variety of educa

t ional services to both regular and handi capped students. 

Special education expenditures must be reviewed 

under systems that consider the major factors that impact on 

these costs. To consider only the type of service or the 

type of student served is not adequate, for other factors, 

not unique to special education programs, can and do playa 
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major role in altering the cost of providing special educa

tion services. Significant factors identified from this 

study were variations in salary schedules and differences in 

the t raining and exper ience level of cl assroom teachers. 

These two factors become more important and significant as 

the pupil-teacher ratios are reduced. Therefore, these 

factors have a greater impact on special education costs 

that traditionally have lower pupil-teacher ratios. 

The ability of public education to meet the educa

tional needs of all students, including the special needs of 

the handicapped, is dependent upon the adequate availability 

of needed resources. Most existing funding systems provide 

education dollars to school districts on the basis of cate

gorical groups of children. Unless adjustments are made to 

funding formulas to account for variations in cost, such as 

those identified by this study, individual school districts 

will be overfunded or underfunded, dependent upon the 

circumstances at work in a particular school system. 

Further research is recommended in Arizona in the following 

areas: 

1. To analyze the relationship between the educa

tional needs of handicapped students and the ability of 

school districts to provide these servi ces under existing 

funding systems. 

2. To review the impact of variations in teacher 

training and experience levels to determine the extent that 
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these factors cause distortions in the existing funding 

formula for special education. 

3. To investigate the feasibility of altering the 

exisi tng accounting systems of public schools to include 

reports that identify the specific instructional compensa

tion patterns existing in regular and special education 

programs. 
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Appendix A 

Special Education Enrollment, FTE Teachers, FTE Aides, and 
Average Enrollment per Teacher and Aide by Category 

FTE Average enrollment 
Cate- ADM teach- FTE 
gory aides Teach- Aides ers ers 

Elementary--Res. 

Speech 2,235.091 54.04 5.75 41.36 388.71 
EMH 138.574 10.985 .475 12.61 291. 73 
EH 174.794 13.125 .025 13.32 ?,991.76 
LD 2,235.403 184.66 10.93 12.65 213.67 
HH 73.533 10.90 1.00 6.75 73.53 
MH .938 .06 15.63 
PH 2.282 .22 10.37 
VH 39.643 7.70 3.33 5.15 11.90 

Elementary--SC 

EMH 873.946 96.05 48.78 9.10 17.92 
EH 219.442 30.78 23.25 7.13 9.44 
HBD 34.957 5.90 5.92 
LD 690.675 68.90 52.61 10.02 13.13 
HH 13.440 1.02 1. 70 13.18 7.91 
MH 37.533 4.64 4.08 8.09 9.20 
PH 49.752 8.21 15.19 6.06 3.28 
TMH 261.259 33.74 33.96 7.74 7.69 

High School--Res. 

Speech 194.965 7.26 26.85 
EMH 81.193 5.84 .40 13.90 202.98 
EH 287.779 19.42 1.10 14.82 261.62 
LO 1,184.756 84.03 19.70 14.10 60.14 
HH 71.569 5.64 .10 12.69 715.69 
~,lH .438 .04 10.95 
PH 10.000 .96 1. 00 10.42 10.00 
VH 19.876 2.70 7.36 
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Appendix A (Continued) 

FTE Average enrollment 
Cate- ADM teach- FTE 
gory ers aides Teach- Aides ers 

High School--SC 

EMH 605.207 53.68 10.38 11.27 58.31 
EH 98.858 14.00 3.00 7.06 32.95 
HBD 188.959 29.20 2.00 6.47 94.48 
LD 31. 785 4.20 7.57 
HH 
MH 10.250 .80 .80 12.81 12.81 
PH 2.345 .36 .36 6.51 6.51 
TMH 122.409 6.52 17.46 18.77 7.01 

Unified--Res. 

Speech 3,478.153 84.90 26.41 40.27 131.70 
EMH 363.117 33.04 4.27 10.99 85.04 
EH 355.233 25.32 9.18 14.03 38.70 
LD 4,690.152 324.97 73.09 14.43 64.17 
HH 134.227 22.77 4.71 5.89 28.50 
MH 1.188 .10 .10 11.88 11. 88 
PH 106.573 6.75 3.35 15.79 31. 81 
VH 57.955 9.75 1.15 5.94 50.40 

Unified--SC 

EMH 826.826 84.50 37.07 9.78 22.30 
EH 626.732 69.16 52.47 9.06 11.94 
HBD 193.381 31.68 6.10 
LD 696.834 72.54 37.17 9.61 18.75 
HH 11.828 2.00 1.00 5.91 11.83 
MH 151.360 18.00 26.70 8.41 5.67 
PH 27.910 3.00 4.40 9.30 6.34 
T\lH 399.583 50.05 45.23 7.98 8.83 
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Appendix B 

Cost per Pupil for Resource Programs by District 

Category 
Dis-
trict Speech EMH EH LD 

($) ($) ($) ($) 

A 455.92 2,565.99 4,323.04 1,720.37 

B 457.24 1,688.34 

C 766.31 2,097.13 

D 1,886.12 2,170.18 2,663.74 

E 1,666.69 3,705.00 1,588.85 

F 534.73 1,321.59 1,870.86 

G 932.78 3,128.00 1,317.82 

H 3,605.06 1,371.00 1,921.96 

I 998.50 2,586.26 

J 792.35 2,172.47 2,410.98 2,486.60 

K 267.54 1,629.00 1,631.96 1,615.02 

L 341.54 1,313.20 1,372.38 1,129.73 

M 538.01 1,296.69 1,509.39 

N 296.60 1,596.53 1,477.96 

0 3,656.00 

P 608.22 3,053.83 1,698.60 1,515.30 

Q 861.72 2,587.74 2,082.00 

R ti30.59 1,637.28 1,767.25 1,815.81 

S 1,017.31 3,239.67 2,428.00 3,677.51 

T 708.21 1,586.36 1,819.01 1,813.41 

U 613.85 2,226.96 1,666.77 1,693.03 

V 1,039.76 1,743.49 1,282.72 

W 1,100.48 1.319.42 1,727.70 1,887.45 
v 1,147.27 3,416.32 4,448.89 3,188.24 .\ 

Y 1,087.70 2,635.07 2,020.54 2,149.21 

Z 235.34 1,631.57 1,686.30 2,822.47 
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Appendix B (Continued) 

Category 
Dis-
trict HH MH PH VH 

($) ($) ($) ($) 

A 3,184.59 3,659.99 

B 

C 

D 

E 3,704.00 

F 3,889.17 

G 

H 

I 

J 4,306.98 5,673.71 

K 2,342.52 3,775.46 

L 2,042.63 1,836.55 

M 4,341.98 5,421.35 

N 2,613.50 

0 

P 3,570.17 2,296.95 4,910.64 

Q 

R 2,196.97 

S 

T 4,153.18 5,180.89 

U 5,471.62 1,594.17 3,828.48 

V 1,724.06 

W 3,233.65 2,783.121 3,246.70 

X 

Y 1,964.65 5,065.16 

Z 3,508.00 
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Cost per Student for Self-Contained Programs by District 

Dis
trict 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

H 

I 

J 

K 

L 

M 

N 

° P 

Q 

R 

S 

T 

U 

V 

W 

X 

Y 

Z 

EMH 
($) 

1,921.98 

2,384.13 

3,279.49 

2,630.34 

3,087.73 

2,424.86 

1,878.78 

4,115.27 

3,371.61 

2,176.31 

2,148.75 

2,083.18 

2,785.26 

3,085.54 

2,881.17 

2,644.99 

4,386.66 

Category 

EH 
($) 

2,427.41 

3,997.18 

3,840.18 

3,626.83 

1,701.49 

3,898.80 

3,465.67 

2,305.97 

2,894.99 

1,390.06 

2,760.41 

3,812.21 

3,365.68 

4,589.24 

LD 
($) 

2,072.83 

3,431.98 

2,870.07 

2,474.80 

3,722.51 

3,056.67 

1,806.31 

2,444.03 

2,611.94 

2,574.64 

1,851.49 

2,129.75 

3,236.47 

3,548.78 

3,899.81 

HH 
($) 

2,740.33 

3,512.03 

5,228.01 

81 
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Appendix C (Continued) 

Category 
Dis-
trict MH PH TMH Homebound 

($) ($) ($) ($) 

A 3,453.45 3,028.61 

B 2,730.51 

C 4,934.20 

D 

E 

F 5,463.14 4,199.09 2,539.45 

G 

H 

I 

J 4,303.61 

K 3,285.05 2,592.44 2,674.50 6,388.43 

L 1,357.85 5,652.50 

M 4,934.08 3,211.52 2,397.92 

N 2,986.90 1,551.93 

0 

P 2,682.01 3,091.26 3,619.17 4,514.35 

Q 3,960.45 

R 3,146.13 3,085.~7 

S 3,831.00 

T 4,070.99 4,008.49 3,980.77 

U 4,448.26 2,826.81 3,661.24 4,224.41 

V 2,145.58 

IV 2,315.46 3,930.48 

X 5,615.05 

Y 2,154.69 4,740.62 

Z 4,633.00 4,915.80 2,427.70 



83 

Appendix D 

Cost per Student by Subject Area for High Schools 

Lan- Math- Social For- Indus. 
Phys-Sci- eign Arts/ Fine Dis- guage emat- stud- Lan- Home Arts ical 

trict arts ics ies ence Educ. 
($) ($) ($) ($ ) guage Econ. ($) ($ ) ($ ) ($ ) 

N 1,236 1,247 1,104 1,291 1,701 1,316 1,146 1,123 

0 2,001 3,100 2,461 2,860 3,934 7,532 2,516 2,305 

P 1,157 1,158 1,091 1,298 1,558 1,486 1,108 1,111 

Q 1,775 1,765 1,643 1,231 5,600 2,195 2,391 1,801 

R 1,314 1,196 1,135 1,208 1,213 1,390 1,086 818 

T 1,274 1,146 1,070 1,046 1,228 1,514 1,097 1,085 

U 1,392 1,332 1,205 1,328 1,560 1,451 1,222 1,264 

V 1,434 1,364 1,377 1,509 1,692 1,629 1,750 1,500 

W 1,208 1,237 1,102 1,174 1,491 1,614 1,372 1,066 

X 1,708 1,427 1,458 1,423 1~601 1,767 1,551 1,547 

Y 1,375 1,486 1,284 1,342 1,443 1,436 1,336 1,198 

Z 1,126 1,197 1,019 1,126 1,225 1,509 1,118 968 
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Appendix E 

Cost per Student by Major Function for Elementary Programs 

Function 

Dis- Admin- In- Instr. Oper- Total 
trict istra- struc- sup- ations ($) 

tion tion port ($) ($) ($) ($) 

A 72 785 147 154 1,158 

B 43 648 147 200 1,038 

C 82 1,034 185 192 1,493 

D 130 902 156 284 1,472 

E 42 576 153 159 930 

F 70 659 128 189 1,046 

G 28 728 161 157 1,074 

H 87 705 146 179 1,117 

I 76 808 146 184 1,214 

J 82 930 270 262 1,544 

K 53 663 149 178 1,043 

L 55 662 133 180 1,030 

M 23 670 116 141 950 

N 38 824 229 157 1,248 

0 93 732 138 265 1,228 

P 35 610 174 179 998 

Q 128 1,038 211 348 1,725 

R 48 682 172 174 1,076 

S 131 853 259 340 1,583 

T 42 760 143 170 1,030 

U 34 674 240 173 1~121 

V 145 782 172 325 1,423 
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Appendix F 

Cost per Student by Major Function for High School Programs 

Dis
trict 

N 

0 

P 

Q 

R 

T 

U 

V 

W 

X 

Y 

Z 

Admin
istra
tion 
($) 

36 

171 

37 

115 

48 

42 

38 

145 

48 

165 

41 

63 

Function 

In
struc
tion 
($) 

835 

1,259 

639 

930 

669 

664 

766 

771 

701 

700 

747 

610 

Instr. 
sup
port 
($) 

227 

838 

216 

525 

242 

237 

250 

254 

249 

270 

315 

209 

Oper
ations 

($) 

164 

500 

284 

413 

214 

227 

272 

356 

224 

456 

259 

244 

Total 
($) 

1,262 

2,768 

1,176 

1,983 

1,173 

1,170 

1,326 

1,526 

1,222 

1,590 

1,362 

1,126 



District 

Alhambra 
Amphitheater 
Balsz 

Appendix G 

School District Sample 

ELEMENTARY 

County District 

Catalina Foothills 
Eloy 

Maricopa 
Pima 
Maricopa 
Pima 
Pinal 
Maricopa 
Mohave 

Oracle 
Osborn 
Phoenix 
Roosevelt 
Salome* 
Sierra Vista 
Washington 

Glendale 
Kingman 

District 

Flagstaff 
Globe* 
Joseph City 
Mesa 
Page 

HIGH SCHOOL 

District 

Glendale 
Marana 
Phoenix 
Sierra Vista 

County 

Coconino 
Gila 
Navajo 
Maricopa 
Coconino 

UNIFIED 

District 

Prescott 

County 

Maricopa 
Pima 
Maricopa 
Cochise 

Santa Cruz Valley** 
Scottsdale 
Tucson 
Window Rock*** 
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County 

Pinal 
Maricopa 
Maricopa 
Maricopa 
Yuma 
Cochise 
Maricopa 

County 

Yavapai 
Santa Cruz 
ivlaricopa 
Pima 
Apache 

*Not included in special educaiton cost study due to 
contracted services. 

**Elementary portion only. 

***Elementary district teaching high school. 
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