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ABSTRACT

Recently, there has been much concarﬁ over the élight of learning-
disabled édoléscents in secondary schools. During the siities, ;here
was a heavy focus on learning disabilities services in elementary sc¢hools
and a neélect of services in secondary schoolks. Over the last ten
years, demands for improvement in the quaiity and quaﬁtity of programming
for the learning-disabled adolescent have inifeased steédily. In-
response to this pressure, program development for the learning-
disabled adolescent has become a priority. As ?rograms develop, it

becomes apparenf that no single prototype program can meet the diversi-
A%

e

fied academic, vocational and psychological needs of this sub—populétidn

of secondary students. Rather an appropriate range of services is

3
—

required.

This thesisglakes thé position that the Alternate Rehabilitation
Program, which is an established special.education prdgram in B.C.,
is an appropriate and productive setting fo£ the learning-disabled
adolescent. The thesis begins' with a brief history of the field of
learning disabilitigs. It then reviews programming presently available
for the learning-disabled adolescent in North America, and isolates
program characteristics that are considered necessary to successful
‘education of this populaéibﬁ. Subsequently, programs presently avail-
able to the learnéég—disabled adolescent population in British
Columbia are critically examined. Einally, the role of‘the Alternate
R@habilitation Program in extending and improving prégramming for the

learning-disabled adolescent in British Columbia is examined.

iii
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Chapter I
PURPOSE AND ORGANIZATION

" The purpose of this thesis isrto establish the feasibility of
i incorporating the Alternate Rehabilitation Program into the existing
range of services for the learning-disabled adolescent>in British
Columbia. The Alternate Rehabilitation Program, alsc called
Rehabilitation Program, is a special education program sponsored jointly
by the Special Programs Branch, Ministry of Educatiog; B.C. and the
Ministry of Human Resources, B.C., Present educational programming in
B.C., and programming plans for the immediate future tend to concentrate
on mainstreaming learning-disabled adolescents. The literature clearly
indicates that a portion of the lea;ning—disabled éopulation cannot he
appropriately served by mainstreaming because of the severe nature of
their problems?r Alternative programming must be provided for these
students. Because financial  restraints make it difficult to establish
a full range of programs for the l;arning-disabled adolescent, school
districts must cénside; alternative methods of expanding existing
services for these students. One method would be to modify existing
special education programs to meet the needs of these learning-
disabled adolescents. This thesis will exaﬁine Alternéte Rehabilita-
tion Programs for such potential use.

It is the position of this thesis that the Alternate Rehabilitation
Program is a suitable placement for learning—aféabled adolescents,
particularly those who Zo not respond well to mainstreaming. This

4
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position will be presented as a pedagogically souhd and practical
approach to expanding services for thé learning-disabled adolescent in
B.C. The students being served by Altefnaté Rehabilitation Programs
- -
and learning-disabled students share many similar educational and
psychological needs. The Alternate Rehabilitation Program is philosoph-
ically suited to meet these needs in that it éupports an individualized,
flexible approach to education. In terms of practicalit?, thes
— ,

programs are presently established in .most school districts in B.C.
Thus, they can be used‘to service students' né?ds quickly. It will be
established that they are appropriate in their present form and that
they could also be easily adapted to morevspecifically'addréss the
. needs of the learning-dzsabled student. Moreover , these programs
, potentially can be expanded'further togmeet theivocational needs’of
-these students. ©¥Keeping in mind the possible areas for imérovement
and expansion in the Alternate Rehabilitation Program and the gaps in
Apresent learning-disabilities services, suggestions will be made for
developihg an Alternate Rehabilitation Program intgnded specifically
for the learning-disabled adolescent.

The context for the position that Alternate Rehabilitation
Programs are oné of the appropriate environments for the learning-
- disabled adolescent will be presented in the first four chébters,
Chapter two bégins with4a statement of definition for the term
'learning digabilities' and a brief history of the field of lea;ning
disabilities. It coﬁcludes by identifying educational and psychologiCal“

characteristics particular to the learning-disabled adolescent and dis-



cusses the problems involved in establishing universally accepted proj
gramming goals and priorities. Chapter threé will identify the ‘
learning-disabled adolescent for progrémmic purpéges/and sur%ey
the_prOgram@ing,médels currently available to this populétion. Chapter
four will survey the program components of curriculum, -teaching methods,
and enviromment as they relate to learning—disabiiitieé programming ana
address the issue of accountability in educational programming.
Chapter five will identify what is considered according to the litera-
ture an ;ppropriate range of éerviées for the learning-disabled
adolescent; It will also extract, ffom the literature reviewed,
factors identified as consistent with successful programming for this
population. It will then discuss the proﬁhems inherent in providing
these success factors through mainstreaming, the popular programming
trend. Chapﬁer six will describe ahd critique the services presently
available to the learning-disabled adolescent in B.C. and identify the
gaps in these services. Chapter seven will explore the potential
for and advantanges of incorisrating Alternate Rehabilitation
Programs into the range of services offered to the 1earning-disablea
adolescent i;,B.C. It will also make suggéstioﬁs for adapting Alternate
Rehabilitatiéﬁ Programs to better address the needs of the learning-
disabled adolescent and suggest future program directions. |
Finally the thesis concludes with the recommendation that a
constructive connection between the Alternate Rehabilitation Program

and the fieldypf 1earnigg.di§ah£&ities be established. Specifically

it is suggested that:



(1)

(2)

(3)

.
4

The Alternate‘Rehabiliii§§§n Program should be incorpqrated

into the range of services offered to the learning-disabled

adolescent in B.C. as‘it is a suitaSle and produétive environ-

ment forithis population, particularly thé severely learning

disabled.

That a portion of Alternate Rehabilitation Programs should
8 . ,

be designed to specifically ad%ress the needs of th@.severely

learning disabled. The initial target population should be

the older severely learning-disabled adolescent as this group

has least adequate services presently.

That Alternate Rehabilitation Programs should be e;zgﬁéédv

to provide a comprehensive educational alternative- to

mainstream education.



Chapter Two

Defining Learning Disabilities

One of the most common observations made regarding the field of
learning disabilities is how rapidly the term has grown in popularity
and how great an impact it has had on the direction of special education
over approximately the last two and one-half decades. The situation
about to be described will pertain to the United States, as that is
where the field originated. There were mény children in the public
school system who, though of adequate intelligence,.were unable to
learn in the 'normal' school situation. Their parents were anxious to
have their children recognized by the public school system as a category
of students in need of special programming and, therefore, eligible for
funding toward such programming. In the early sixties Samuel Kirk (Kirk,
1981) supplied the term, ‘learning disabilities', and the parent organi-
zation of the Association for Children with Learning Disabilities (ACLD)
was formed. Five years later, the Council for Exceptional Children
formed a division for Children with Learning Disabilities. These two
organizations have done much to further the cause of children with
learning disabilities. ,

The term, 'learning disabilities', quickly became popular among
parents and educators. One reason for the ready acceptance of this
term, was that it is a less offensive term tﬁan previous labels such
as: minimal brain damage, brain injury, or minimal brain disfunction.

In addition, the term 'learning disability' was considered a more apt



and educationally relevant description than the etiological terms in

use at that time (Johnson & Moransky, 1977). The widespread use of

this>term can be seen as a reflection .of the number of children in need :tb
of special programming services. The category of learning disabiizties

within special education was now able to cover children Who needed

special help but who did not fit into other categories, such as mentally

retarded or emotionally disturbed. -

The student population served by the field of learning disabilities
has proveg\?g/pg,ﬁ%ry heterogeneous. Many attempts have been made to
establish definite parameters for the field and to define 'learning
disabled' clearly and succinctly. To date, although there is an offi-
cial definition of learning disabilities, there is no universally
accepted method of identification.

In 1962, Kirk offered the first definition of learning diéabilities:

VA

A learning disability refers to a retardation,
disorder or delayed development in one or more
. of the processes of speech, language, reading,
spelling, writing, or arithmetic resulting from
cerebral dysfunction and/or emotional or
behavioral disturbance and not from mental
retardation, sensory deprivation, or cultural
or inst;uctional,factors. (Marsh, Gearheart &
Gearheart, 1978, p. 7) .
In this definition, Kirk incorporated the basic concepts recognized
in the many definitions that followed. Subsequent definitions also
identify processing problems as the underlying cause of academic
learning problems in the learning disabled. It is also generally agreed

that discrepancy between intelligence and academic performance is an \

outstanding characteristic of the learning-disabled student. One of the



most widely accepted deﬁinitiohs is the one offered by the National

%

Advisory Committee on Handicapped Children in 1968:

Children with special learning disabilities
exhibit a disorder in one or more of the basic
psychological processes involved in understand-
ing or using spoken or written languages. )
These may be manifested in disorders of listen-
ing, thinking, talking, reading, writing, spell-~
ing or arithmetic. They conclude.conditions
which have been referred to as perceptual handi-~ '
caps, brain injury, minimal brain dysfunction,
dyslexia, developmental aphasia, etc. They do
not include learning problems which are due
primarily to visual, hearing or motor handicaps,
to mental ‘retardation, emotional disturbance,

or to environmmental disadvantage. (Marsh et al.,
1978, p. 7)

Hammill (1976) suggests that this definition is as good as any and
£
that the problem is not in Aefining but interpreting the definition.
Each professional brings his own orientation to the definition and
interprets it accordingly.v With a definition as broad as the one
above, the scope for interpretation is far reaching.

One interpretation identifies as learning disabled only those
students who show hard signs of neurological dysfuﬁéfidh; - These
students are referred to by Hammill as the 'hard—cére'-learning dis-
abled. The essential identifying characteristic according to this
interpretation, is the determination of a process disorder which is
caused by underlying néﬁrologicgl dysfunction. Although, it is acknow-
ledged that there af;?;;;; problems in determining process disorders,
the?peoPlecmho advocate thig approach, cgnsider the diagnosis of these

disorders as central in indicating a learning disability. Iﬁﬂeed, they

would go so far as to claim that "Without the#diagnosis of process



difficulties the field of learning disabilities really does not exist"
(Goodman é Mann, 1976, p. 38). The proponents of this approach are
greatl? influenced by the medical model; tﬁeir terminology reflects

‘this orientation. Etiology is attributed to a central nervous system
disorder and the condition is termed brain damage, cerebral dysf%nction )
etc. The symptoms of the condition are labelled dyslexia, aphasiad,
Strauss—syndromé, etc. Only children who clearly display these symptoms
would, according to advocates of this interpretation, be served in
programs established for the learning disabled.

On the other hand, a second interpretation isolated by Hammill
identifies a great variety of students as learning disabled. The stu-
dents identified by this intérpretation are referred tb by Hammill as
the 'soft core' learning disabled. The advocates of this approach
would argue that the term, processes, can also be applied to academic

'
activities suth as reading, writing and arithmetic. Therefor%ﬂ failure
to achieve in these areas can be interpreted as an indication of
processing deficits. Thus, underachievement in th¢ basic subject
areas becomes a criterion for identifying the learniﬁg disabled. Using
a 'soft core' interpretation of the official definition, a wide array of
stud?nts such as: the poorly motivated, the Aisadvantaged or those with
behavior problems join the ranks of the learning disabled. The school
system, which must educate these youngsFers, is.a stronghold forrthis
approach. ;

Hammill suggests that it is the funding system applied to the

schools that necessitates this liberal interpretation of the definition.



In both the United. States and Cahada, funding‘for special edﬁcaﬁion is
allocated only to recognized categories ofvhandicapped studenéé.

Hammill poin;s out that the majority of hanaicapped learners in the'
public schQQl system are not clear‘cuﬁ cases that can be easily labelled
mentally retarded, emotionally disturbed or learning disabled. However,
such a labelling process must be applied before’funding becomes avail-
able. At present the term learning disabled, beingvthe least objeétion—
aELe and most loosely defined, tends to be the most ‘popular labe;vto
uses. ;Many(students'formerly. ineligible for funding as handicapped
learners, become candidates for the individualized aftention available
in learning-disabilities programs; if a liberal interpretation of the
definition is applied. Hammill descfibés the educator's position as

one dominated by administratiQe requirements.

‘The-advocates of the 'hard core' interpretation also iook at the
effect of administrative pressures‘but come tg a very different conclu-
sion. They insist.that funding will only be available for a small
percentage of students under the label of learning disabilities and
it is, therefore, necessary to mold the definition in such a way that
it will yield the number of students the administration is willing to
fund. It is clear that ‘consideration of the same element can yield
very different conclusions. |

These two interpretations of tﬁe definition represent extreme
approaches to ident}ﬁying the learning disabled. They. reflect the
Qaried orientations present in the field of learning disabilities and

i

the divergent population needing special education services. -Neither



10,

-

interpretation is generally accepted or used in its entirety by the

éducator in establishing programs for the learning disabled. The _

«

'hard core' approach, applied in its strictest form, is considered

inappropriate for identifying the variety of developmental problems
) ’ . - N
present in the school population. On the other hand, the 'soft core'

-

approach is considered too vague to be useful in defining a specific

population. Thereforé,‘élements of both approaches are applied in

el

identifying the’leiéging disabled ir schools.
) Much of the disagreement around how to define the learhiﬁg dis-

abled arises from the multidisciplined background of those working in

the field. The historical roots of the field are based in such'prOf

fessions as medicine, psychology, psychiatry, neurology and education.

.

Each profession brings its own perspective and interpretation in terms

-

of definition and descriptive terminology. To obtain a perspective
on the definition of learning disabilities demands tracing the History

N

of its development.

Historical Development

Kurt Goldstein, a well known behavioxal scientist strongly
influenced the direction taken by the fieid of learning disabilities
(McCarthy & McCér;hy, 1969) . In the 1930's Goldstein conducted clinical .
studies involving brain injured aduits who displayed disorders in
spoken language, written_languége and perceptual:moto; coordination.

Many of his subjects were World War One soldiers suffering from head

wounds, others were stroke victims, but all suffered from acquired

) Ve
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brain damage (Wiederholt, 1978a). Through clinical‘observatioﬁ,

Goldstein identified five "behavioral characteristics in his pétients:

forced responsiveness to stimuli, figure-background confﬁsiog,-ﬁyper—

activity, meticulosity, and catastrophic reaction" (Hallahan & K;hffmqn,
.-

1976, p. 4). The disorders and the behavior characteristics observe

'

in these brain—ihjufed‘adu;ts were attributed to lesions in specific
parts of the brain. The data‘éoilected,f;om these observations were
correlated with data collected during necessary operations or autopsies
performed on these same subaects:‘ Hevconcluded frém his studies that
acertain éérts of the brain were responsigle for particular functions and
that injury to a specific area would resul£ in disorders of a particular
fungtion, accompanied by predictablg and observable behavior’character—
istics. |
éoldstein‘s theory on how the brain funcﬁioned was based totally
.on observations of adults who had suffered aéquired brain damage whicﬂ
resulted in observable changes in character. His theory was lateé
applied in studies of subﬂects who had no proven history of brain n
damage. Goldstein's list of behavioral characteristics of the brain
injured was adopted by Strauss. Alfred Strauss was a neuropsychiatrist
who, along with such noteabie colleagues as Werner, Lehtinen, and
Kephart, felt that the behavioral charactefis£ics found in Goldstein'sl
iipatients could be used to diégnose brain damége in other types of
qhildren and adults:

Strauss and Werner conducted studies with mentally retarded

children in whom they observed behavioral characteristics similar to
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thosé observed by Goldstein in brain injured adults. They concludedb
‘that these children had suffered some sort of brain injury before,
. r )

-during or gfter'birth {Ross, 1977). Consequently, they labelled ese
chilafen exo0genous or brain‘injufed mentallyvretarded, thus differ®atia-
ting them from what they called endogenous mentally reﬁarded, retarda-
tion stemming from geﬁetic factors (McCarthy & McCarthy, 1969). The
diagnosis of brain injury did not havé to include neuroiogical or
historical proof of brain damagé; it éoﬁld b; diagnosed splely on the
basis of behavioral char;cteristics such aS'hyperactivity, perceptual
motdr disturbances or distractability. These same characteristics,
later to be labelled as the Strauss Syndrome, were sged by Strau;s and
Werner to define what brain injury was. This circular logic héé been
criticized strongly and hds weakened the casé for‘a causal connection
between brain injdry and these behavioral characteristics (Tarver &
Hallahan, 1976). .

Nevertheless, the impact of Strauss and his associate§ on special
education was indisputable. Tﬁeig‘studies led to é general acéeptance
that the mentally retarded were not a homogeneous group, as was pre-
viously thought, aqé that they could benefit from special educational
programming.. Educational strategies which haﬁe been uséd widely with
learniﬁg—disabled children, such as réducing environmental stimulus ‘or
tightly é{{z:turing classroom expériences, were a major focus in
programming ;Eggested by these early pioneers (Marsh et al., 1978).

3

William Céuickshank and his colleagues applied, Strauss' method

of identifying the brain injured to still other categories of children.

~
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They éondupted studies with intellectually-normal, cerebral-palsied
children.’ These children, already diagnosed as brain damaged, displayed
the ‘same behavioral characteristics as Goldstein‘é brain injured adults
and Strauss’ exogenous mentally refarded, and they respondedxto the s;me

educational techniques. Cruckshank and his colleagues concluded that

- . -

perceptual handicaps were not a function of intelligence but of neuro-
psychological damage: (Cruickshank, 1976). Cruickshank further concluded
—
that the observation of the Strauss syndrome in school children of nor-
mal intelligence could be considered indicative of minimal- brain injury

. .
and that the educational techniques suggested by Strauss am ' Werner
- .
could be successfully used with these children {(Tarver & Hallahan, 1976).
The school system was quick to adopt Cruickshank's'8method of identi-

fica£ion and ;abels such as minimally_brain.injured, (or minimal brain
dysfunction): brain damaged (or'brainiinjured) were applied éo‘stﬁdents
who displayed these behavioral characteriétics. These labels were
later replaced with the term 'learning disabled'. |

The work of these early pioneers forme§ the base for the perceptual-
motor theories that dominated the idemtification process and teaching
methods used during the 1960's. Therperceptual-motor theories were
based on the idea that injury to the b;ain manifeésted itself in
behavi;ral charactefistics such as those described by Strauss and his
colleéagues. It was furthr theorized that these disorders were atcthe
root of learning é&oblems experienced by t%e child.f Behaviors such as

hyperactivity, perceptual motor problems, and distractibility.were

considered a result of deficient processing by the injured part of the

b

C A

todr
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brain. ,In other words, the child was unable to interpret or respond
to his SLvironment in an appropriate manner because his perception was
hindered by deficient processing abilities. -Perceptual motor theorists

. Y i M . .
such as: Kephart, Barsch, Getman and Frostig set. out to produce

" educational materials that would identify and remediate the deficient

processes, in the belief that this would improve the child's ability to

learn, and transfer to perfdtmance in academic tasks (Tarver & Hallahan,

1976) . :
Frostig's &1976)_Developmentéi Test of Visual:Pérception (DéVP)
clearly reflects the influence of Goléstein, Straussj Werner and
Lehtinen. The premise of her test lies in the relationship between
perceptual disturbances énd learning deficits (Tarvér'& Hallahan, 1976)J
The %idespreadruse of this test and rélated~trainiﬁgvmaterials, in the
1960's aétest.£o the Tacceptance of the perceptual métor theory as valid.
It is generally conceded that the percept?al—mofor tests do measure
a child's ability to perform perceptual-motor tasks. However, the
inability to complete these fasks, which claim to measure'adequéte
perceptual and motor development, has not been proven indicative of
specific deficit processes, and training in visual and/or auditoryf

3

discrimination, of motor co-ordination has not‘been shown to result in
improved academic performance (Hammill & Larsen, 1974). éon;equently,
the efficacy of this theory is.severely questioned by many leading
figgres in the field of learning disabilities (Tarver & Hallahan, 1976).
Aithough percertual -motor theories dominated the early literature

and research in the field of learning disabilities, the work of the

language theorists in the early-1800's such as Hinshelwood and Orton
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also influenced the study of language disorders as it pertains to

, .
the field of learning disabilities (Wiederholﬁ, 1978a) . Language dis'b
orders have not beenfthe subject of much research until reéeﬁtly.
However, early in the history of the field people such as Miklgbust,l
McGinnis, Wepman, Osgood, Eisenson and $irk worked to increase
awareness of language disorders. The growth in the area of psycho-
linguistics fﬁrther increased attention to language disorders
(Tarver & Hallahan, 1976) . .

One of the earliest ahd most widely used tests in détecting langu;gq
disorders, the Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic abilities (ITPA), was
developed by Kirk, McCarthy and Kirk in 1971., It was based on Osgood's
communications model (Wiederholt, 1978a) and examines channéls of

'communication, psycholinguistic processes, and levels of organization.
The ITPA is based on the assumption that'ghe psycholinguistic and
perceptual processes that it measures are necessary pre-requisites. to
adequate academic functioning (Hallahan & Heins, 1976). It‘was intended
to be both a diagnostic and remedial tool. Specifically, the ITPA was
designed to reveal intraindividual differences in the child'd¢ development
pertaining to the strengths and déficits in psychélinguistic skills.
The test results were assumed to yield sufficient information for the
educator to build an appropriate edﬁcationallprescription which would
address both the strengths and deficits of tﬁe student (Kirk, 1976).

The ITPA was one of the first major tests to focus on language dis-

orders. However, the walidity of this test has been seriously ques-

tioned. In their review of a number of studies that examined the
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efficacy of psycholinguistic training, Hammill and Larsoﬁ (1974) héve
come to the conclusion that it has not been effective. They question
the assumption that "discrete elements of language behavior are identi-
fiable and measurable, that they provide the underpinning for learning
and that if defecti&e they can be reﬁediated" (Hammill & Larson, 1974,
p. 5-6). The criticisms directed at psycholinguistic training are
similar to those directed at perceptual-motor training. Both approaches
to learning disabilities refer to deficient underlying processes as the
basis of learning problems. As pointed outvby Goodman and Mann (1976;
these processes are in fact hypothetical constructs. Although
perceptual—mo%or and psycholinguistic training were used extensively

in the 1960's, their populaff%y has dwindled over the last decade and
they are no@ virtually de®unct. Educators stopped using the materials
primarily because of construct validity problems and because the skills

taught in the training programs did not transfe¥ to academic tasks
(Myers & Hammill, 1976). To obtain transfer, it would have been
necessary to build into the training programs specific tasks that would
apply the psycholinguistic and perceptual-motor skills taught in the
programs to specific academic tasks.

The 50's and 60's were formative years for the field of learning
disabilities. During this time, the field was attempting to come to
grips with some basic issues such as: establishing a definition and
identification procedures, detérmining underlying causes, and |

developing methods of prevention and remediation. The school system

needed sglutions to these problems in order to provide educational

e
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programming for the youngsters that were labelled learning disabled.
Thebfocus was on developing an effective approach to programming for
these children.' ﬁtiology was a concern only in so far as it pertained
to the development of this programming. The tendency at that time was
to look for a correct and complete solution to the educational problems
of learning-disabled students. -

The prevalent theories of the day, the Perceptual-Motor and
‘ Psycholingdistié theories, offered poteﬂfial solutions to learning-dis-
abled students' educational problems. Both theories focused on training
specific skills or processes assumed to underlie sﬁccessful learning.
These prerequisite processes were considered developmental in nafure.
The éremise of these theories was that if these deficit processes were
diagnosed and remediated ét an early age, the student's prognosis in
academic aphievement would be substantially enhanced.

The focus .on early detection and remediation resulﬁed in a rather
exclusive concern with’identifying\and remediating yoﬁng children with
learning disabilities. Concurrent with such a focus was the development
of diagnostic and remediation materials designed exclusively for the
elementary and preschool child. Indeed, efforts in all areas, ;raininé
of staff, construction of programs; and development of curriculum
materials and diaghostic tools were centered on the needs of the
elementary student. such emphasis on assessing and treating the young
child with learning disabilities, led inadvertently and unavoidably to

the neglect of the learning-disabled student at the secondary level.

Apparently, there was the assumption that early identification and



remediation of learning-disabled children would render remédiation at
the secondary level unnecesary {(Wiederholt, 1978a).

Thé preceding assumption proved to be very wrong. Although early
detection and iemediation may well have been a solution for' a portion
of the learning—di;abled population, there are many whose problems
have not been solved despite early identification and remediation.

The reasons given for the failure of this plan include: insufficient
diagnostic services, poor remediation techniques, and misdiagnosis.
Because of these inadequacies in diagnosis_and educational programming,
the learning problems of many students have persisted through to
adolescence (Weber, 1974). Therefore, thesé students require continual
assisfénce at the secondary level.

The emphasis originally placed on -the young child, thever, left
the field‘poorly equipped to addréss the immediate and pressing demand
for appropriate programming for the adolescent (Goodman‘%;Mann, 1978;
Grill, 1978) . Over the last ten years, however, the situation reéarding
the learning-disabled adolescent has been examined closely by learning-
disabilities professionals in an effort to provide effective services
for thesestudents (Wiederholt, 1978a). Consequently, characteristics
and needs pertaining to the learning-disabled adolescent have been
identified. The educational status, characteristics and programming

- needs of the learning-disabled adolescent, as identified through this

examination, will be discussed in the next section of this paper.
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The Learning Disabled Adolescent

£

Recognition in the School System :

There have always been learning-disabled adolescents in the
school system. Until recently, ngever, li?tle attempt has b?en‘méde
to provide appropriate programming for them. The recognition of their
learning problems, and the foéus now apparent in the educational system
on providing appropriate services for these students, can be éttiibuted
fo several.concurrent devélopments. .These include: development and
growth within the field of learning disabilities; the increased aware-
ness among other education personnel regarding learning disabilities;
the increased advocacy of parents and sbéiéI'agenqigs concerned with the
education of the learning-disabled adolescent; the change in societal
expectations and pressures with regards to adolescents and the education
system. Each of these factors has tontributed to the expansion of

services for secondary iearning-disabled students and will be dischssed

in further detail below.

Development within the field of learning disabilities. One of the

most important developments that took place within the field of learning
disabilities was the change in professional opinion regarding the need
for services at the secondary‘level. As stated earLier,_it bgcame

clear in the early seventies that the focus on early intervention and
tré;EﬁQnt had not eliminated the need for services at the secon@ary
level. It had become obvious that many students diagnosed as learning

disabled and remediated in the elementary schdgl were still in need of
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learning assistance at the secondary level, and that many others had
not been detected until high school (Goodman‘& Mann, 1976; Lerner, Evans
& Myeré;'l977)f' It was also recognized that the needs of the learning-
disabled adolesceﬁéhhaa in fact increased rather than dissipated
(siegal, 1975; vance, 1977). These students not only have learning
problems, but also emotional problems resulting frqm unsuccessful
remediation and continuous failure (Cruickshank, Morse & Johns, 1980).
As the reality of tﬁe iearning—disabled adolescent's situation became
apparént, the field of learning disabilities expanded its focus to meet
the needs of these students.

The field of learning disabil}ties had developed considerably in
terms of assessment tools and remedial curriéula by the early seventies.
-The professionals in tﬁé;field had gained expegé;nce and knoﬁledge from
their work in the elementary schools. Methods of remediation had been
expanded and developed and many new materials were available (Siegal;
1975) . 1In addition, the field had attracted and trained many new

»

personnel. Although the materials and tra{ziiijdid not relate directly
to the adolescent student, with the increase in experience, manpower
and materials, learning-disabilities professionals were in a better
position to accept the challenge of~educating the learning-disabled
adolescent. =

Oncé acknowledged as necessary, programs at the secondary level
were seen as a natural extension of services offered in the elementary

school (Minskoff, 1971). It was also recognized that the field could

improve future services at the elementary level by examining the
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previous educational experiences of learning-disabled adolescents
and determining the effects of remediation programs used with these
students (Siegal, 1975). Learning assistance centers, patterned after

the centers established in ‘the elementary schools, were instigated
at the secondary level in an initial attempt to meet the needs of the

&
learning-disabled student at the secondary level.

Increased awareness within the educational community. The

heightened awareness of both teaching staff and administrative pefsonnel
greatly influenced the efforts to establish appropriate services for the
learning-disabled adolescent. TInitially the teaching staff at the

g -
secondary level had had little connection with the field of learning

disabilities as most services were atjthe elementary level. Howe&er,
as the learning-disabled child advanced into the secondary system the
staff become more cognizant of the nature of iearn;ng disabilities and
more familiar with the cﬁaracteristics of the learning-disabled
adolescent. Many students whé‘might previéusly have been referred to
classes for the mentally retarded or.emétionally.disturbed (Cruickshank
et al., 1980) were instead being referred to the learning-disabilities
sbecialist for assessment. Secondary teaching s£aff also began to
recognize that students wiﬁh'learning problems that had previously been
attributed to-low motivation, low I.Q. or behavior'problems (Cruickshank
et al., 1980) might also be learning disabled. The feaching staff saw
the possibility of assistance in dealing with these problem students

and the referrals to the learning-disabilities specialist increased

rapidly. It soon became obvious that a great escalation of services
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would be necessary in 6rder‘£b meet the needs being identified.

~Administr£tive personnel in the secondary system also became
increasingly awaré of the presence of the learning-disabled adolescent
in the high school. With the growing public awareness regarding
learning disabilities (Alley and Deshler, 1979),'administration came
under pressure from the community and government to establish appropri-
afe seivices for these students. They responded to this pressure by
issuing a maﬁdate to the field of learning disabilities to develop
effective programming for the learning-disabled adolescent, and by
allocaging funds for that purpose. Community pressure)and societal
change greatiy influenced administrative decisions made with regards to

the learning-disabled adolescent. Developments in these two areas will

be discussed next.

Increased advocacy of parents and social agencies. As stated

earlier, parent groups were instrumental in initiating the field of
léarning disabilities and establishing learning disahilities as a
fundable categ;ry in the educational system. Initially their efforts
were, as were those of the field of learning disabilities, aimed at
obtaining services for the learning-disabled child. Advocacy for the
learning-disabled adolescent was initially very incidental and ineffectu-
al. The numbér of parent advocates grew quickly, however, as their
children, who had been given assistance-in the elementary school, and
were still in- need of assistance, were abandoned upon entering the

secondary system (Hammill, 1978).

>
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In addition to expanaing their own focus, parent groups also
helped increase the awarendss level in the community at large. They
provided support and information to concerned parents whose children
were experiencing difficulties at school or in the community. Through
these efforts, many adolescents, unidentified by the school system,
were recognized as learning disabled. Social agencies working with
adolescents whé had socialization and educational problems, also became
more familiar with the concept of learning disabilities (alley &
Deshler, 1979). These agencies recognized the symptoms of learning
aisabilities in their charges and added their voice to the demands being
made on behalf of the learning-disabled adolescent. The pressﬁre
applied by these membérs of the community cgmplimented the efforts of
professionals in the field to obtain funds to increase and improve

services for thé‘learning—disabled adolescent.

‘Societal expectatations and pressures. The growyng  profile of the

learning-disabled adolescent in the school system iy” in part to the ex-

panding a¥areness regarding the concept and nature of.'earning disabili-

ties disc&ésed above and in part to an actual increase in the number of
students with learning disabiliﬁies that are remaining in the secondary
system. Tgis increase is related to the change in the demands of the
work forcé. With the sharp increase in technology, there has been an
ever-increasing demand for higher academic educa£ion for all students.
Simultaneously there has been a sharp decline in the number and variety

of available jobs that require only unskilled labourers. This techno-

logical trend has made it increasingly difficult for the person without



a higﬁ school diploma to find useful and satisfying‘employment. As a
result the student experienEing academic diﬁficﬁltiés, whHo might have
left school énd entered tﬂe workforce as an apprentice or labourer
(McBride, 1980), is néw being pressured t; remain in the system. It is
acknowledged that manyrof the students finding themselves in this posi-
E&on are leérning disabled (Washburn, 1979).
The position of learning—di;;Qied adolescents is a difficult one.

If these students choose to remain iﬁ the school, they find themselves
in a system that is ill-prepared gg meet their needs. The high-school
curriculum has been traditionally designed to serve thg academically
competent student, in a tightly scheduled and group oriented fashion
(Washburn, 1979). It is, therefore, generally ilf?equipped to serve
the learning—-disabled adolescent who requirés an individualized and -
flexible environment (Zigmond, Silverman & Laurig, 1978) . The
secondary school is usually a confusing and threatening experience for
the learning;disabled adolescent (Vance, 1977), who cannot meet the set
-expectation of this highly structured and complex setting. The
learning-disabled adolescent is generally a misfit in the secondary

school and her profile;therefore, tends to be negative, It includes

such descriptions as "beh

ior problem", "easily frustrated”,
"negative attitude" "gives up too easily” (Cruickshank et aTZ,'l980).
On the other hang, if the student decides to leave the school system,

she enters a community—that is equally ill-prepared to respond to her

needs (Kronick, 1975). Today's technological community generally has

no constructive role for the uneducated, unskilled adolescent.- Thus
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the learning-disabled adolescent tends to experience alienation,
frustration and failure both in the commﬁnity and school environmen}s.
The repercussions of such failure and frustration are often devastating
for both fhe adolescent and society. The community has been forced to
deal more and more Qith the results of inadequate education in terms of
. increased crime, unemployment and mental illness (Kline, 1972; Vance,
1977; Weiss.& Weiss, 1974). Recognition of the negative effects of
school failure has resulted in a demand for constructive education that
will equip these young people to adapt more successfully to their
environment and thus enable them to fill a more positive role in their
community. The field of learning disabilities has beeh given the
responsibility of devising constructive education for the learning-
disabled adolescent.

Differences Between the Learning-Disabled Adolescent and the Learning-
Disabled Child

Initially secondary learning disabilities services were set up as
an extension of elementary services and the tendency was to use the same
materials and methods used with the elementary student (Schoolfield,
1978) . This practice was due to a lack of materials and procedures
developed specifically for the learning-disabled adolescent and because
personnel were trained to work with the elementary resource room model
(Cruickshank et al., 1980). Currently it is recognized that such
practice is inadequate in educating the learning-disabled adolescent

because there are many significant differences between the learning-

disabled adolescent and the learning-disabled child. These differences



must be addressed in developing appropriate programming -at the secondary
level (Alley & Deshler, 1979; Wiederholt, 1978a). 1In addressing these
differences some factors to be considered are: differences in educa-

tional experience, changes in academic needs, and needs and goals of

the learning-disabled adolescent.

Differences in educational experience. If is acknowledged that
the learning—disabled.studeﬂt identified at. the elemen£ary level is only
one portion of the secondary léarning—disabled population. There are ‘
many more students who have been identified only upon entry into
secondary school.: These might be students who were able to cope with the
more insular environment of the elementary school but in the more
impersonal. and rigid setting of the secondary institution, their need
for assistance becomes apparent. Other students might not have been {
identified due to a lack of sufficient diagnostic centers or ihadequate
testing at the elementary ievel (Lerner, Evan, & Meyers, 1977). Still
others might have been misdiagnosed as behavior problems, emotionall
disturbed or possibly educably mentally retarded studentsi These
learning-disabled studénts, all having beén exposed to different
iéarﬁing experiences, present a wide range of educational needs and
learning styles quite different from the learning-disabled student at
the elementary level. 1In developing a program for the individﬁal
iéarning—disabled student at the secondary level, it is therefdre
necessary to investlgate the educational setting and/or the remediation
techniques used previously and to consider their success or failure in

planning future programming (Cruickshank et al., 1980).
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Changes in academic needs. The focus in many elementary programs. -

is often on remediating perceptual or auditery deficits. Many pro-
fessionals Beliéve that these problems are developﬁental in nature

and as such are not an appropriate focus in remediating the learning-
disébled adolescént. They feel that the adolescent is more likely
suffering from the residual effects of.having such a deficit during the
élementary grades. Further they point qut that even if érocessing
difficulties are still present it is unlikely that the adolescent
wouid respond to the same remediation techniques used with the young
child. It is the opinion of most professionals in the field that the
learning-disabled adolescent needs a direct approach to remediation of:
acé&emic difficulties (Goodman & Mann, 1975). It is also noted that
the secondary student is expected to have a large fund of facts or
general knowledge at his disposal. However, such an assumption is
questioned by Kronick(1975) who points out that the learning-disabled
adolescent has often been removed from the regqular class and has thus
misseh large portions of the knowledge normally accumulated in tﬁe~
elementary school years. She emphasizes that the learning-disabled

adolescent needs programming that will supbly him ﬁfgﬁ this information.

Changes in needs and goals. Professionals in the field have also

noted that it is essential to recognize that the learning-disabled

N\ ) ) ) '
adolesdﬁz}ii} in fact a young adult, and as such must respond to
societal prpssures very different from those of a young child.
Adolescents™are in the process of learning independence. .The delicate

balance between the need to assert their own will and the need for
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guidance and consultation is an important factor in program planning for
these students. These young people are capable of understanding their
problems and participating in the devg;opment of their own pro;rams.
Br'ownr (1978) cites this particip‘n as essential to successf:l
remeéiation. 9 |

N ]

Setting career goals is one area ip which the learning-disgbled
adolescent generally requires!a good deal of guidance. 1In sg@ondary
schools, students are required to make decisions that inﬁolv;-long
range-goal setting. To make these decisions competently, reguireé a
reasonable degree of self-knowledge and self-confidence. Ifbis
acknowledged that even for the mosﬁawell—adﬁuSted young person,
adolescencé is a time of se}f-doubt and quéstiqnihg (Marsh et él.,‘
1978) . The average studgnt will manage to cope with the preésure
‘inherent in this decision aking procéss with the help of regular
support 'systems such as, counsellors, family and friends. Howevef,
for the_learniﬁé—disabled adolescent thesnatural turmoil created by
this situation is magnified by th ccumulated psychological effects
of having a iearning disability (Lerner et al., 1977). Learning-
disabled st%dents will require additional assistance if they are to
approach these decisions construétively. Adequate programming must .
address: this problem and help the learning-disabled student develop
appropriate goals (Washburn, 1975).

.4

If programming is to be appropriate, it must also take into account

the motivating forces in the learning-disabled adolescent'sAenvironment.

For most adolescents peer acceptance and adult approval are very

»
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important motivating forces. The learning-disabled adolescent often
experiences rejection from his peers and receives negative feedback from
the significant adults in his life (Kroniqk, 1978) . This studént will
usually develop a low self-concept_as a result of the failure and
frustration experience§ both socially and academically. The con;tant
 experigpce of failure eventually destroys the student's belief in>His'
ability to succeed, and results in a low-motivation to achieve
(Deshler, 1978b). 1In defense against expected failure, these studenté
adopt coping or masking mechanisms. They will mask their academic
deficienéies and/or s§Cial ineptness by éemonstrating negative behaviors
such as aggression, withdrawal, indifference or obstinacy. These
behaviour traits are coften diagnosed as the student's primary problem
rather than a result of a‘TEEfﬁing disability (5ewitt, 1977). If these
students are to be successfully re-motivated to learn, their negative
pehaviors must be recognized as defense mechanisms brought on by the
pressures of their learning disability. In this way, the social and
emotional problems at the ioot 6%ithes§ behaviors can be examined aﬁd
appropriately addressed as an integral part of the student's learning
disability. i
The intermal and extern§l environments that the }earning-disabled
adolescent must copé with are very different from those of the elementary

student, Therefore, although the learning-disabled@ adolescent may have

edugétipnal problems’ that appear to be similar to those of the younger
learning-disabled student, they réquire a different approach both

educationally and psychologically from that used in the elementary

K



30.
schools. Recognition of these differences between the learning-
disabled adolescent and the learning-disabled child can assist the

professional in developing appropriate programming for the adolescent.

\

Characteristics of the Learning-Disabled Adolescent

The learning-disabled adolescent has been presented as exhibiting
many of the same charactefistics attributed to the learning-disabled
child, i.e. hyperactivity, emotional lability, coordination deficits,
disorders of attentioﬁ, impulsivity, disorders of memory and.thinking,
disqfders of speech and hearing, and specific learning disabilities.

The &éniﬁégg;zlén of fhese characteristics is however, quite different

in the learningjdisabled adolescent. For example, while hypéractivity

in the child is often experienced as excessive movement of the whole
body the adolescent will have ‘learned to cont;ol these urges and may
express them through more subtle actions such as'fidgeting; grimacing
facial gxpressions, or tapping of finéers, feet or pencils (Wilcox,
1970), The ﬁeterogeneity of the learning-dis;bled adolescent population
and the variance in professional opinion regarding appropriate parameters

+

for this populationvhas made it difficult te gain consensus on the
g3

characteristics indicative of learning disabilities in the adolescent.
There are however, some characteristics more frequently and consistently
cited in the literature as specifically pertaining to the learning-

disabled adolescent. The'leérning—disabled adolescent is generally

accepted as displaying:



(L)

(2)

(3)

(4)

An uneven academic profile - Regardless of her general 1evel_of
intelligence, the student will perform as anticipated in soﬁe
areas aﬁa be significantly below that performance level in others.
This discrepancy in performance is seen as indicating a specific
learning disability in th;t area.

Poor communication skills - This problem is manifested by poor

listening skills, poor verbal and written expression of ideas
and a difficulty in grasping idéas;

Poor organizational skills - This manifests itself in a poor

memory, inability to follow instructions, and an unsystematic
approach to such basic tasks as'studying-and test writing;

A poor self-concept =~ the effects of this personality trait can be

seen in avoidance of assigned tasks, irritability, being easily
frustrated, giving up easily and reacting to situations

impulsively.'

(Cruickshank et al., 1980; Rowan, 1977; Weiss & Weiss, 1974)

Establishing Programs for the Learning-Disabled Adolescent

>

Identifying programming needs. 1In the early seventies, with

the increasing need. and demand for programs, the field of learning dis-

abilities was forced to establish programs immediately despite the lack

of concrete data on how to best serve this population ‘(Grill, 1978).

There were no clearly delineated gquidelines for identifying the.

learning-disabled adolescent; no teaching methods or materials had been

recognized as particularly effective with the learning-disabled
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adolescent and there was no specified curriculum to follow (Vance,
1977) . pProfessionals in each school district defined the learning-
disabled adolescent and priorized the educational needs of the students
they identified, according to their own philosophy, orientation and
training. Because program priorities were dictated by the individual
situation, a number of program prototype evolved. BAs student need has
been perceived quite differently by the various programs, no one |
curriculum or service has been determined as the appropriate priority
for secondary learning-disabilities programs. However, some central
gquestions are being asked, by professionals in the field of learning

disabilities, in an attempt to determine appropriate programming

priorities for the.learning-disabled adolescent.

1) Should the concentration be on basic academic skills?

Most educators agzee that the learnindeisabled adolescent has
not acquired the fundamental academic skills necessary to function in
the mainstream of the educational system. In fact, the lack of these
basic academic skills is one of the most common indicators used in
identifying the learning-disabled adolescent. It is generally'aceepted
that these skills should be developed at least to the point of
functional literacy (McNutt & Heller, 1978). Whether the goals from
this ‘point should focus on guidihg students toward vocational or
career programs, returning or keeping students in the mainstream of
education or encouraging the establishment of flexible academic progréms
that would make collegé eduEZEISh\Q reality for these students is at

)
this point open to debate. /
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3) sShould career training be a main focus?

The proponents of career and vocational programs would suggest
that the learning-disabled adolescent has been unsuccessful with the
academic component of educa;ion and is running out of time and educa-
tional opportunity (Irvine, Goodman & Mann, 1978). They feel the
emphasis should, therefore, be on assuring that the student leaveg?the
school system with training that will be of some real value to him in

the working world.

4) should mainstreaming be a major focus in planning services?

On the other hand, a large number of professionals believe the
-
mandate of the learning—disabilities'tégcher is to maintain the
learning-disabled adolescent in’thé mainstream. The feeling is that
the student will suffer ffém any kind of ‘'special' placement and should
therefore be taught in 'the least restrictive environment' which is

assumed to be the regqular classroom (Leviton, 1978). This assumption

will be severely questioned later in this thesis.

5) Would training in learning strategies be beneficial?

aOther professionals, who usually support the idea of mainstreaming,‘
would iike to see more emphasis placed on teaching the learning-dis-
abled adolescent student how to learn. They believe that concentration
on learning strategies can provide the studentvwith the organizational
skills necessary for successful learning and that with theése skills the
student is more likely to be successful in his endeavors (All§§ &

Deshler, 1979).
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5) Is college a realistic goal for the learning-disabled adolescént?

A follow through from this emphasis on academic skills is the
belief that many learning-disabled adolescents- are potential college

students and should be encouraged to develop their strengths through

" multi-media methods. They would encourage the development of college

programs which allow the student to learn and prove her understanding

through the mode of her preference.

6) Sshould socialization training be a major focus?

The affective education of the learning-disabled adolescent, is an
area of much controversy. When setting goals for teaching the
learning-disabled adolescent, it must be decided how or whether té
address the lack of social skills often apparent in the learning-
disabled adolescent. Some would classify the lack of social skills as a
major characteristic of the learning-disabled adolescent (Kronick, 1978)
and others would exclude students who display severe problems in this
area from programs designea for the learning disabled@ (Goodman,

1958). Whether training the learning-disabled adoléscent in the social
abilities and basic life skills should fall éithin the parameters of
the learning-disabilities teacher's responsibility is strongly debated.
Goodman (1978) emphasizes that learning-disabilities teachers are
trained to teach academic skills, not social skills. dtherspointvout
that if we refuse to address these social and emotional problems our

academic efforts will be less effective (Weiss & Weiss, 1974).
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It is clear that a wide varigty f needs has been identified wi;hig
the learning-disabled adolescent pogulation. Although pro;rams tend ;6
~ focus on one-partidulai area of nied, generally they are eclectic'inr
nature with one focus being predominant but not exclusive.r The
variety of program models presently available in the field of learning
disabilities and the metpod of defining learning—disabled adolescents

for placement in these programs will be diécussed in chapter three.

%
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- Chapter Three

A REVIEW OF SECONDARY LEARNING-DISABILITIES PROGRAMS

Defining the Learning-Disabled Adolescent for Programmic Purposes

The official definitions presented in chapter two are more pertinent
to the learning-disabled child than to the learning-disabled adolescent.

These definitions do not allowl;er’tbe changes in idenfifying traits

. : |
that come with adolescence (Cruickshank et al., 1980), nor do they

?efer to the educational lag or behavior problems (Marsh, et al., 1978;

‘Weiss & Weiss, 1974) so characteristic of the learning-disabled

radolescent. These deficiencies and the identified developmental,

environmental; and personality differences between these two groups
make it inappropriate to apply the same definition in identifying these e
} o
two populations. As é\\result, a functiional definition of the learning-
. ) *

\,

.
disabled adolescent has eyvolved from the. literature; it divides this

population into two groups;; the moderately learning disabled and the

severely learning disabled. These groupingsvare\ysed'as a guide for

5

\

\

placing students in educational programs.
’ ' \

Learning-disabled adolescents are identified ;¥ students who show
a discrepancy between ability and performance and pe¥form inconsistently.
~ Both moderate and severe cases of learning disabilitiés share these
characteristics. -One distinguishing charactefistic beéyeen these two
group; is the degree of academic discrepancy observed. gélley and
Deshler (1979) have identified the moderately disabled séydent as thoée

3

students who have reading prerequisites which allow them ﬁp go beyond
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decoding words to developing comprehension skills, vocabulary and speed.
Another distinguishing characteristic is emotional stability. The )
moderately disabled student is also identified as being basically
emotionally stable, often having establi;hed coping mechaniéms that aid
him in compensating for his disability (Alley & Deshler, 1979; DeWitt, )
1977; Kronick,%9i8).

In contrast, the severely learning—disableézstudents are identified
as those in need of basic literacy instruction (Grill, 1978). They are
the students that have not acquiLed the basicrreading, writing and math
skills that are taught in the elementary school. They are the 'non-
readers' (DeWitt, 1977). These students also often display extreme
personal, emotional and behavior problems (Grill, 1978; Lerner et al.,
1977) and suffer from deficits in social perception (Kronick, 1978).
They are the students who are often earmarked as the possible juvenile
delinquent or who have already had problem with the law. Their dis-~
abilities are often of a multifaceted nature and have severely crippled
them emotionally and educatiohally. They are considered unable to cope
in the regular classroom situation, even with extra support (DeWitt,
1977; Goodman, 1978) and are seen as needing the individual attention
(Dewitt, 1977) and intensive remediation (Goodman, 1978) offefed only
in the special class situation. ’

In a survey of the learning-disabled adolescent populations con-
ducted by Deshler et al. (1879), an estimated 89% of‘the learning-

disabled population was considered moderately disabled, and 11%

severely disabled. This estimate is reflected in the incidence of
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programs for each.group. It is unclear, however, whether these per-
centages constitute a true reflection of the pbpulation or a reflection

L]

of the assessment procedures used.

Prevalent Program Models

Four of the most frequently mentioned settings for secondary pro-
grams at present are the regular classroom, the resource room,. the part-
time special class and the selfjcontained classroom (Lerner, 1978).

The choice of a physical setting often reflects a philosophy’oéréduca—
tion. The regqular classroom and resource room settings emphasizecthe,'
concept of mainstreaming and the more enclosed settings of the part-tine
special class and self-contained classroom emphasi;e the stfengths of
‘the separate environment. The prngram nodels discussed below will be
categorized in terms of mainstreaming models, and non-mains;réaming‘
models. The variations within these two groupings will be desgcribed and
the two groups will be compared. .

a

Surveys indicate that the most popular programs at the present time

Mainstreaming Models

are those that emphasize maintaining the studentvin the mainstream.
These programs generally combine the facilities of the resource room with

v

the modification of the regulaf»qlassroom (Goodman, 1978) . Their basic
aim is to offer remediation services that will allow the student to
function successfully in the regular classroom. The remediation focus

can vary in these programs. Three of the most common foci are basic

academic skills, learning strategies, and regular course materials.
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Theemost common focus is the resource room program which concen-
trates on remediating basic academic skills. These programs usually

o,

use a diagnostic/prescriptive approach to remedial programming. An-
individualized academic program is developed and presented in the
resource room on a part time withdrawal basis, and/or in the regular
classroom. In the latter situation, direct assistance is offered}to

the regular classroom teacher in terms of implementing the‘program,
monitoring progress, and modifying regular cur?ipUlum materZLls to meet
the needs of the individual student (Goodman, 1978). Some programs
operating in this mode also consider scﬂbol survival skills and career
education essential curriculum components for their students (2igmond,
‘ 1978), but the main empha§is is academic remediation.

Another focus which is growing in populafity'is teaching learning
strateg;es in the resource room. In these programs the student's present
learning methods are examined, the student is taught more efficient
methods and means of applying them-to subject areas. There are
strategies designed for both academic and’ social skill areas.

A third possible focus in the mainstreaming model is the c&rriculum
conte?t of the regular classroom (Lerner et al., 1977; McNutt & Heller,
1978) . The students are enrolled in the reqular mainstream academic
- courses and come to the resource room fgr assistance with their course
material. The role of the specialist in these progréms is tHat of- tutor.
Some tutorial programs include compénents of school survival and
counselling but the main focus is on regular high school curriculum .

0

materials.

N .
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Although these programs vary in their curriculum focus, they have
several aspects in common. First, mainstream progr;ms tend to focus
on serving the students commonly labelled as the moderateiy learning
disab}sd (Alley & Deshler, 1979; Dewitt, 1977; Griil, 1978) . Also,
although these programs are found at both junior and senior high school
levels (Alley & Deshler, 1979), the;e is a higher percentage of them
in the junior high schools {(Deshler, et al., 1979), thus i;dicating that
they are considered more suitable for the younger studenﬁﬂk

Another very important commonality is the mainstream ;;ilosophy
which states that the regular classroom is the. least restrictive
educational setting for the learning disabled and that the student
should not be removed from that setting any more than necessary
(Alley & Deshler, 1979; DeWitt, 1977; Lerr;er, 1978) . Educators who
support mainstreaming would see separate educational settings as suitable
only for students who experience extreme difficulty in the regular |
classroom, and even for these students, it ;ould be seen as a temporary
measure. These professionals believe that segregation from peers, and
being-labelled as handicapped, is very damaging psychologically and is,
therefore, educationally inhibiting for fhe student.

Tﬁe mainstream philosophy also emphasizes the necessity of identi-
fying and meeting the educational needs of the student on an individual-
ized basis. Each of the érograms mentioned attempt tovdo this. Given
the above philosophy, and the nature of the avérage high school, thé
final commonality shared by thesewprograms is their need to change the

atmosphere of the regular classroom. One of their goals is to alter



the teaching methods and curriculum materials used in EhéAregular
classroom so-that they can begin to, address the‘individual educational
needs of the learning-disabled student {;obdman, 1978) .

To affect the nécessary changes in the school system, however,
reguires more than just the efforts of the learning—disabilitigs
specialist. It requires the co—operatioh of the regular classroom
teacher and administration. This co-operétion is imperative. Even
the strongest advocates for mainstreaming recognize that if the learning-
disabled adolescent is to be helpéd in the regular classroom, school
personnel must recognizé the ﬁeed forhflexible programmiﬁé and be

willing to commit -themsélves to implementing and supportiﬁg special

programming needs (Baily, 1975; DeWitt, 1977; Zigmond, 1978).

Non-Mainstreaming Models

The non-mainstreaming approaches tend to be very iﬁdividualistic
in nature; however, %or the purpose of this discussion, they will be
classified into three models: the part-time special class, the work/
uitudy program and the self-contained classroom. Variations within each

model will be discussed.

Part~-time special class. The first variant of the part-time

special class to be discussed is designed for the student who, due to
the severity of her disability cannot make progress in the regular
classroom. The emphai}s is on‘providing intensive academic remediation
in a special class setting while allowing the student to be mainstreamed

into non-academic classes (Wiederholt, 1978a). Because of the intensity

of remediation, the part-time special class (self-contained) is seen as
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a preferable setting to remediation in the regular classroom, or
resource room setting. Goodman (1978) in his description of the
Montgomery County Project, an example of this variation, suggested
that the program,should allow for whatever amodnt of remediation the

A

students need to "ameliorate their learning difficulties"™ (p. 255) and

4

provide opportunity for re-entry ‘into the mainstream if feasible.
Although return to the mainstream is seen as desirable, the emphasis(is
placed on acadeﬁic remediation rather than maintenance in £he mainstream.
Goodman (1978) also recommeﬁds mastery learning over the diégnéstic
prescriptive approach, which is the most commonly used approach, for
teaching gasic academic skills.

This variation of the part-%ime special class can be seen as a
link between the mainstreaming models and the non-mainstreaming models
because it has elements of both groups. As in non-mainstreaming models,
it focuses on the severely disabled student and considers the part-time
special class a more appropriate setting. However, whéreas othef non-
mainstreaming models have focused on a more functionally oriented curri-
culum, this model of the part-time special clasévstill considers
academic remediation the appropriate focus for learning-disabled
students.

Another Qaria;ion of the part-time special class is the program
that focuses on career explofétion. The main aim of these programs is
‘to'provide the student with enough information and practical skills to

enable an intelligent career choice and the ability to pursue that

choice. These progra=s generally offer a functionally oriented curri-
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culum which contains elements of career exploration, consumer informa- -
tion, social adjustment, and academic remediation. This curriculum

is offered in a s?éciar cléss setting and generally takes up at least
half of the student's day. The other half of the student's time is
spent in vocational courses of their choice. 1In most schools these
vocational courses are regqular mainstream courses.

An e#emplary prototype of a career educatién program is the
Exploratory Occupational Education (EOE) Program'ieferred to by Irvine,
Goodman and Mann (1978). 1In this program the student spends half the-
day in the ECE Program and half the day in either a special class o;
- in reqular school classes. The half-day spent‘in the EOE Program is
split between vocational instruction classes which have been designed
specifically for special needs students and classes which offer
academic instruction directly related to the vocatiocnal material being
studied. Both the academic and vocational classes are adapted to each
»stuéent‘s needs. The academic content is taught by,spe;ial education
instructors and vocational instruction is given by vocatiénal
instructors. These professionals must work as a close team in order to'
co-ordinaté the materials presented to the students. Tﬁe student
carticipates in this format for two years and is then presented with
a variety of options related to specific vocational/occupational training
or work/study programs. This is an integrated five year program with a
wide wvariety of career oztions being explored by each student. In this
crogram the student is given guidance in making career choices and is

aisc given the exgerience and knowledge necessary in order to make an
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appropriafzhdecision. This program hasvproven Vefy successful with
learning-disabled students in terms of improving their self-concept and
ability fo achieve.’ The;joiné efforts of speeial education staff and
regular- high school vocational teachers, the_yaried and relevant nature -
of the curriculum, the individualized nature of instruction and the
emphasis on teacﬂing for success are considered to be among the feasops

for the effectiveness of this program.

Work/study prbgram. The work/study program, a second non-

mainstreaming model, has yet another focus, that of on-the-job placement.
The student spends half of his time in a special class, where the focus
is on job-related skills and half his time in an actual job placement.
The emphasis is on giving the studen£ practical work experience (James,
1979). 1In the special class setting the focus is on the practical and
social skills the student will need on the job. However, academic
remediation is also often a part of the curriculum content. The aims

of the work/study model are similar to those of the career education

crogram but the approach employed is quite different.

e

The self-contained classroom. The final non-mainstreaming model

to be discussed, the self-contained classroom, is perhaps the most
difficult to define since the curriculum used is the least focused

and most varied. The curriculum can include elementsrof socialization
training, life skills training, career information and training, and

basic literacy training (Deshler et al., 1979; Grill, 1978). Self-

contained programs can contain all or any combénation of these curri-
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culuﬁ elements. The varied natufe of this curriculum reflects

the multi-faceted nature of the disabilities found iﬁ the sevefeiy—
disabled student (Kronick, 1978), whé is the prime focus for the self-
contained program. These programs also vary .in location and this is a
big factor in shaping curriculum and program format. If the program is
located within the regular higﬂ school building, it tends to revolvé
around the échool community and facilities. The off-campus program,
however, is a more separate entity and often utilizes community facili-~
ties iEd connections to a greater extent than the campus based program.
Because of the independgnt nature of these programs, their curricudum
focus can be varied to reflect the needs of the current group of
students, the outside resources available to the program or the parti-
cular talents of the staff.

The self-contained classroom is also perhaps one of the most
controversial settings. It is often seen by the advocates of main-
streaming as a restrictive setting suitable only for the most 'severe
cases' and then only for as short a time as possible. A more positive
view of fhe self-contained classroom, however, would present it as an
alternative approach to providing quality education for students not
suited to the mainstream environment. Cruickshank et al. (1980) suggest
that the unique challenge of these classes is that they must offer a
variety of instruction and opportunity‘for social development. They
also note that if the programs are to dissipate the negative connotations
associated with the isolated classroom, the instructor must explain the

i .

logic behind the setting and involve the student in planning her
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educational program. Many of the self-contained programs in existence
today appear to be meeting real needs for students who, due to their’
severe deficiencies in basic academic and social skills are unable tc
succeed in the regular classroom. The flexibility in location, format

=

and content of these programs makes them uniquely sgited/to meet the
diverse needs of their student population./,witﬁ/their relative autonomy,
they have the freedom to offer inpgvati;e and trﬁly individualized
educational programming.r_,~’///

As can be seen froﬁ the above discussion, non-mainstreaming models,

all haﬁe/feétcies‘in common. The first, obvious and perhaps most signi-

gicaht, commonality is that these programs focus not on maintenance in
the mainstream, but on alternatives ccnsidered more relevant and_suit—
able for the severely learning disabled. Secondly, the curriculum
focuses on equipping the student with functional skills end information
they will need upon leaving school. Academic remediation is considered
one of these functional skills but, except in the first part-time
special class program discussed, it is generally not the main focus.

It must alsc be noted that these programs focus on older and more
severely disabled students, and theréiore, are found ?ost frequently

at the high school level. A final observation is that these programs
tend to acknowledge emotional problems and social inadequacies as
characteristics of the severely disabled and therefore, in their

curriculum address these problems to a greater extent than do the

mainstreaming models discussed.
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Conclusion: Prevalent Models

The program models discﬁssed above do not describe all the
permutations of the programs now offered to the learning-disabled
adolescent. Rather thex\point out somé of the patterns and similarities
that emerge from the multitude of programs now servicigé this population.
It has been suggested (Goodman, 1978; Le;ner et al., 1977; Minskoff,
197;) that a variety of programs should be ejailable so that the student
can be placed in the program best able to meet his neede. Presently,
however, the popular trend is toward mainstreaming programs which are
being promoted as the most beneficial Eype of placement for learning-
disabled students. This popular trend must be cloeely spruﬁinized as
implementétion of mainstreaming programs to the exclusion of other
program models would prove very detrimental to many learning-disabled
students. Supporters of this popular trend would present the ideal
program as one in which the learning-disabilities specialist would
diagnose the problems of the student, ahd develop an individualized
prggram which would specify objectives,rmaterials and methods. This
program would then be implemented, as much as e;ssible,'by the classroom
teacher who would have the necessary support ser&ices at‘her disposal
{Goodman, 1978).

However, it must be kept in mind that the effectiveness of the
mainstream model has not as yet been validated by research. Despite
its rapid growth in popularity, Laurie, Buchwach, Silverman and Zigmond

(1978) point out that it is a difficult model to implement in the

present school system. Even the strongest advocates of mainstreaming
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do recognize the limitations of such a philosophy with the existing
higg school -system. This approach requires close co-operation among
educational specialists, regular classroom teachers and administrators.
For this co-operation to exist there must be planned space and time for
consultation, teacher and specialist expertise and a willingness to
share such expertise, lend - support, and operafe in a flexible and open
& -
manner. Unfortunately, our pfesent high school system tends_§o>be
neither flexible nor open héachange and our teachers have usually not
been trained to deal effectively with learning-disabled students
(Wiederholt, 1978a). Regular teachers have expressed their reluctance
to accept the responsibility of educating the learning-disabled
adolescent as they do not feel that the regular classroom is conducive
to individualization (Hudson, Graham & Warren, 1979). For mainstreaming
to work, the system itself must be capable of addressing the individual
needs of its students in a way that will allow teacliers to'prepare,
teach, and mark work on an individualized basis. Specialist and
counselling help must also bé readily available. Since few of these
factors exist in the present school system, proponents of mainstreaming
must necessarily be proponents of change within the school system.
Diamond (1979) believes that in the present school system, the learning-
disabled student is at risk in the regular mainstream classes, and that

unless the mainstream can be appropriatelx modified, alternatives will

be necessary.
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The program models discussed in chapter three implement a variety
of curriculum content and teaching methods. Thése program components
will be discussed in the following chapter in greater depth. Chapter
four will also look at the role environment plays in the instructional

process and how evaluation is affecting, or should affect, the face of

programming.
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Chapter Four- \\
~ : ,
PROGRAM COMPONENTS ~ : 5

" Curriculum Content: A Varied Focus

Because of &ifferent philosophies and perceived goals ?egarding a
curriculum for leafningfdisabled adolescents (Toﬁzel, 1978), the£e is//;//g\\:
no standardized content or format for curricula. ‘Thus a reasonabiéx
course of action appearg to be a review of curriculum_contqnté most‘KX
frequently mentioned in the literature. These include: basic‘ééademic
skills, learning stre;égzg;7 regular curriculum, low vécabulary - high
interest curricula develope@fspecifiéally for the learning-disabled
adolescent, career developmeét, functional survival skills, work/study

curricula and social skills,

-]

Basic Academic Skills Curriculum

One of the most frequently mentioned foci of curriculum for the
learning-disabled adolescent is basic academic skills, reading, writing
" and mathematics. According'to a survey conducted in 1979 by Deshler,
Lowrey and Alley; 51% of existing programs consider the écquisition
of basic academic skills, at least to a grade six level, a primary goal
for their students. The acquisition of these skills is considered a
fundamental necessity if the student is to.function successfully in our
society (Johnson, Blalock, & Nesbitt, 1978; Zigmohd, 1978).

Instruction in basic skills is generally aéproached on an

individualized basis using a diagnostic/prescriptive form of remediation.
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. Mastery,Learhing is another common teaching style used in presenting

basic skills curriculum to the learning-disabled adolescent (Goodman,

1978). These two teaching methods will be discussed at length later in

this chapter. Whatever delivery system is used to present the material,

instruction is initiated at the student's present aéademic level. The
ﬁltimate goal in remediation is to bring the learning-disabled
adolescent's performahce to grade level. The purpose of fémediation
can be maintenance in the mainstream, reentry into the mainstream
{Goodman, 1978), aiding the student in her content subjects (Alley &
Deshler, 1979) or simply the acquisition of literacy skills.

- _As noted in chapter two, the lack of ?asic acadeﬁic skills is an
identifying charaéteristic of the learning-disabled adolescent. Because
it is such a prevalent problem among this population, it is addressed to
some extent by most programs.

Some of the poinFs supporting a focus on basic academic skills are:
1) This focus is likely to increase basic academic skills and thus com-+
petence in academic classes (Alley & Deshler, 1979); 2) rapid gains can
often result from an appropriate combination of programming: student
learning {Pte and severity of learning disability (DeWitt, 1977);
3) basic academic skills are necessary to function successfully in our
society (Wiederholt, 1978b); 4) teaching basic academic skills is the

role of learning disabilities teachers and is what they are trained to

do (Goodman, 1978).

5

Opposition to teaching learning-disabled adolescents basic skills

rests on these points: 1) a focus on basic skills is reiteration of

previous successful remediation for many learning-disabled adolescents
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(Alley, 1977); 2) the learning-disabled adolescent is 'running out of

time" for formal education and a focus on academic skills is not suffi-
. cient to prepare him for post—schéol life kZigmond, 1978); 3) the
approacévtends to focus on the students' weaknesses énd does not search
out theig\sgrengths; 4) it does not address transfer of basic skills fo
ydther situations (Alley & Deshler, 1979).

learning Strategies Curriculum

Learning sfrategies is a new approach to teaching learning-
disabled adolescenfs. This approach has been_ﬁ?oposed by Allex and .
Deshler (1979). These authors have developed curﬁicula tc accompany
teaching strategies in various areés. The learning stratégies app:oach
to éurriculum is concerned with teaching'people héw to learn, rath;r
thanAcoqcthrating on any one subject area. The'skills areas covere& 
includéﬂ;eading, writing, math, thinkiﬁé,'social interaction; and
séeaking apd listening. Each skill area,  is broken into subskills and- e
insfructional go;ls are developed for each subskill.;;For exaﬁplé, ‘ A
reading would be broken into vocabulary developmentﬁ,word recognition,
reading comprehension, reading rate and study skills. Strategies for
learning content in each of these skill areas‘are taught.

In the first step of the learning strategies approach.the student is
taughtona one-to-oﬁe basis. AF this stage ‘the student is introduced
té the strategy and must :become tﬁo;oughly familiar with the steps
involved s© that the strategy can be applied easily ana efficiently.

The second stage involves practising the strategy on materials controlled

for content and vocabulary. Easily comprehended materials allow the,

x
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student to concentrate on practising the strategy rather tﬁan-learnihg
new materials. In the ﬁhi?d stage, the student attempfs to .apply the: :7
strategy under controlled conditions to regelar classroom materials.

This stage is very important.in terms of facilitating tra;efer and
generalizatien of the newly learning strategiee to the regular classroom
siteation. In the fourth stage the stuaent gets group experieﬁce in
using the strategies while still in the’controlled environﬁent of the
resource room. These groups attempt to simulate the regular classroom
situation. The fifth stage involves thestudeﬂg's transferring the

skills to the regular classfoom situationf

-

Alley and Deshler (1979) acknowledged certain prerequisite conaitions
for the effective application of the leareing strategies apéroach.
_They stress the importance of supportive administration aﬁd positive
interaction between staff members. Such co-operation insures an )
appropriate curriculum, service options and facilitation of curriculum
revision. They also emphasize the need for support steff which would
free the specialist»for in-service workshops and co-operative planning.
The resource room model is considere@ most appfopriate for teac;ing
learning strategies because it provides ample opportunity to pracgzee
the strategies being taught.

In arguing the strengths of this approach, the authors stress that
knowledge changes end accumulates rapidly in ou£ technological society,
and that the goals of education should be to promote "the acquisition of

principles that will facilitate problem solving and application of skills

to a variety of taske/in different situations and setting” (alley &
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Deshler, 1979, page 18). They feel that‘this %pproach £o éducation is
especially important for the learning-disabled student. The learning
strategiesrapproach promotes adjustment to the mainstream, inﬁeraction
with peers and a Qariety of staff members, and utilizes the st?engtﬁs
and normal potential of the étudent: It is understandable why this

: <«
appfoggh to teaching learning-disabled adolescents hgs become very
popular among secondary learning assistance teachers.

The authors héve also considered some of the drawbacks to this”
approach. They acknowledge that the average hfgﬂ school is not conducive
to creating the atmosphere of co-operation necessary for ah effective
operation of this approach. They also recognize that this approach
does not address functionai, tutorial or basic skills. needs as di;egtly
as other approaches but rather is concerned with developing efficient
learning patterns. They openly admit that the learning strategies
a ath needs suppértive data and indicate that they are actively -
engéged in research to provide this data. Their research is designed

to test the usefulness of the learning strategies with the learhing—

disabled adolescent.

Regular Subject Content Curriculum: The Tutorial Approach

The tutorial approach is éited by Deshler, Lowrey and Alley (1979)
as being used in 24% of the programs they surveyed. The instructional
goals relate to the ;Eﬁdentfs difficulties withﬂregular classroom
assignments. Sup?orters of this agproach believe that you must focus on
what is immediately relévaqt to the student, which in their opinion is

the subject matter of the student's reqular courses (Alley & Deshler,
. ;
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1979). The basic asset of this approach is that il helps the student
pass her academic courseé. Laurie et al. (1978) suggest that because
. the tutorial system makes few demands on the classroomvteacher and
fits easily into the system, it is readily accepted by the classroom
teacher.

However, there’ are several shortcomings to this approach. First,
tutoring is only a short-term solution (Laurie et al., 1978);‘it
addresses only the surface problem in any particular content area.

It doés not address basic underlying problems, such as a lack 5} basic
academic, study or social skills, that may be hindering the stu@ght's
progress in the classroom (Deshler et al., 1979). BAnother problem

with this approach is that it places the responsibility for th: student's
learning squarely in the hands of the learning—disabilities teacher. A
final drawback is that the use of this approach, presupposes that the
lea:ning—disa£ilities teacher is qualified to tutor in all the varied
subject areas in a high~school curriculum (Deshler et al., 1979).

~Laurie et al. (1978)'State cléarly that they do not think the tutoring

system helps the student in the long run. Nor does it work to change

the system.

Modified Regqular Curriculum

This approach to curriculum also concentrates on the subject
content of the regular high-school curriculum. However, the emphasis
here is on changing the regulgr content materials to make them “more
suitable for the learning;disabled student. This is done by lowering

the academic level of the material, without altering the actual content,
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so that the student can, as Weiss and Weiss (1974) suggest, "be reading
to learn.rather than learniné to read" (é. 74) . It may also involve
alternate methods of presentation, matching the rate of preSentationr

to the student'svability to assimilate the material and‘uséyg testing
methods that magph the student's preferred mode of learning and recall
(Johnson et al., 1978). In addition to these specially designed courses,
which are taught by regular content area teachers, the student is
enrolled in a basic remedial program which is‘taughF by thevlearning—
disabilities specialist. Thus the student benefits from the expertise
of both these professionalé. This shared responsibility for the .
student's education is one clear advantage of this approach (Weiss &
Weiss, 1974). Goodman (1978) reports that this curriculum approach

enabled his students toc master the content of their academic courses

and iﬁpfoyed their basic academic skills.

Career Education Curriculum SN \

The terms "career education" and “"vocational education" are often
used interchangeably. However, many professionals‘now draw a diétinction 
between the two. Vocational training is commonly understéod to indicate
a curriculum that trains a student for a particular vocation or trade.
By distinguishing between vocational training and career education,
professionals ‘have acknowledged that students need more than training
in occupgtional skills in order to become successfully empléyeé.

Caréér education indicates a more expansive curriculum. This curriculum

is intended to help students acguire and develop a body of knowledge,

decision-making skillz and a self awareness that will faciliate them in
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making career choices and adjustments throﬁghout‘their li&es.

williamson (1975) describes’career education as a curriculum that
allows students to explore many types of job opportunities, become
aware of their own interests and aptitudes, and experience a variety of
work skills that could apply to many different occupations. It also}
allows for a more in-depth study of the areas in which the student
shows talent and expresses an interest (Williamson, 1955). In addition
to dealing with career information, learning-disabilities programs whicﬁ
focus on career educatipn aiso teach such skills as job'search and
interviewing technigues and assist the student in acquiring appropriate
social skills (Ir&ine, et al., 1978; Washpurn, 1975).

Often learning-disabled students recommended for career education
programs are considered severely disabled and may be very close to
illiterate. Therefore, basic academic skills or often basic literacy
skills must also be a concern.

Within career egucation programs, the academic curriculum materials
used tend to be related to work (Williamson, 1975). Students are
taught in a self-contained setting or part-time spécial class {(Grill,
1978). To profit from career education programs, students should be
taught in small classes using a combination of individualized and small
group teaching technigues. A

Supporters of the career education approach stress that it is more
rélevant tﬁaa academic curriculum for learhiné—disabled s;:éénts. These
supporters consider that learning-disabled adolescents will acquire use-

ful skills through this curriculumr and have the opportunity teo discover

% -

2
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wgheir strengths and weaknesses (Griil, 1978; Irvine, et al., 1978;

—

Williamsoﬁ,\I975). Deshler et al. (1979) point out thatsthe relevance

~of this curriculum can motivate students in a way that the regular

2 ¢ s

curriculum may have failed to do.

¢ ‘

Those who question the career education approach fear that the .

learning-disabled student will not receive an édequate academic back-

" ground. They also point out. that the learning-disabilities teacher is

not trained in vocational education. Moreover, because in most cases

Bt

the student will-be exposed to only a limited number of occupations,

the critics featr the creation of an educational "ghetto" (Deshler et al.,

F

-

1979).

Functional Curriculum

Clark (1980) has used the term career education in a yet broader

2

sense. He refers to it as
That formal and informal attempt to make one ready
for the course of one's life. This course will
involve various roles (family members, citizen,
worker, etc.), various environments (home-néigh—
borhood and community), and innumerable events
(home living, mobility, consumer activities,

interpersonal interactions, work activities, etc.)
{(p. 2) '

wWhat Clark calls career education is also referred to as a functional
curriculum approach (Alley & Deshler, 1979). Supporters of the
functional curriculum approach feel the current high-school curriculum
does not preparé students for life situations (Clark, 1980). The main
focus of the functional curriculum approach is to make "instruction

relevant and useful for students" (Mauser & Guerrieo, 1977, p. 64).
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Supporters of this approach argue that functional curriculum will better
equip students to operate successfully and productively in society than

will the academic focus now evident in most schools. They stress that

‘making curriculum relevant and useful is beneficial not only to the

individual but also to society (Clark, 1980). Major problems such as
unemployment, socially deviant behavior, or the deterioration of family
unité are often attributed to school f%ilure and/or inadequate prepara-~
tion of students for their role in society.

An example of a program focused on increasing functional competency
is found in Wiederholt's (1978b) description of the Adult Performance
Level (APL) Program. The program defines functional competency as:

1) "a construct which is meaningful only within a specific societal
context; 2) "a two-dimensional construct that consists of the applica-
tion of a set of skills to a set of general knowledge areas"; and

3) considering "béth the individual's capabilities and societal

requirements" (Wiederholt, 1978b, p. 17). The skills "reading,

.writing, speaking, listening, viewing, computation, problem solving,

and interpersonal relationships" are applied to the "knowledge areas [of]
consumer economics, occupational knowledge, health community resources,

and government and law" (Wiederholt, 1978b, p. 17 and 18). Some

- research has been done on the effects of this program and Wiederholt
t

repdrfs promising results.
The functional curriculum construct can also be applied to the
school situation. In this situation, it addresses competency in school

survival skills such as: appropriate classroom behavior, study skills,
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test writing, etc. (Zigmond, 1978). This interpretation of functional
skills is more appropriate in the mainstreaming program models.

As the functional curriculum tends to be most popularly used in
the self-contained class?oomJ(Deshler et al.,‘l979), isolation from
peers and limited contact with staff are seen as problems. Another
criticism concerns the difficulties in identifying the survival skills
’in a changing society. Thus any curriculum based on such skills is at

best a short term curriculum (Alley & Deshler, 1979).

Counselling and Socialization Training

An unsettled qﬁestion in terms of the socialization problems
often observed in the learning-disabled adolescent, is whether the
emotional and behavioral problems are a result or a cause of the
learning disability, or a special type of disabiliﬁy in themselves.
DeWitt (1977) among others (Cunhingham & Barkeley, 1978; Kline, 1972)
sees these problems developing -as a result of "accumulated academic
and environmental demands" (DeWitt, 1977, p. 61f which have proven to
be a constant frustration for the learning-disabled student. If the
emotional problém is seen as developing from the learning problem, then
the student is labelled learning disabled and the primary focus in
treatment is the academic deficiency. On the other hand, if emotional
problems are viewed as the underlying cause of learning problems, the
student's behavioral problems are addressed with the expectation that
the learning problem will dissipate. However, as Bailey (1975) points
oﬁt, if the emotional disturbance is the dominating charactgristic, any

underlying learning disability will often go undiagnosed and untreated.
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Kronick (1978) challenges the view that social problems are a by-
product of inadequate academic training or that exposure to adequate
educational programming will improve psychosocial behavior. She
believes that the behiyior problems or social inadequacies recognized
in many learning-disabled adolescents are manifestations of ‘primary
interactional learning disabilities', and that the more severe the
learning disability, the more severe the interactional disability will
be. She suggests that:

Learning-disabled children behave inappropriately
because of deficits in social perception. Diffi-
culties with the perception, inference, labelling,
and communication of feelings, gaps in basic con-
cepts, limitations in interpersonal problem solving,
inattentiveness, distractibility, and distortions

of activity and organization all contribute to
inadequacy. (p.'87)

These deficits leave the stuaents unaware of their effect on peers or-’
authority figures. ‘ - .

In o;der to address the socialization problems of the learning-
disabled adolescent various forms of counselling and spcialization’;
training have been incorporated into programs designed for this popula-
tion. Howevef, this training is generally not.the predominant curriculum
area in any one program. How these emotional and beHavioral problems are
addressed, in terms of intensity and format depénds upon the severity of
the disability and the focus of the prog?am. Since‘fhe need'for counsel-
ling and socialization training increases with the severity of the dis-

ability observed in the student, the literature recommends that programs

designed for the severely disabled place a stronger emphasis on counsel-



ling and socialization training than programs designed for the moderately
disabled (Deshler et/al.} 1979; Grill, 1978; Marsh et al., 1978;-
Minskoff, 1971). ' o
Mainstreaming programs, which cater to moderately-disabled students,
often deal with socialization in terms of School survival skills
v(Alley & Deshler, 1979; Laurie et al., 1978). These programs try to.
help the stﬁdent cope successfuily‘with social and emotionai pressures
in the{se£ool environment (Zigmond, 1978). They explore factors such
as appropriate and inappropriate behaviors in the classroom, the impact
of behavior on teachers and students, avqidance of negative responses,
and classroom skills, i.e. resbonding, being prepared, being on time,
studying, writing tests, etc. It is suggested that this be carried out
in both individual and small group settings, using such techniques as
role playing, and group discussion. The skills must be ;ractiéed in a
supportive structure and gradual integration of these skills in the

regular classroom situation should be encouraged through co~operative

planning between the special education teacher and the regular classroom
) »

teacher.

Career education and functional programs, which tend to cater to
the severely learning-disabled adclescent tend to approach sociélization
training with a life-skills orientation. They focus on socialization

- skills needed in various life roleg such as: employéé, family member

or consumer. In addition, they address the behavior and emotional
proplems of these students through exploration of basic interpersonal

and group communication skills.
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Althqugh emotional and behavior problems are not usually the main
focus of programs designed for the learning-disabled adolescent, there
are some exceptions. Kronick (1978) reférs to courses that have been
designed by a Canadian children's mental health clinic to "promote
social learning in learning-disabled adolescents" (p. 92). The clinic
has a variety of course models which usually run for a period of eight
weeks. Kronick (1978) outlines some elements that are seen as central
to the clinic's successful program medels: 1) clarification of general
semantics, 2) explanation and demonstration of interactional cues,
3) emphaéis on rectifying areas of disorganization, and 4) elimination
of negative behavior patterns and development-of alternative ones.
Thése elements were approached through: 1) task analysis ;% geficif
areas of concept procéssing"and effective knowledge, 2) remgaiation of
indiviaual and group deficits, using peers as interactors, 3).co-operation
with family and teachers in térms of practice and generalization of
. materiai§ learned, an§’4) close supervision of staff in terms of observa-
‘-tion of instruction and feedback (p. 92). The clinic also recommends
that the p{ggrams be preceded and/or accompanied by some form of
intensive counselling, i.e. family, individual or group.' Programs
such as ese could be studied for their possible application to
learning-disabilities programs in the school system.
Opinions differ on the topiclof counselling and socialization as
a curriculum focus for learning-disabled students. Goodman and Mann

(1976) consider counselling and socialization to be outside the role of

learning-disabilities teachers because they are not trained counsellors.
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They think the emotional problems of adolescehts should be addressed

A

by other programs. However, others éonsider counselling and socializa-
tion of learning-disabled adolescents are important, although less
important than academic reﬁediation (Dewitt, 1977). Still others
believe that unresolved emotional problems obstruct fhe remedial
progress in learning-disabled adolescents (Kronick, 1975; Weiss & geiss,

1974) .
2
The literature is inconclusive on whether learning disabilities

result from or are caused by emotional and behavioral problems. Nor is
it decisive as to whether these problems are independent péychosocial
deficits. However, it is generally agreed that l;ck of.sociél percep-
tion; and the behavioral‘and emotional problems‘tﬁat accompany‘this

lack of perception are major problems of the learning-disabled
adolescept (Deshler, l9§éa). It is also agreed that incomplete or *
incorrect diagnosis and/or tréatment is likely to increase the studegt‘s
frustration and‘thusxlead to more social problems. One result of

extréme behavioral and emotional problems is the defénsive and deviant
behavior found in the juvenile delinquent. The link between”ﬁuvenile
delinquency and learning disabilities is recognized by many professionals
(Bailey, 1975} DeWwitt, 1977; Rowan, 1977; Vance, 1977; Weiss & Weiss, 1974):.
Clearly, the results-of ignoring the emotional and behavioral problems

of these students can be devastating. Given the prevalence and serious-
ness of these problems in the learning-disabled adolescent population,

and their negative effect on the remediation process, these problems

must be addressed more directly in programs designed for these students.
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As Kronick (1975) has pointed out, for the most part disabilities
other than academic problems have been ignored by the field of learning

disabilities. It is imperative that the development and validation
) /

of program components, that will effectively address the behavioral

o

and emotional problems of the learning-disabled adolescent, become a

major focus in the field of learning disabilities.

7.
5

Conclusion: Curriculum Content

In concluding the discussion of curriculum content for the

learﬁing—disabled adolescent, it is important to note that when planning

curriculum for the learning-disabled adolescent, "the ultimate goal

@

is to provide the student with é sense of hope and with as many skills
as possibie for integration into séciety" (Johnson, et'al., 1978, p. 36)f.n_
As most school districts would be hard press€d to provide a full range

of services,‘the variety of needs must, most often, be met within one or‘
two progfam models. This is perhaps one reason that the curriculum of
these programs tends to be eclectic. Programs designed for the
learning-disabled adolescent often include some element of each of the
curriculum areas discussed in this section. The programs differ

however, in the emphasis placed on each area. Academic remediation i§
perhaps the most common element, and is found tb some extent i% most
programs (Deshler et al., 1979). It is an empirical question as to which
combination of cur:;'iculum components will. prove mo‘st effective for which
students. Regardless of which curriculum focus is chosen, the concern
must be its relevance to the student. Does it address his needs, -

interests and goals? This can best be determined on an individual basis.
. . "
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In addition to choosing an approp;iate-environment and cu?riculum
focus, an appropriate method of instruction must be chosen. Werall‘
recognizé the method ofvinstruction as a determinant of the success or
failure of teaching. Thus it seems useful to review briefly some of
the teaching methods presently used with-learning-disabled adolescents.

The most common approaches to teaching the learning-disabled
adolescent are,task-oriented approaches. Hammill kl980) has identified
two task-oriented approaches. - The first one he refers to as an
'atomistié/gdditive' approach; the second he calls a holistic/integrative
approach. Atomistic/additive refers to skill-based methods of teaching

such as diagnostic/prescriptive learning or mastery learning. The
: . oo N

T

goal of these methods is remediation of basic academic skills and

curriculum cpﬁtent is considered one of the key elements in reaching
this goal. The curriculum content is broken into teachable segments
and presenﬁed~to the student in a logical sequence. The 'holistic/

integrative' approach, Hammill (1980) suggests, is student cenfered

s v

rather than curriculum centered. 1In this approach the curriculum is

»

developed through interaction between students and teachers. It ig

not pre-detérmined by the instructor. The language e&xperience approach
is an example of this teaching method. Diagnostic/prescriptive
teaching, ﬁasﬁery learning and the language experience approach each
employs its own particular teaching strategies and érocesses which will

be discussed below.
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Diagnostic/Prescriptive Approééh\\\

The diagnostic/prescriptive metﬁdiasit presently applies to the
learning-disabled secondary student, is an a££éﬁpt‘to individualize -
the teaching of basic acadqmic skills. The concepf‘of tggching to
strength and remediating weaknesses, is an‘intégral part of this method
(Baiféy, 1975; Lenkowsky, 1977; Vgnce, 1977) . Igiti;ily, in applying

;// , ! \k\
this method, the student is assessed using noxrm and/or crife;ion
referenced measures to establish the student's general operatiéhal
level, identify the student's strengths and identify error patterns in
basic skills. Studen;s are often also assessed in terms of interests
and motivation. This tést informétion is then used to plan an indivi;
dually sequenced program designed to suit the student's specific needs
and interests. Next, instructional objectives are established. VAn
evaluation procedure is built into each program. If appropriate, a
behavioral component can also be built into the prograﬁ (Zigmond, et al.,

1978) . The diagnostic/prescriptive method is the most widely used

teaching method in the field today (Goodman, 1978).

Mastery Learning

Mastery learning also involves an initial student assessment

using criterion and/or norm referenced tests. The test results are

uséd to establish the student's basié academic level of operation. The
student is thern initiated, at the appropriate level ,. into an already
sequenced and tightly structured curriculum.” Thebstrategy used to break

the curriculum content into manageable units and to sequence them for

instruction, is a form of task analysis. The aim in this method is to

2



make each unit of instruction a small enough step in the learning
process that the student does not-experience failure. In a masfery
— i ’ i

learning program each unit is preceded by a diagnostic test. Feedback
and cpfrectional Procedures are builtrin, and a post-test is given upén
completion of each unit; Supplementary material is provided for those
students who need extra work. The program can be individualized by
adjusfing the Qork rate and/or the amount of instruction to meet the
_particular needs of any student. Goodman (19783 notes that the mastery
learning approach is not as widely used.as the diagnostic/presériptive

approach.,

The Langﬁage Experience Approach

The emphasis in the l;nguage expefience classroom is not.on leérniﬁg
Specific skills but on learning to express orieself easily and effectively
through both the written and spoken word (Kennedy & Roeder, 1975).
Skills such as phonics or decoding are not approached as goals in them-
selves, but as tools necessary in order to communicate effectively. The

necessary skills are taught from curriculum materials derived from the

°
1

life experience of the student. This type of curriculum material is
considered superior to commercial material because of its true-to-life

quality and its immediate relevance to the student. Although the

content is less controlled than that in commercial materials, all the
components for teaching basic language 'skills are present.

Kennedy and Roeder (1975) present four basic strategies used by
the instructor to elicit curriculum materiélé. These are: dictation,

transcription, directed writing, and free writing. Through dictation
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and transcription the student's own content can be used to teach him
vocabulary, word attack skills, linguistic pattérns, reading, and
writing. Directed and free writing can also be used to teach tthe above
and to provide pfactice, gradually increasing the apount and sophistica-
tion of writing. Perhaps the strongest argument in favour ofithis
Vlanguage experience approach is that eliciting the curriculum from'tﬁe
student ensures relevan% content and re%?irés full participation in the

learning probess from both the student and the teacher.

Learning Environment

J

As can be seen from the variety of program models, curricula and

teaching methods descriped, many combinations of program components are
possible. The underlying educational philosophy of a program often
digects the way in whichtprogram components are used in the learning
process, and thus strongly affects the learning environment of the
program. Wiederholt (1978b) and Adelman (1978) suggest that learning
is an intéractive ptocess involving an ex;hange between student and
environmeﬂg. Thus’ program planning should focus on the student's
abilities or disabilities, and also on whether or not the environment
fulfills the student's needs, doals, and interests (Adelman & Taylor,
1977; adelman, 1978). One of the basic assumptions of the teaching
methods discussed previously is that the learning problem is cente;ed
in the student and that remediatioﬁ should focus on the student's

deficiencies. Adelman and Taylor (1977), on the other hand, believe

P
that a learning problem is the result not of deficiencies in the

]
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child but of negative interaction betweén the student and the environ-
ment, Successful learning then is dependent on pésitive interaction.
between the environment and the student. Therefore, the environment
. must be flexible enough to respond to students' needs individually.
Clearly such a view of leafning is very appropriate to the learniﬁg4

disabled student who benefits mest from individualized and flexible

programming.

Wiederholt (1978b) suggests that the environment and the stuaent's
perception of that environment are important factors in the_learning
process since they will affect her attitude and performanee.l‘Another
importanf environmental factor that influences the learning process is

the attitude of influential people towards the student. All of these

-

factors should be studied in order to determine which environment is
best for each student, who perceives them as such, and which factors in
these envi;onments promote positive or negative behaviors.

Adelman (1978) suggests that

Environment variables can result in learning problems
whenever/a person has insufficient opportunities to
behave in ways which produce feelings of competence and
self-determination. In this connection an environment
may be (a) passive, e.g., simply not offering opportuni-
ties, (b) subtly undermining, e.g., overemphasizing
extrinsics, or (c¢) actively hostile, e.g., making
demands which the person is expected, but is unlikely

to want and/or be able to fulfill at the time the
demands \are being made. (p. 47)

<

Adelman and Taylor (1977) express the concern that schools rely too
much on extrinsic motivations, such as the reward of good grades or

the threat of failure, to shape the student's behavior. They feel thak
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this external pressure renders the students less capable of recognizing
or responding to ideas or goals that have intrinsic value for them.
These authors believe that creating an environment in which students

are responding to intrinsic motivation, as opposed to extrinsic
motivation, will greatly facili;ate the learning process.

In this organismic approach, the focgs is on how the student reacts
to his environment, not, as in a behaviorist approach, on how the
environment acts‘on him. This approach assumes that the student'§
thoughts and feelings toward his environﬁent will be a primary factor
in dete;mining his behavior in that en&ironment. Intrinsic motivation
is seen to be much more powerful force in changing behavior than are
the external stimuli applied in the behaviorist approach. B2Adelman (1978)
suggests’ that placing the student in an educationally and psychologically'
supportiﬁe environment enables the student to enéage in positive
behaviors and activities and to develop intrinsic stimuli such as -

~ competence and self-determination which will positively affect his
behavior and learning.

Adelman and Taylor (1977) offer two teachihg strategies thatAthey
feel will help create such a constructive learning environment. The
first and most important strategy in their estimation is t5>offer courses

of interest and value to the student. They emphasize that to allow for -

T whe individual needs of the students, the content, presentation, format, _

v

level and style of assignments should vary, and the rate of learning
snould be adjustable. The second strategy suggested by Adelman and

Taylor (1977) is a mutually satisfying learning contract, negotiated
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between the student and teacher. The process of contracting is intended
;o teach the student responsibility and decision making, as well as
guide her educational pursuits. .

This interactive theory of learning advocates dealing with students
from a position of facilitating leadership rather than power. if
students are to be responsible and humane citizens, Adelman and Taylor
{1977}, argue, then they must be exposed to role models that portray
responsibility and humanity and encourage possible independence in their
students. They advocate that students must be taught to trust their own
judgement, and be guided in learning how to choose goals. Clearly to

. : , P
provide the learning environment described above, flexible settings
and instruction, which will encourage the freedom and the time to
develop student re%E?nsibility and self-determination are required.
The human elements c¥eate the environﬁent.and the interaction, but the

conditions of the program and setting must be conducive to that positiarr"b

-
-

interaction. Unfortunately, our present schoql system rarely allows
those conditions to exist. an important step in changingrthe system
would be solié evaluation of currently existing programming. Such.
evaluation would provide data on whether the conditions described above
do, in fact, produce better results, aﬁd provide data on the effect of
lack of those conditions. .The following few pages will deal with the
issue o% accountability and evaluation, since it seems clear that the
need for evaluation is vital to determining the ﬁalidity of available

approaches and programs.
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Evaluation

\
. . - N
Program models, curricula, methods and environment vary and are

chosen accqrdiﬁg to the opinions amh beliefs of the educaﬁors involved,
rather than b§ reference to reliable data outlining which céﬁpohents
are most effective with which students. This is true because the

field of education has been derel!éf'in the area of evaluation (Méfsh
et al., 1978). Because of the rise in funding cost (Csapo, 1978a), and
the growing numbers of students leaving the high schools inadequately
prepared - to earn a living or go on to further training (Deshler, 1978a;
Marsh, et al., 1978), the government and public sectors are increasingly
demanding an examination of educational practices in terms of ;elevance
ang effectiveness. This has necessitated the instigation of evaluation
procedures.

In order to successfully evaluate any program,_its goals and
objectives, and its student popﬁlation must be clearly defined; further,
’ its curfiéulum‘and teaching methods must be clearly described. The
evaluation procedure must measure the degree of success and/or failure
in meeting these goals and isolate. the factors responsible for success
or faii@ré. The information gained by evaluation procedures c;ﬁ then be
used to support present practices, change and impfove seryices, and
identify preferable apgroaches fo; specific populations. -

Public‘expéctation and goverﬁment poiicy indicate that the
acquisition of academic content should be the major focus eof the public

school system (Marsh et al., 1978). Therefore, the predominant measure

of the public-school system's success or fajilure has been the degree of
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academic proficiency displayed by its graduate. This unfortupate
tendency to hold schools accountable only in terms of the académic
success of their students narrows the focﬁs of these institutions to
academic pursuits and leads to the neglect of the non-academic student's
needs (Marsh, et ai., 1978) . Recently, the need to expand the focus of
educatiop and to hold schools accountable to all students, not just to
thqse withvacademic talents has become more apparent.

Accor@iyg to Clark (l980)ﬁ‘itudies have shown that schools are, in
fact, inadequate in meeting the career or persoﬁal needs of up to one
third of their students. This is clearly an indication that change is
required. Clark suggests that schools be held accountable for the
following: 1) basic literacy and numeracy, 2) work/study programs on a
national level, 3) involving the community in -joint career education

programs, 4) providing appropriate consumer skills, 5) providing

at

appropriate personal and social communication skills, and 6) changing
the basic structure of the high school so as to make it smaller and more
diverse in approach. The non-academic students in the schools, and this
includes tES’le%rning disabled, are the ones most obviously suffering
. under the present system; as they érow in number, the inadequacy of the
system becomes more obvious and the need for change greater.

Schools, then, must be held accountable to provide training relevant -
to the various talent represented in their populatiPn; eéucation in 4’ _
areas other than academia can then become recognized as equally . .

important--for example, career education and functianal education

(Marsh, et al., 1978). sSchoals must offer relevant curriculum of
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practical use and personal interest to the étudent (Clark, 1980), there-
by increasing self-kno&ledge, self-concept, communication skills, énd

. ‘
functionail skills so that students can reach their full potential both
in school and in their daily life outside the sthools. Evaluation must
determine if the curriculum, teachiﬁg practices{ and the goals in

education programs, currently do, in fact, provide these skills and

attitudes for their students.

-~
Summary ‘

. * t

Chapter three has indicated the great variety of programs that

have been developed in the last decade to serve the heterogeneous
N

population of léérning-disabled adolescents. Chapter four has discussed
the variety of possible curriculum content and teaching methods. It
has also examined the role environment plays in the instructional pro-
cess, and the issue of evaluation. 1In chapter five, the concept of
organizing these various components into a comprehensive range of
services for the learning~disabled adolescent will be examined. also,
program features considered important to the success of the individual

program will be discussed. In addition, this thesis will discuss the

philosophy of mainstreaming and assess the regular classroom as an -

-

. -
optimal educational environment for the learning-disabléd adolescent: ™

.



* Chapter Five

OPTIMAL PROGRAMMING SERVICES

Range of Services

‘

In this chapter educational services and concepts considered most
effective or optimal in educating the learning-disabled adolescent will
be discussed. Optimal programming services for the learning-disabled

adolescent must incorporate the cohcept of a range of services. Théw///r

pqpularity of this Ebncept in special education presently reflects the

)

. a
belief that no one program model is sufficient in iéself to qﬁgﬁ the

unigque range of needs évident in the handicapped students and that,
therefore, a co;tinuum of services muét be available (Wiederholt, 1978a).
Certainly, the divergent programming that has evolved in the field of
learning disabilities reflects this premise. Services for secondary
learning-disabled students‘grew out of needs identified at the 'grass
roots' level and, as such, there was no underlying organization for the
development of these services. The doncept of a-range of services offers
a vehicle for organizing what exists currently, provides a framework from
which to examine and evaluate the content and focus of programming, and

a means of making decisions regarding future programming directions. In
implementing a range of services, the organi;ational model and service
delivery system chosen can vary.

Setting is one of the common program components used to organize a.

range of services. For example, Wiederholt (1978a) proposes an

organizational model that includes six program settings:
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(1) non-educational services (medical, welfare),
(2) residential schools, (3) l1-time special
classes, (4) part-time special classef),

(5) resource programs, and (6) consultation

to teachers of handicapped students in regular
education programs. (p. 20)

\

This organization of services from what is assumed to be the most
S

restrictive to the least restrictive setting is common to the Cascade

\/T

System. The Cascade System is presently the most frequently used serviéé*

i~

¢

delivery system in education (Cruickshank, et al., 1980). The focus in
this organizational model is to remgdiate academic deficits to a level
that allows sucessful functioning inrthe mainstream. The philosophy
behind this model assumes that the best location for the student is the
reqular classroom. The goal is to make the classroom a diverse and
flexible setting that can adapt to meet all educational needs. Alter-
native settings are considered necessary only to the extent that the
regular classroom cannot provide adequate settings according to éhe
deéree of their disability and the intensity of service required. The

premise is that the more restrictive the setting the more intensive the

service. If students must be removed from the regular settiﬁg then the

N

focus of their programming must always be to move them back to what is \::j;)

considered the least restrictive setting, the regular classroom. This

system complements the popular philosophy of mainstreaming, which will
=N
be criticized later in this chapter.’

In contrast to the‘Cascade System, Cruickshank et al. (1980) have

suggested that the diverse needs of each student require that a continuum

”

of services be availaple concurrently to the student. Their suggestion

77

s



i
refers;to a prime characteristic of the learning-disabled adoiescent,
nameiy;that of an uneven academic pfofile. Such academic unevenness
entails the student's need of intense remediation in some areas; aﬁd
less in others. They also note that, in a@dition to acgdemic remedia-
fion, the student may need specially designed services in other areas
such as vocation;l‘ﬁraining or counselling. They suggest that éach
studen?;P program must'be designed to‘take into account the full range
of his;educational needs. They suggest that a minimum of seven .service
éptions be.available to each student: (1) counselling services,

(2) work/study programs, (3) high-school vocationa} training,
(4) junior-high occupational or career education, (5) learning-dis-
abilities special?sts, and (6) resource room and (7);self-contaiﬁed

s

classes. These services would be designed especially to méet the needs
of the learning—diéabled adolescent. Based upon complete assessment
and analysis ofrthe student's strengths and weaknes;es, an appropriate
combination of these services would be devised for each student, in’

much’ the same manner as the regular student is timetabled into his

subje

areas. Figure one i:s an example of an individual program

compiled

N

such a manner. .Cruickshank, et al.'s model has two major

advantages oyver the Cascade model. First, this model--does not focus on

returning the\ student to Ko mainstream, but on addressing student need

as assessed. Secondly, the continuum of services addresses a variety

of possible needs rather than focusing mainly on academic remediation,

Although the instigation of a range of services is desirable,

insufficient funding and lack of trained personnel make .it difficult
~—
e
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for most school districts to realize this ambition immediately. 1Initial

efforts, therefore, are likely to concentrate on developing one or two
of the services described (Wiederholt, 1978a). The philosophy and '
'focué of the organizagional and delivery model employed will have a
strong influence on the initial programming effortsiapd on the naturé
of future services. ‘

Using the Cascade SysteggLa seﬁting considered applicable to a
large number of learning-disabled students would be-chosen as a starting
point in establishing a range of services. The most popular setting

presently is the resourcé room model (Giederholt, 1978a). Whatever
settings are made available, however, would have to be viewed as tempo-
rary services as the long term goal of this system is to change the
regqular classroom in such a way as to eliminate the need for alternative
services entirely. The Cascade System depends for its success on the
assumption that the entire school system, not only special education, \s
committed to individualized and flexible education in the regular
classroom. The questionable reality of this assumption will be discussed
later in this chapter.
Cruickshank et al.'s system, on the other hand, assumes that

ternative services are a viable and necéssary part of providing
approbriate education for learning-disabled students both ;ow and in
the future. Therefore, the focus would be on develoéing app#opriéte
alternatives. Using‘CIuickshank et al.'s model, thegschool system, in
addition to establishing separate setfings sugh as the resoﬁrce room

model, might also éttempt initially to extend or alter regular student

J , _

3
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services or already established special education services to address

A
more specifically the needs of the learning~-disabled adolescent. 1In

this way the service options for ﬁhis population might be éxtended more

rapidly. 1In addition, such services would be established with future

development and expansion in mind. Cruickshank et al.'s suggestions

for implementing a range of services present a flexible,and well-

.

rounded approach to developiné individual student programs for the

F -

- learning-disabled student. . o

\

’ ~ . : . °

An appropriate rahge of service.optioné is only one important

+
e L

element in providing optimal programming services. . Itfis also necessary
- . . . " . q

2 ' . .

: . - L A\ -
to focus on the individual program, in-an attempt to’isolate program
. ' ’ :

~
- - .

characteristics conducive to suceessful education of the learning-

- : - At 2
disabled adolescent. The next section of this thesis will identify

v
E3
LY
x

such characteristics.

~ s

Necessary Components for Successful Learning-Disabilities Programs .
A reView, of the literature and programs discussed in chapteré BN
" . » :. ]
two, three and four fteveals sew®al factors or program components

considered consistent with successful teaching of the learning-disabled

\x
.

adolescent. These factors igciude>individualized programming,
flexibility, ;elevanﬁ curriculum, appropriate environment, consistency,
team approa%h toiteachingLand diagnostic services, relevant staff
iraining, student participation, constructive interaction between

student™and teacher and among comcerned professionals, and evaluation®
.-/,Al

. e
of program effectiveness. Table 1 lists the above factors

.and the aythors who support their importance. How these factors are

A

.
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Table 1 : -

Factors for Success

" Factors

v

Supporting Authors

Individualized Education

¥

E

Flexibility

Relevant Curriculum

Appropriate Environment

Consistency

Team Approach

\

Relevant Staff Training

~

Student Participation, .

E
"

Constructive Interaction

“Evaluation

Cruickshank, et al., 1980; Dewitt, 1977;
Goodman, 1978; Hammill, 1976; Laurie,
et-al., 1978; Zigmond, 1978; Zigmond,
et*®l., 1978. -

Bailey, 1975; Cruickshank, et al., 1980;
DeWitt, 1977; Goodman, 1978; Johnson,

Blaloc & Nesbitt, 1978; Laurie, et al.,
1978; Wiederholt, 1978a; Zigmond, 1978.

Clark, 1980; Cruickshank, et al., 1980;
Deshler, et al., 1979; Irvine, Goodman &
Mann, 1978; Kline, 1972; Kronick, 1978;
Marsh, et al., 1978; Mauser & Guerrieo,
1977; Vance, 1977; Washburn, 1975;

Weiss & Weiss, 1974; wWiederholt, 1978b;
Willjamson, 1975.

Adelman, 1979; Adelman & Taylor, 1977;
Cruickshank, ét al., 1980; Deshler,
1978b; DewWitt, 1977; Goodman, 1978;
Grill, 1978; Kronick, 1978; Wiederholt,
1978b.

Brown, 1978; Cruickshank, et al.,
1980; Irvine, Goodman & Mann, 1978.

Alley & Deshler, 1979; Goodman, 1978;
Irvine, et al., 1978; Laurie, -et al.,
1978; Weiss & Weisg, 1974.

Laurie, 1978; Wiederholt, 1978a;
Zigmcnd, 1978; Zigmond, et al., 1978.

Adelman, 1979; Adelman & Taqur, 1977;
Brown, 1978; Cruickshank et al., 1980;
Kennedy & Roeder, 1975.

Adelman, 1979; Adelman & Taylor, 1977;
Laurie, et al., 1978; Wiederholt, 1978b.

Clark, 1980 Marsh et al., 1978;
Zlgmond 1978,
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interpreted and applied may vary according to the focus of the program,

but these basic components, as they are considered conducive to success-~

. » B
ful teaching of the learning-disabled adolescent, should be present in

any progrém designed for this population. Each of these factors will be
discussed in terms of how it is defined in the program situation and why

c

it is important.

Individualized Programming

The basic expectation from any speciai education program is
that each child will have a program'designed to meet her iné%vidual
needs (Little, 1980). This requires that an assessment of the student's
present educational needs be made, that short and long tesm goals be
set, and that a system for continuou% evaluation and follow-up be
included in the individual's educational plan. The scope of the
individualized program can vary greatly. For example, most mainstream
programs focus mainly on the student's academic needs. Other programs,
such as the Exploratqry Occupational Education Program (Irviné, et al.,
1978), extend the individualization to include career education needs.
Another possibility, suggested by Cruickshank, et al., (1980), is to
cgﬁéider the full range of programs available when developing each
student's program. A still more ?nclusive approach is to assess the
full range of the student's needs, both academic and social, and:
devise an individualized program around the identified needs rathef than
around the programs available (Brown,‘l978). This approach reguires a
very flexible en&ironment and a st#ff trained to educate in this manner.

*

¥ .
Attempting to address the student's needs in this holistic manner would
L]

A
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seei the most complete and useful application of the individualized

7

education program.

The emphasis on individualized programming in the field of learning

disabilities is based on the belief that each child has a unigque combina-

tion of needs that must be identified and addressed-if appropriate and
successful education is to be provided. There” are many reasons for

believing that the individualized program is the basic ingredient of

appropriate education. First, individualized programs are designed with

;that particular student's strengths and weaknesses in mind. Therefore,

- '

they can designed to ensure successfﬁl learning experiences. In
additidnfi;ﬁsiow ratio=+and persppal contact availaple in the special
eaucarion(program~allpws a more fl??iblé‘énd varied approach in terms
of content andipresentatron. It is also possible to obtain more
immeéiate feédback for student and inétruétor, thus enabling the
's;uéené process to be extremel¥ Fesponsibe to the student's need.

The above characteristics of individualized programs are geared to

.improving self-concept, improving the student's attitude toward learning,

E

and thus facilitating the learniﬁg‘proceésr(hdelman & Tayloxr, 1977).
: ] i T .
i - &> f"-‘_ [ . b} i
The effectiveness of an individualized program is believed to be strongly

- *
.

influenced by the‘presence or- aBsence,. in the student's environment, )

_of the factors to be discussed below. s v
%

-

> .
d <&

-_—

Flexibility T P~

Flexibility must be present in the teaching practices of learning-

<
13

disabilities programs if they are to be open ta variety and change.

There must be a variety of teaéhiﬁg approaches such as one-to-one

-



N
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i

:

instruction, group instruction, and multi-media ipstruction available and

utilized if instructors are to enhance particular IearBing s&érengths and

e

remediate the learning weaknesses. Varied modes of expression must also

be allowed and encouraged. Students must be taught how to gain

; ’

information from non-~text book sources, and ‘how to express it by means
s

other than pen and paper, and a variety of methods of measuring the

degree of success of the learning exXperience must be instigated.

There must also be flexibility and variety din terms of the teaching

s

methods employed. Rather than choosing one method for one program or °
student, -a combination of such methods as diagnostiq préscriptiveb
teaching,(mastery'learning, languagg experience or contract learning
should be considered. Each studént may have different areas of need
that require a different method or\gpprpach. For eXample,_in mathematics
a mastery learning program may be appropriat;, but for’ reading the T
7student may require an individualized developmental program, and perhaps
in the area of social perceptions one-to-one counselling or éroup
interactign will be indiqgted. If a program is to be truly flexible
and open’Zo change, different combinations of these teaching strategies
must be possible. In order to allow for this kind of flexibility in
teaching practices, there must be flexibility in the time available for

programming so that the rate of learning can be adjusted to suit each

student's particular need.

6

L.
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Relevant Curriculum .

Flexibility and variety are also necessary in order to create
relevant, individualized curriculum. It ‘must be possible to alter or
adjust the materials used, the content téught, and the sources of the
¢ontent, if the curriculum content and format are to be truly suited to
each student. BAs notea in chapter three, in the field of learning dis-
abilities a wide variety of curriculum is preéented as relevant and
there are many opinions as to what is most relevant to the learning-
disabled adolescent. The tende;cy in the public school system at present
.is toward mainstreaming programs and thefefore toward a focus on
academic curriculum, thereby ignoring other important curriculum areas.
.Rélevant curriculum in this thesis is defined as curriculum that is

meaningful to the individual student, that addresses his needs and

interests, and is open to variation, negotiation and chaﬁge (Adelman,

©
- 3

1978). Presumably, for the high school student, the relevant curriculum

must focus upon material that will be useful to the student when he
~

leaves school. For many learning-disabled adolescents, this is likely

to be functional curriculum, career oriented curriculum and curriculum

that addresses the student's problems in the area of social perception
" .

(Grill, 1978).1'%h€sé latter curriculum areas are the focuses of non-

mainstreaming programs., The priorities in school systems, which

@

~ n

emphasize mainstreaming, must be reconsidered if a truly relevant and

flexible curriculum is to be available to the learning-disabled

adolescent. o

P T




. . /'
Consistencz .

@

This factor will be addressed in terms of curriculum continuity.

H

One of the problems cited in chapter one, in tg of secohdary program-

ming for adolescents, was the lack of continuity in programming.
Brown (1978) notes the importance of communication between levels- of

b
programming and between different programs at the segondary level if a

continuity of services and curriculum is to be realized. Contiﬁuity in
programming re%yires that a comprehensive educational plan with specific
short and long term goals be apgarent. This program must, of course, be
flexible and open to change. Alterations however, should result from
carefully considered evaluatién of the student's past, present and
future needs, not simply from a chanée of school, grade or special
program settihg. A comprehensive approach to programming will identify
and consider complementary or future programmigg needs, and addréss the
issue of follow-up. Continuity in programming£is particularly important
to the learning-disabled adOld%?ﬁQE“aé often these students feel that
th;y have been removed from wher$-the ‘real' eduéation is taking place.
An awareness of past and future educational plans will offer them a
greater degree of stability and help develop a sense of direction and
accomplishment (Washburn, 1972). This sense of participation im an
overall plan should increase student motivation and opportunity for

success. By developing an overall plan, the efficiency of special

" education programming will be increased.
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Student Participation

Student motivation will also be increased if the student has
participated and does participate in,g}anning her program (Adelman,
1978). Stﬁdent.participation is an especially important factor at the
secondary £;;§1 since adolescents are eﬁperiencing strivings for
,independence and need to feel some control over their existence.

They are often frus?rated by the authority figures in their lives and
feel a necessity to test their ability tec make their own decisions.

P

Although they are still in need of guidance; they must be given the

opportunity to explore the ramifications of decision making and
independence (Adelman, 1978). The learning-disabled adolescent is no
exception. If the iearning-disabilities program is to succeed in
motivating and teaching the learning-disable; adolescent, it is exfremely
important that the student be given the opportunity to participate in
developing her own individual program. Students should be involved in
making decisions regarding program curriculum content, behavior expecta-
tions and program format. In addition to benefiting the student, their
parti;ipation can also help keep the program content relevant and
realistic. Contract learning, as described in chapter three, is a

common method employed to ensure student involvement. Student paxticipa-
tion has S%ten not been encouraged in the school system (Marsh, et al.,
1978), and it is a factor teachers must be trained to encourage if it

is to be implemented successfully. The student's participation in

planning her own education is a key factor in developing constructive

interaction, the next program component to be discussed. .
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Constructive Interaction

Constructive interaction must be encouraged between studenfs and
staff, parents; peers and community and also among staff members if
successful programming is to occur. Constructive interaction between
student and séaff involves shared decision making and shared responsi-
bility for learning between student aﬁd instructor. It is believed that
such interaction encourages self-confidence and will help to improve
the student's concept of his own:abilities (ddelman, 1978). Improving
self-concept is a frequently quoted goal of learning-disabilities
programs .

It is also important to focus on improving the student's inter- |
action with peers, family and community. As noted by Deshler (1978b),
inappropriate social and interpersonal responses are considered to be
one of the main problem areas for many learning-disabled adolescents
as it affects various facets of their lives: school, home and employ-
ment. Hence these students must have instruction in intra/inter
personal communication skills included in their program curriculum if

they are to realize their effect on others (Heron & Skinner, 1981).

Team Approach ]}

As stated above, constructive interaction among staff is also
necessary for program success. One of the factors cited as responsible
for the succeés of the Exploratory Occupational Education Program,
described in chapter three, was the combined efforts of reqular and

specialreducation staff. 1In this program, the responsibility for



i
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T e,

devising and implementing the programs was a shared one, and co-
operation of both professionals was required. The lack of co-operation
and time to build a working relationship with regular classroom

teacﬂers is cited as one of the main problems of the learning assistance
teacher in the‘éecondary school; Regular exchange of information and
expertise regarding program construction, implementation and adjustment
would facilitate co-operation among not only educational professionals
but professionals from community and health agencies and parents
involved in the education of the learning-disabled student. These
people must understand each other%s particular vantage point, in rela-

tion to the student, in order to offer support and advice as needed and

thus benefit the student fully. N

Staff Training | o~

Although there has been some improvement in recent years, the
training of both learning assistance teachers and regular teachers is
considered inadequate in terms of educating the learning-disabled
adolescent. Learning assistance teachers are expected to assume a
complicated role in the secondary school, involving instruction,
assessment and consultation. Hoﬁevery specific competencies aie only
now being devised for their training (Zigmond, et al., 1978). The
regular secondary teacher is trained to teach in a specific content
areas on a group basis. However, frequentlyvthese teachers are being
expected to administer individual programs to sahdentsrwho often need
help with basic academic skills. Clearly, teachers must be trainéd to

task. If they are expected to work as part of a team, use a variety of
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-

techniqugs and approaches, and individualize proéramming; then they

~

must be given training specific to these tasks.

k3

Appropriate Environment ////

Appropriate environment focuses on providing an environment
flexible enough to adjust tggindividual student needs as they atrise. .
The tendency in special education- and public éducation érbgrams is to
fit the stdﬁént to the program that is available but not nécessarilyi
appropriate to her needs. The truly appropriate environment will be’
one that is created to meet the student's needs. Tﬁe interaction of
student and environment is seen as a kéy factor in the learning process
and it is suggested that this interaction affects the student's ability
and desire to learn (Aéélman, 1978; Wiederholt, 1978b). 1In order for
the effect to £e positive; the environment created must allow for éuc—
cess and encourage development, thus increasing the self-concept of the
student (Adelman, 1978). The factors that have been discussed as

important to program success are believed to encourage positive inter-

action of student and environment.

F

w

The physical aspects (e.g. location) of the program are also
important and can often affect program and teaching practices, the degree
of variety possible in terms of curriculum, and the student's reaction
to programming. For instance, the space available might encourage one-
to-one or.group instruction, facilitate or hinder the use of audio-
visual aids-or encourage or discourage more than one type of learning
activity at a time. In addition the appearance of the room can be

oppressive or cheerful and the arrangement of furniture or equipment can



7

suggest restricted access to materials. Further, a setting independent
of the regular school puilding can encourage more community input and
thus influence the content and presentation of curriculum. Whatever

the environment, it is important that there be a co-operative and sup-
portive atmosphere inside and>outside¢the program if it is to be suc-
cessful. There must also be easy access to app;opriate support pfograms

or follow-up programs if the program is to be a holistic one.”

Evaluation

.Evaluation, the final program component listed, refers to the
responsibility of special education teachers £o monitor and assess their
teaching. In order to do this a program must set clear goals, have
‘clear program priorities, studept identification criterion, a clearly
stated curriculum focus, and well developed evaluation procedures.
This approach to educational programming is simply good educational
practice, as the data collected is necesséry for making responsible

™ .
decisions regarding program change and can be used for research purposes.
Supporting data is also demanded increasingly from the goverrment and
Fhe public when educators request renewed or expanded program funding
(Csapo, 1978a). Because of the high cost of special education, it is

particularly essential for educators in this area to have validating

data when submitting programming proposals.

Conclusion
The program components listed above are interrelated and their

effectiveness is dependent on the combination of components present and
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té what extentgeach componeqt is incorporated into the program. For
example, individualized programming requires a flexible environgenf

and the degree of flexibility will affect ;he extent of student particif
pation or’the variety of curriculum foci within the individualized pro-
gram. Individualization aqd flexibility are perhaps the most frequently
mentioned'cémponents in relatioﬁ to successful programming for learning-
disabled adolescents.

Much of the programming for the learning-disabled adolescent-f
presently is focused on maintaining them in the mainstream. This has
considerable effect on the ability of the programs to provide both a
range of services and the factors for successful teaching that are
considered necesgsary to aaequatély serve their population (Poplin, 1981).
Therefore, the next section of this thesis will examine mainstreaming

4

in terms of its ability to provide for the above factors considered

-

essential to successful programming for learning—disabigaxidolescents.

Mainstreaming: Problems Inherent in this Popular Trend

The mainstreaming philosophy suggests that every student should
receive an appropriate education in the least restrictive atmosphere
possible——tha£ being the regular classroom. If other environments are
deemed necessary, the student should be removed from the mainstream for
as little time as possible. The goal should always be to provide the
appropriate education in the classroom (Goodman, 1978). Appropriate
education for the learning disabled means individualized pgogramming.

The philosophy of mainstreaming assumes that the regular classroom can
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offer the flexibil}ty necessary for individualization and, further,

that individualization is a priority of the school system. Neither the
philosophy of mainstreaming or its assumptions, however, have been

" validated by research. Several educators in. fact, indicate that these
are not valid assumptions (Marsh, et al., 1978; Zigmond, l§§8). They
argue that our school system, particularly the high school system, isb
not structured for individualization. The high-school system assumes
that the systematic-group approach to teaching used in the regular
classroom,%s the most effective approach to education, and that academics
are the appropriate curriculum focus (Bremer and von Moschzisker, 1971).
The validity of other instructional environment and curriculum foci, are
ignored. Alternatives and Eheir students, therefore, are given a nega—‘
tive connotation andvéré siigﬁatized as secopd class (Csapo, 1978a;
‘Marsh, et al., 1978).

Flexibility and individualization, two of the mbst important factors
for successful te;ching of the learning disabled, are lost in the mass
education process (Naticnal Panel on High School and Adolescent Education,
1976). P;tudents who differ from the ‘norm' are pushed out (Csapo, 1978a) .
The nature of the regular classroom.is restrictive,_failure—oriented,
graded and inflexible (Neill, 1970). The neea for change in the teaching
methods and curriculum content employed by the school system was noted
in chapter four. This change would be 5eneficial for all students but
is imperative for handicapped students.

Because there are set standards, little individualization, and

competition rather than cooperation, schools accept failure as reality.
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Children are classified as handicapped, slow, disabled, etc. because the
system is not flexib%e énough to teach them (Fleming, 1977), nor accept
them on their own merits. It is impossible for many students who cannot
match up to the prescribed standards at the prescribed speeds, to succeed
in the mainstream. Perceived failure has devastating conseéuences to -
the individual (Hentoff, 1977). It can result in low self-esteem, low
motivation and therefore, poor skills (Deshler, 1978a) . Because academic
achievement is the main thrust of the school system, students who
constantly experience academic failure have little chance of-experiencing
success in school, no matter what their abilities (Holt, 1969).
Learning-disabled students, even if they‘can 'get by' in the regular

classroom, are doubly disadvantaged by their disability, and by their

lack of success and its effect on them. The effect is -'not just confined

-
.

to school; it affects their entire lives, and their relationships with
peers, adults, and parents (Deshler, 1978a).
If mainstreaming as a philosophy were to succeed, the foci in

education would have to include flexibility, openness to change, and-a
’ ]

commitment to each student as an individual with different needs and——————<

style of learning. Instead of mass education of large groups, there
would have to be a focus on individualization, smaller student-teacher
ratios, and a non-graded approach that would teach for success not
failure (Little, 1980). There would have to be variety in teaching
methods, curricula, environments and evaluation methods. All of these
would have to be adjusted for each individual so that he could learn

material relevant to him in the way and at the speed most suited to him,

2
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in the environmeht best suited to her. Since he, as the individual
concerner should have input into what suits him best, the system wouldQ

also .have to allow for active student participation in planning his

program (Adelman & Taylor, 1977). While the effect of these factors

on successfwl learning must yet be empirically validated educators seem .
to‘believe that they are conducive to a successful learning situation.

In order to implement these factors in the regular school, the
system would have to be committed to an entirely different training pro-
gram for its teachers and other staff. It would be training in
teaching individually,organizing for such teaching, teamwork, coopera-
tion, teacher-student interaction,allowing student participation in
planning, and in evaluation. <The school system would also have o
commit itself to teaching for cooperation rather than competition so as
to eliminate the conéept of failure, ’

There is, however, no such overall commitment in our present school
system. There are pockets of people committed to such chénge, but they
are the exception to the rule. What our school system does with the
students who do not fit into the regular classroom, and they are an
increasing number, is provide them with Special Education programs.
Special Education, then, is the mainstream's éns;er to its inability to
individualize (Zigmond, 1978). Within the mainstreaming reality, how-
ever, even Special Education is restricted and confined by its Qandate to
return the student to the regular classroom as soon as possible (Poplin,

1981) . Because of this mandate there are limits ;o,curriculum'content,

evaluation procedures, type of expression choice, environment, and time
L 4 :



allowed the student. Thus the degree of individualization is

>
-,

restricted by the program philosophy. There are limits”to cooperation

4

between the student's teachers, dictated by the fact that ndfregular
time is allotted to that. There are also limits to encouraging student

participation in planning and taking responsibility for her dwn program.

3

" Aand finally, when and if the special education goal of returning the
)

student to the regular classroom is achieved, she is back in the same
restrictive envifoﬁﬁent vhich was a major factor in'her initial failure.
it is little’Qonder thgt many students who do progress in the relatively
mbre flexible and individual environment of special edgcation classes,
fail again upon their return to regular clas;eszo Thé,system, in its
commitment to mass education and mass standards is simply inadequate in

meeting the needs of all the individuals within it, due to its

inflexibility and lack of variety. The popular trend to mainstreamin

a

simply perpetuates that inadequaqy.

As is currently true éf ali of quth AMmerica, the British Columbia
government espouses the mainstreaming philosophy of education, seeing
he regular classroom as the best placement for students. That has

not always been the case, however, as the brief history of Special

Education in British Columbia this thesis preéents will show. The

following chapter of this thesis will discuss and critique special

education services, as they relate to the learning-disabled adolescent

in British Columbia. Since the educational philosophy in B. C. is main-

streaming, it is important to note that the above criticisms of that

philosophy and its inadequacies will underlie the following discussion.
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Chapter Six

SECONDARY LEARNING DISABILITIES SERVICES IN B.C.

3

Histo of Second Special Education in British Columbia
ry c ary op

Special education at the secondary level in B.C. began in 1960 with
the instigation of the Occupational Prbgrams. These programs were
basically work/study programs and were established to serve the 'slow
streém‘ in the secondary schools. The efficacy of these programs was
questioned severely by parents and teachers A;d as a result, between
1971 and 1973, .the Department of Education set up a committee to investi-
gate special education needs at the séconda;y'level. This investigation
revealed that the occupational program had become a 'dump£;g~ground' for
any student who was not su;ceeding in the regular classrcom. The
;investigation resolved that there was an immediate n;gd for expansion
and diversification of special education serviéés f;r secondary
students.

The most significant change occurred in funding policy. 1In 1973 the
funding approvals previously allocated for occupational programs were
changed to approvgiijfor Learning Assistance. The purpose of this
change was to permit a more flexible and individualized approach to
special education programming at the seéondary level (Csapo, 1977).

N
At this time, funding approvals for learning assistance were ihstigated
only at the junior secondary level. It was not until 1978/79 that
they were established at the senior sefondary level.

In 1973 the guidelines for using funding allocated for learning
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assistance were very unspecific. They stated only.that learning g
assistance should respond torthe particular needs identified in tﬁe 
student popﬁlation. No definition or“description of a learning ‘
assistance program was given. However, as in other parts of North
America, learPing assistance centers patterned after the elementary
resource room we;e.the most common type of program to emerge. It was
in these programs that the learning;disabled student, only one pgrtion
of the student population served by learning assistance services, firsf
began to receive individualized programming services in B.C. During
the mid-seventies the govermment's philosoéhy became more specifically
one of mainstreaming.

In thé 1978/79 Guides to Special Education Programs the government
states that the emphasis should shiff from categorizing children to
attending to fheir educational needs in an individualized way. The
Ymportance of pEoviding education in as normal an environment as possible
and of encouraging interaction between.normally—achieving students and
exceptional children was stressed. 1In 1979 (Province of B.C.) Circular
No. 85, the Government points out that it is not their intention to sug-
gest that every cﬁild should be mainstreamed. The intention however, is
that separate settings, if necessary, should be temporary in nature and
that return to the mainstream should be the goal for all but the most

severely handicapped. Although the philosophy of programming was clari-

7fied, there was still no définition of Learning Assistance in British

Columbia nor was a specific learning—disabilities program description

available.
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The present policy of the Special Programs Bg%nch as étated in the
1981 Manual of Policies, Procedures and Guideline;‘(Province of B:C.,
1981) is that every child has a right to an appro;riate education, which
will develop his full potential and encourage him to lead as independent
and productive a life as possible. The stated goals of the Special
Programs Branch are to provide services of an individualized nature in
the least restrictive setting possible, developing a compréhensive range
of special programs, and provide leadership in terms of developing and
implementing programming policy, direction and standards of operation.
The government advocates a Cascade service delivery model in implement-
igé the range of services presently available. These services include:
Learning Assistance Programs (100), a non-categorized, individualized
remedial service for mildly handicapped students; Specific Programs (200),
intended for stﬁdents with specific problems‘such as specific learning
disabilities, mental retardation, or hearing or visual problems; Joint
Programs (300) refers to joint.government funding, with ’Rehabilitatibn
Programs being the only progfams in this category presently; Non-
Categorized Prograﬁs (400) , designed to meet needs not necessarily
specific to a particular group of students for example, extremes of
climate o£ diéténce; Other Programs (500), deals with minority and
second language students. Program funding is allocated through the
above categories. The»Government has recognized in their 1981 Manual,
that a system of funding through categories is inlggnflict with fhe
philosophy of providing individuaiized education in an integrated setting

for all students. The Special Programs Branch states that they are

<«

PR
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trying to develop a funding-systé%%?%rq compatible with their stated
philosophy of education. In the lggi Manual, program guidelines are
givénifor eégh program in each of the categories listed above. Those
guidelines pertaining specificallyrto servicés'fOr learning-disabled

e

students will be discussed in the next section.

Guidelines for Iearning Disabilities Services in B.C.

At present, moderately learning-disabled students are served under
the funding category of Learning Assistance Program (100) and the cate-
gory of Specific Programs (200) which includes a newly inStigateé pro-
gram designated for the severely learning disabled. A descriptioh of

the 1981 guidelines, for each of these programs, followed by a critique;

will be presented below.

Guidelines for learning Assistance Programs

In the 1981 Manual of Policies, Procedures and Guidelines, published
by the Sgkcial Programs Brancb of the Ministry of Education in B.C., the
designation Iearning Assistance became Learning Assistance Programs and
a definition and description of such a program was given for the first
time. However, as will be seen in the following description the guide-
lines use undefined educational terms and ambiguous language throughout:
This lack of specificity will be addressed later in the critique of the
guidelines. . e

- 9
““LThe sgated goal of the Learning Assis@ance Program is to maintain

students in the regular classroom. This goal is in accordance with the

mainstreaming philosophy espoused by the Special Programs Branch. The
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population identified as suitable for these programs includes students
who are experiencing 'significant difficulty' performing to expected
potential in one or more areas 6f academics. These students are
described as those with mild tb moderate learning disabilities, or

problems related to hearing, visual, or physical handicaps. The guide~
o ' L

lines clearly state that these services are not for 'low stream' students,

severe behavior problems, or students with severe learning disabilities.
It should be noted that the designation of students has changed sigpoi—
cantly since the inception of fundiﬂg approvals for learning assistance.
In 1973, slow—étream students were considered an appropriate focus.
However, over the last part of the seventies, the focus slowly became
more specifically descriptive of mild to moderate disabilities. This
change reflects the increased focus on and awareness of tée learning-
disabled student in .the educational communities across North Amgrica.

It is also important to note that although slow-stream students are not
to receive direct instruction in the resource foom, the learning assist-
ance teacher is expected to provide consultation services to the regular
teacher in an effort to establish a modified curriculum and appropriate
teaching strategies for these students. The relevance of these expecta-
tions will become evident in the later discussion of the student popula-
tion presently being served by the learning assistance centers, as the
slow-stream student constituteé a large portion of that population. The
suggested vehicle for screening and placing students is a school based
team consisting of the principal, learning assistance teacher, referring

teacher, counsellor and any other significant adults. The program is
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further'defined by describing the three major services to be offered
by the learning assistance program. These are assessment, direct
instYuction and consultation.

The assessment procedure suggested by the guidelines includes
exémination of previous school records, accumulation of significant
information from parents, teachers, counsellors, nurses and other pro-
fessionals that may be involved with ﬁhe adolescent, classroom observa-
tion, examination of regular classroom achievement and administration
of appropriate eduéation tests. The assessment would be carried out by
the above described school-based team, which would be co-ordinated by
the learning assistance teacher. The learning assistance teacher would
be responsible for initial assessment activities and on-going assessment,
in the form of diagnostic teaching and pre- and post testing. These
assessmenf procedures are expected to take twenty percent of the learn-
ing assistance teacher's time. In conjunction with the school-based
team, described above, the learning assistance teacher would alsolbe

A
responsible for program review and decisions to terminate services.
The information gathered by the assessment procedures would form the
basis for program placement and programming decisions.

The second service to be offered is that of direct instruction.
The government guidelines recommend that an individual education
program (I.E.P.) be devised for each student served by the learning
assistance program. This program should state the student's present
level of functioning, owverall goals for the program and instructional

objectives. 1In addition, the instructional services offered should be
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described and evaluétion procedures should be built into the program.
Finally, an approximate completion time should be indicated and a review
date scheduled. The I.E.P. éhould be the result of a co-opefative
effort among the members of the school-based team with the learning
assistance teacher directing the efforts. Sixty minutes per day, per
student, "in the resource room is suggested as the maximum instruction
time and the case load of the learning assistance teacher is not to
exceed twenty students. In the course of a year, however, it is
expected that up to 40-50 students might be served by the center.
Direct instruction is expected to consume sixty percent of the learning
assistance teacher's time.

Consultation, the third main';ervice offered, would occupy the
final twenty percent of the learning assistance teacher's time. It is
suggested that this time be spent consulting with teachers regardiﬁg
student progress, necessary program modification, and alternate teaching
methods that might facilitate the learning of the special educatién
student in the regular classroom. Consultation with administrators

b

and parents would also be part of this service.

The guidelines also suggest teacher competencies which revolve around

these three roles. They suggest that learning assistance teachers hired
to teach in the programs be competent in the areas of assessment,
development and implementation of an I.E.P., have knowledge of and
expertise working with variety of teaching materials and instructional
techniques, have the skills to manage an educational_center and to

comnunicate with peers, administrators and parents. The Branch also



105.

advocates appropriate inservice training for present program staff

in order to help them attain competency in these areas.

Critique. The Learning Assistahce Program as described above is
a‘mainstreaming program model. As such, it is reasonablé to expect
that this program will experience the problems described, in chapters
three and five, as common to mainstreaming programs in the present
school system. Two of the common problems, insufficient allotment of
time for service delivery and inadequate training for both learning
assistance teachers and regu%ar classroom teachers, are ‘evident in the
government guidelines for Tﬁe Learning Assistance Program.

For example, the time allotment for each major serviée offered by
the learning assistance teacher can Be estimated according to the per-
centages suggested in the government guidelinés. These percentages
would allow approximately ten minutes of one-to-one instruction per
student day, and one hour and twelve minutes each, per day fpr assessment
and consultation services. Given the extent of the individualized
instruction expected, the extensive assessment procedure§ suggested, X
the co-ordination duties outlined, and the fact that in the secondary
school there can be)as many as four to five teachers per student to
consult with, the time allotment appears very unrealistic. The learning

v A
assistance teacher's time allotment becomes even more insufficient when
one considers that they are also expected to provide a consultation role
which involves curriculum modification for an undetermined number of

slow-stream students. It seems inevitable that .the student-teacher ratio



106.

in learning assistance programs will have to be reassessed to allow for
sufficient allotment of time if the mandated services are to be
delivered effectively.

In terms of training, the government guidelines assume that the
learning assistance teacher isrtrained to do major consultation and
liaison work, although such training is not specificélly;allﬁded to in
their recommended course worL. The course work recommended focuses on
assessment, diagnosis and remediation of learning disabilities, and
knowledge in the areas of counselling and psychology. In addition, the
guidelines .assume that the regular teacher is trained to modify cuiri;
culum for slow learners, and to integrate and administer programs for
the mildly handicapped in their classroom.

The guidelines, however, do suggest in-service training for the
learning assistaﬁce teachers, but they l%ave the instigation of these
services to tﬁe individual school distri;ts. Schwartz's study (1979)
indicates. that inservice training in the province is haphazard and inade-
quate- .The quality and quantity varies widely among districts. It seems
likely, therefore, that if consistent services are to be achieVed,
conéiderable direction and initiative from the Branch will be necessary.
It would seem that the area of training must be more realistically
addressed if the éuideliqgs ére to be truly useful to programs in the
field.

Another major criticism of the guidelines is that they have insti-
tuted the resource room model developed for the elementary school and

made no attempt to distinguish between services offered at the elementary
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and secondary levels. The inadequacy of applying a model intended for
the elementary school in the secondary school has been well documented
(Goodman & Mann, 1978; Marsh, et al.,‘l978;:wieaerholt, 1978a) and has
been previously discussed in this thesis. Because of the differences in’
both the student populations and the two school systems (see.bp. 19-31)
chapter one), the role of the learning assistance teacher, inrterms;of
assessment, instruction and consultation, is far more coméii;éféd’at thev}
-secondafy school lével than it is at the elementary level;a-géfﬁ%%yér
complication is the wvariance in goals and training between regular é@g
special education staff at this level. Special education staff are
trained to teac@ basic skills and to individualize curriculum, while
‘iegular secondary staff are trained to teach specific subject ar=ds on
a group ‘basis. These differences in training and goals lead to lack of
understanding and, therefore, lack of co-operation. This greatly compli-
_ cates the instruction and consultation roles of the learni;g assistance
teacher at this level. The above differences influence the efﬁectiveness
of this program model in the secondary system (Marsh, et al., 1978;
Wiederholt, 1978a). It is ciear that modifiéations must be madé if
this program model is to be applied in this setﬁing.

Another problem area, that runs throughout the guidelines, is the
conditional terminology (Krywaniuk, 1979). Tﬂe description of the
guidelines given in this thesis is‘written mainly in the conditional

AAE;nse because that is the style of the original. The permissive
language, i.e. 'should' or 'may' instead ‘of 'shall' or 'must', allows

many loop holes for school districts apéiying these guidelines, and
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allows differences between the guidelines and reality to continue. For
example, the guidelines state that specific space 'should' be assigned
. C },3‘;‘ sy

to the learﬁing assistance program, that an effort 'should' be maé@'tb'
evaluate pr&g;ams yearly, and that I.E.P.s 'sh;:ld' be developed for o~
each student. Specific space, evaluation, and individualized programs
are basic to program success and 'could' be lost through this indefinite
approach. The goals, criterion and priorities presented in the guide-
5

lines also reflect this vagﬁe use'ofylanguage. They are not stated
iﬁfSPecific instructiénél terms. For example, the term 'significant
difficulty' could be interpreted to meaﬁ on;, twq, three or more years
behind expected potential. The guidelines'must be mofe specific if they
are to be useful in identifying students foi placement. 'Programs must
presently set their own goals, criterion and priorities (Schwartz, 1979).
Guidelines in these areas need not be dogmatic in order to be useful but
if the aim is to provide leadership and eguitable services the language
must be clearer and more specific than it is presently. These guide—h
lines are the most extensive ones offered to date; however, they will not
improve the legrning programs in the field until the above problem areas

LR 4

are addressed more effectively.

Guidelines for Severe lLearning Disabilities Programs

In the 1981 Manual of Policies, Procedures and Guidelines, the
Special Programs Branch has defined the learning-disabled population

in the following manner:
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Children with learning disabilities are those who
show:a significant discrepancy between their
"estimated learning potential and actual performance.
This discrepancy is related to basic problems in
attention, perception, symbolization and the under-
standing or use of spoken or written language.
These may be manifestéd in difficulties in thinking,
, listening, talking, reading, writing, spelling or
computing. These problems may or may not be accom-
panied by demonstrable central nervous system
dysfunctions. (Province of B.C., 1981, p. 11.7)

The severely disabled arerstated to be those children who cannot be
instructéd by conventional methods.

The Special Progr;ms_Branch suggests that the iéentification process
for the severely learning disabled consist of a complete psychoeduca-
tional assessment which should include_medical and developmental informa-
tion. Parental permission and involvement should be sought in terms of
data collection and program placement.

Suggested program'settings include: "part-time withdrawal to a
resource room (up to 50% - 60% of the time), assessment and programming
centres;‘special day claSseé, and Regionql Educational Support Centres"
(province of B.C., 1981, p. 11.8). The Regional Educational Support
Centres will be established by the Speciai Programs Branch and are
intended to offer assessment and educational p?ggramming sexrvices to
students in districts that ao not have appropriate services for the
severely disabled. Each Cegfre would serve several dist?iéts. These
centres will also qffer in-service forgﬁhe referring staff in order to
increase their ability to cope with individual differences in the class-

room and to facilitate the feturn of the student to the home school as

quickly as possible.
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In terms of instructional approach, a fully develgped Individualized
Education P&ogram is recommended, with intensive, short-term individual-
ized insfruction being provided. The goal is always to be to return
the students to their classroom as scon as possible. Regulgr review of

each student's program and placement is also recommended.

-

-

Critiggef Overail, the above guidelines are much less ggecific
than those given for the learning assistance programs. For instance,
there is no sﬁggested student-teacher ratio, no‘recommended time for
remediation, and although several alternative settings are suggested,
with ﬁhe éxception of the Regional Resource Center, no program
descriptions are offered.. It is likely that'the same variance in
guality and quantity of prgéramming that occurred in the development
of the learningﬁassistance program as a result of lack of leadership

(Schwartz, 1979), may also occur in the development of programming for

the severely learning disabled. T

There are many similarities in services and problems between the
guidelines for learning assistance programs and those for the severely
learning disabled. 1In terms of services, Individualized Educational
Programming is recommended for both program categories, and the curri-
culum focus for both is academic remeéiation. In reference to curricu-
lum, it is iﬁportant to note that no mention is made of the need for
alternative curricula such as career education, socialization trR\ining
or functional curriculum, although these are clearly recognized as

appropriate, if not preferrable curricula foci for the severely learning

disabled at the secondary level. 1In any case it is definitely agreed
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that no one focus is sufficient (Grill, 1978; Kronick, 1978; Vance,
1977). One reason for the narrow curriculum focus in B.C. may be £hat
the Government guidelines for Severe lLearning Disabilitieé Programs, as
with the Learning Assistance Program Guideiines, do not di;tinguish
between services to be offered at the elementary and secondary level.
Career, fﬁnctiqnal and socialization curricula are mainly of concern in
programming for the learning-disabled adolescent rathervthaﬁ the

learning-disabled child. If the differences between secondary and

c

elementary student needs were considered, it would be clear that the
r

7

focus of programming for the severely lQprning-disabled'adolescent in

B.C. must extend beyond academic remediation. .

-
]

Other similaf problem areas are the use of conditional terminologyﬂ
and lack of specific goals, criterion or priérities. The goals of these
programs differ slightly from those:of ®derately learning disabled
p}ograms{,in that tﬁey speak of returning the student to the mainstream
rather than maintaining her in it. However, the regular classroom is .
stiil considered the preferable setting. This focus on mainstreaming
is anothef reason for .the narrow focus of curriculum. With Xhe same %
emphasis on mainstreaming it is likely that many of the sam; problems
in the areas of training and time-allotment discussed in reference to
'the learning a;sistance program will be apparent in these programs.

In fagy, in the programs design;d for- the severely learning disabled,
reviewed in the hex£ s%ction, problems in these areas are apparent.

Cne of the differences between the guidelines for the two program

categories is, of course, the difference in student population. The



- 112,

population in the programs for the severely disabled is restricted to
students with séecific learning disabilities; therefore there is not the
mixture of handicaps found in the learning assistance programs. However,
as the criteria are not stated in instructional terms there is much room
for variance in choosing population p;;ameters for these programs.
another major difference is the fact that a variety of settings is sug-
gested. The implication is that the least restfictive alternative set-
ting possible should be chosen. No directions as to how these choices
should be made are offered. The choice of program setting and format
appears to be completely open as the settings mentioned appear to be
only possible examples.

Severe Learning Disabilities is a very new program category and
this may account for the vague nature of the quidelines. Again, however,
in order to be useful to professionals establishing programs in the
field, the guidelines will have to be much more specific. 1In the next
section, programming for the learning disabled as it presently exists
in B.C. schools will be discussed. Similarities and differences
tetween the guidelines and the programs will be pointed out, and

croblems incurred by the programs will be discussed.

lLearning Assistance: In the Field

learning assistance is one of the major services available to the
learning-disabled adolescent in British Columbia. Because it developed
without centrally mandated standards or terms of reference (Schwartz,

1979), the format and zuality of this service varies from school to
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}school. However, most commonly the services are based on the main--
stream model, described in chapter three, which combines the resource

- room and the regular classroom settings t; provide academic reﬁédiétion
to the mildly handicapped student. Schwartz, in his extensive survey

\
Learning Assistance in British Columbia: its forms, its functions (1979{,

describes the students served by learning assistance as those who cannot
succeed in the regular program without extra help,but“mo£k>notneedspecial
class placement as their disabilities are moderate in nature, or those
who do not fit into the'special classes available. This would suggest
that the population paretieters of learning assistance programs in the
field are broader than those indicateé as appropriate in the Government
guidelines. The role of the learning assistance teacher deécribed by
Schwartz is similar to that described in the Government guidelines in
that it includes the basic sexrvices of assessment, consultation and
direct instruction. However, the survey indicates tha£ éirect
instruction can be on a short or long-term withdrawal basis. Therefore,
the length of remediation isbmore variab;e in the field than that -
recommended in the Goverﬂment guidelines. 1In the next section, the
composition of the student population in learning assistance centers in
B.C. will.be é#amined and the effects of its varied nature on remediation

-

services will be discussed.

Student Population

s

The Vancouver School district, the largest district in the lower
mainland, has eighteen secondary learning assistance centers which are

called Skills Development Centers. Statistics from a survey of these



haye

114,

centers gives a clear picture of the composition of the student pépula—
tion as determined by the programs' learning dssistanCe'teachers |
(Kettle & Hunter, 1979). Slow learners make up the largest portion,
about forty-one percént, of students enrolled. Learning-disabled
studenés were the next largest group, about twenty-one percent of the
population. The most common distinétion made between slqw learners and
learning-disabled learners is that slow learners generally operatevbelow'
.grade level in most subject areas and their achievement is consistent
with their estimated potential as indicated on standardized tests.
Learning-disabled students, on the other hand, géherally display an
uneven achievement profile and‘perform below projected potential as
indicated on standardized tests (DéLoach, Earl, Brown, Poplin, & Warner,
1981; Kavale & Nye, 198l1). Other student categories, each constituting
less than ten percent of the population, included behavior problems,
emotional disturbances, cultural deprivation, clinical language disorders,
educable mentally retarded, and trainable mentally retaréed. English
language training students made up eléVen percent of the population
(Kettle & Hunter, 1979). Schwartz's survey corroborates these statistics
as typical of centers across B.C. I
It appears that these centers are not focusing on students needing

short-term remedigtion, such as the moderately learning disabled, as
mandated by the B.C. government guiéelines. Rather, they are acting as
a ‘'catch-all' for students who cannot be adequately served by the main-

stream. The chronically 'slow learner', who presently constitutes the

largest portion of the learning assistance program population, requires
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assistance on a continual basis in order to keep pace with the curricu-
lum demands of the regular classroom (McBride, 1980). Harber (1981)

~ points out that special education placement has not been shown to
increase tﬂe academic abilities of these students. He also notes that
the large ngmber of 'slow learners' presently receiving iong—term
assistance considerably diminishes accessibility to learning assistancél'
for the learning-disabled students. Either thé mainstream must be
altered to accommodate the 'slow learner' or alternative services that
specifically address the needs of these students must bé established.
In this way the learning assistance centers can begin to focus on
students requiring short-term remediation.

The Government guidelines state that the 'slow iearner' should not
be réceiving direct instruction in the learning assistance centers. These
guidelines suggest that the learning assistance teacher and regular class-
room teaéher, through consgltation,’alter content.and teaching techniques
to make the cu;riculum more appropriate to the 'slow learner'. 1In order
to accomplish this task the classroom teacher would haye'to be adequately
t;ained to teach thev'slow learner', who would fequire alternate
approacﬁes to programming. They would also require adequate time to
present’ the curriculum in a flexible manner and to consult with the
learning assistance teacher regarding program alteration. To provide
consultation and program.pianning for such a large number of students,
would reqﬁire a major portioﬁ of the learning assistance teacher's time.
Both professionals would require training in the areas of consultation

-

and team teaching. However, presently neither the learning assistance

~
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teacher nor the regular classroom teacher has been given time to
operationalize the suggested program or training for the consultation
role (Schwartz, 1979). It would appear that the suggestion made in the

Government guidelines for educating the 'slow learner' is not presently

o
pas
<

realistic. More specific programming arrangements for educating this
population must be made.‘ For instance protected classes, similar to
those suggested for students with behavior problems, might be established
. for the slow learner. This is an integrated classroom with a lower
-teacher/studént ratio. Such a clasé, coupled with adegquate training
for the regular teacher in alternate approaches to programming, would
provide appropriate placement for the slow learner and sustain the
- principle of integratiom. Redressing this problem is essential if the
“learning assistance teachers are to devote their attention to ﬁhe popula-

tion of learning-disabled adolescents specified in the Government guide-

lines.

. Services Offered in Learning Assistance CentersszéiB.C.

The reality of assessment, direct instruction and consultation as
they are provided in the field is often very different from the services
suggested in the,Government guidelines as appropriate for learning
assistance centers. The differences in services, as they are outlined
in the Govermment guidelines and are found in reality, will be described

and discussed in this section.
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Referral and assessment. Referral and assessment is approached on

an informal basis by eighteen percent of the secondary schools in B.C.
(Schwartz, 1979). Informal assessment procedures usually involvé only
the learning assistance teacher and the classroom teacher. The learning
assistance teacher generally makes the final decision as to program
placement. This procedure has the advantage of being very fast and
flexible. However, it can also be very arbitrary as there are no
established procedures and it relies so much on the judgement of one
person. Established entrance criterion for students to be served in
learning assistance centers are imperative if arbitrary decisions are to
bpe reduced. Without such entrance criteria learning assistance teachers
may be obliged to accept inappropriate students, or the regular teacher
nay feel powerless to affect placement decisions. Interaction between
the regular classroom teacher and the learning assistance teacher for&s
the base of the informal assessment procedure. Therefore, this procedure
raguires a good working relationship between these professionals in
crder to be effective. ©Unfortunately, as has been noted, co-operation
is often poor between special education staff and regula; staff in the
nign school.

& formal procedure is suggested in the Govermment guidelines and
is noted in the literature as essential. Schwartz (1979) points out
zhat a formal oprocedure reguires more time and is not as flexible as
an informal prdcedure, zut is more equitable, organized and consistent.
The formal procedure establishes wgo will send referrals, who will be

consulted and who will make the final decisions. Criterion and priori-
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ties for program entry are established and specific assessment and .
record keeping procedures are instituted. The B.C. government guidelineé
suggest that thé formal referral and assessmentrprocedures be executed
by a school-based team. However, a formally constituted school-based |
team, such aé that described in the B.C. Goﬁernment guidelines is not
available to seven-eighths of the learning assistance teachers in B.C.
(Schwartz, 1979).

Because the formal procedure is very time conéuming, many school
districts operate somewhere between an informal and formal procedure,
and»the responsibility for the-procedure is predominantly the learning
assi;%ance feécher‘s. Principals, counsellors and special education
staff in B.C. are;sometimes involved in these practices (Schwartz, 1979).
Assessment reportedly consumes nine percent of the learning assistance
teacher's time. It should be noted that this is eleven percent less
than suggested in the Govermment guidelines, and the léarning assistance
teachers are presently reporting a lack of adequate ins£ruction time.

It must also be noted that learning assistance teachers do not feel
adequately trained for the assessment.role assigned to them. Assessment
is second on a list of professional development needs (Schwartz, 1979).
This is clearly an area where provincial inservice training should be

v

instigated. .

Direct instruction. Direct instruction is the major role of the

learning assistance teacher and occupies 70% of his time in the field.
The most common problem areas encountered include reading, language dis-

abilities, math and behavior problems. Multiple problems are observed
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in many students. The major goals reported by the learning assistance

" centers relate to meeting these instructional needs (Schwartz, 1979).

Sﬂz&éﬁ. The major goal Felated by the learning assistance centers
was to provide remedial instruction in reading and mathematics. Other
goals related to direct instruction stressed in the documents of the ’
Vancouver ana Burnaby School Districts were:

1. Developing individual education progfams (I.E.P.)'s for each

student.

2. Designing programs that facilitated re-~entry into the

mainstream.

3. Raising self-concept and improving interaction by providing

successful experiences.

4. Designing flexible programs to meet the wide range of academic

and social needs identified.
The first two goals relate directly to expectations sfated in the 1981
Government guidelines and are well recognized as goals in most main-
streaming programs. The second goal incorporates the assumption that the
mainstream is the best place for the student. This goal is related to
philosophy and tends .to focus on the ultimate environment rather than
the studenf's need. Becaﬁée learning assistance centers are, as sug-
gested in goal two, geared to returning the student to the mainstreaﬁ,
it is reasonable to interpret goals three and four in terms of main-
streaming needs. In this light, the lack of academic and social. skills
is examined in terms of what is needed to survive in the mainstream.

The danger in this is that the focus tends to be on helping the student

3
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measure up to mainstream standards, rather than assessing their needs

on a truly individualized basis.

S

Individualized educational proghams. Thirty-eight percent of the-

secondary learning assistance centers in B.C. report using the
individualized educatiocnal program (I.E.P.) as their main approach to
instruction (schwartz, 1979); this corresponds with the first goal

3

listed in the preceding section. 1In some school districts, for example
a .

Burnaby, this means that a fully developed I.E.P., as described in the
Govermment guidelines, is required for each student receiving special
education services. Schwartz suggests, however, that because the I.E.P.
is such a time consuming and complex task, in many school districts the
I.E.P. is more likely to consist of a list of specific objectives for
each student. Sixty-six percent of learning assistance teachers report
aeveloping such objectives for their students. Given the goals listed
and their interpretationras reported in the preceding section, it is
reasonable to assume that academic objectives will be the main focus
and that both academic and behavioral objectives will relate to skills
necessary for functioning successfully in the mainstream. This focus
does little to address students' lack of skill and.knowledge'in other,

perhaps more life-related areas.

Teaching conditions. In discussing direct instruction, it is

important to examine some of the factors that affect this major role.

One factor that strongly affects teaching conditions is the system used

i

to dllocate funds for learning assistance centers. One learning
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assistancé feacher is allowed for every 350 students enrolled in the
school. Thus, funding is granted on the basis of student popuiation
not student need. This approach is especially hard on small school
districts and results in unequal distribution of services across school
districts. Another result of this approach is that foffy pefcenﬁ of
learning assistance teachers are part-time which can further influence
the quality of service (Schwartz, 1979). School principals estimate that
sixteen percent of the student populatioﬁ is in need of special education
services and state that they do not think the allocation for learning
assiétance centers is adeguate. Teachers corrobora£e this statemeﬂt.
Learning assistance teachers report that they do not have sufficient
time for one-to-one instruction and that their instructignal groups are
too large. A number of these instructors use peer tutors, Qolunteers
and/or student teachers to increase student contact time. However,
this strategy often reduces the teacher's actual student contact as she
must assign time to co-ordinate these efforts.’ Instructors point out
that this lack of sufficient instruction time reduces the effectiveness
of the I.E.P. (Schwartz, 1979). Lack of time generally also affects
the flexibility of teaching and progrémming'apprdaches. Thus both the
quality and quangity of instruction is affected by insufficient time.
Experienced learning assistaﬁce teachers suggeét that a ratio of 10 to
12 students is a reasonable load if individual programming is fo be
effective. The literature supporﬁs this view (Schwartz, 1979).

Another factor that affects the working conditions and suggests that

the procedure for allocating funds must change is the varied work load
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found in the secondary leérning assistance centers. School principals,
in Schwartz's survey (1979), point out thét the work load will vary
conside£ably according to the grade span covered by the learning
assistance center, the diversity and severit? of disabilities
encountered and the range of the teacher consultant role. The system
must allowufgr individual consideration of these factors if realistic
student/teachgiwratios are to be established and if working conditions
are to be condusive to flexible and effective programming. Basically
learﬂing assistance teachers,_regular teachers, and school principals
felt more learning assistance Ceﬁters and more learning assistance staff
were needed to meet the needs of learning disabled students now being
served, and tgat many more studentS'we;e not receiving help because of

lack of facilities. It is clear that an-inflexible funding system is a

major problem in instigating a philosophy_of individualized education.

Consultation. The task of consultation is generally accepted to
contain the following components:

1. Consultation with teachers regarding N

student progress in centers

program impleméntation

modification of classroom progrem

- sources for teaching materials and strategies

~

progress of student after completing remediation program.
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2. Consultation with counsellors, administrators, parents and

other invelved agencies regarding:

identified student needs

- program placement decisions

program implementation

[

progress and termination

3. gesource person for school staff by providing:
- access tb special education materials
- access toatesfing materials
- workshops and in-service for staéf
s
The task described is a complicated and tihe consuming one, and
it must be viewed as playing a major role in any successful mainstream-
ing program. The expectation of the mainstreaming philosophy is that
the education of the>student will be a team effort involving pgincipally
the learning assistance teacher and the regular classroom teacher.
VSixty—séQen percent of the school principals surveyed by Schwartz
viewed consultation as the major contribution of the learning

assistance teacher. The learning assistance teacher is expected to

provide expertise, support, and encouragement to 'regular teachers in an

effort to hefp‘them adapt their classrooms to. better meet the needs of
the handicapped student. The ultimate goal is to make the regular class-
room a suitable environment for individualized educgtion. However,

this concept of interac;ion and exchange, which must be incoxporqfed

into the model of learning assistance centers, is difficult logiséically,

and threatening psychologically in a system of isolated and autonomous
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classrooms such as exist in most public secondary schools. The reality
in B.C. secondary schools is the reqular teacher would prefer that the

learning assistance teacher take difficult students out of their class-

rooms, remediate them, and send them back when they are capable of coping

with regular class, material (Schwartz, 1979). These teachers see thé
role of the learning assistance teacher as that of consulting with them
regérding the p;ogress of the student in the center and regarding the
student's reentry into the regular classroom. According to Schwarz's
survey (1979) many regular teachers were not open to administering
inaividual education programs in the classroom, nor were they comfort-
able with the learning assistance teacher working in the classroom with
the handicapped student. Given these realities, itlis clear that there
caﬁ{be little team work in the secondary sehools at‘present. The
learning assistance teacher on the other hand sees team work as
important to success in these programs but views his/her present role
as mainly one of diagnosis and remediation. Learniﬁg assistance
teachers see fhemselves as only somewhat effective in the role of
consultant as the regular teachérs, in their view, only tolerate adv;ce
or assistance in a passive manner, rather than actively participating
in the consultation process (Schwartz, 1979).

One of the problems cited by béth the learning assistance teachers
and regular teachers is the lack of time available for constructive
consultation. Forty percent of learning éssistance tea;hers report

that they average less than two consultations a week and that these are

usually less than fifteen.minutes in length. The rushed and'infrequent
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nature of consultaéion may -be one reason for the negative or neutral
attitude of regular staff. An organized and consistent approach to
consultation that allowed adequate time for learning assistance
teachers and regular teachers to consult is needed. This would prove
beneficial to the students and staff and could have a significant
effect on the attitudes surrounding this area of service. Two séparate
positions, one of consultant and one of direct instruction incorporated
into the learning assistance model, has been proven to increase the
effectiveness of consultation an§ the other se;vices offered by these
programs (Zigmond, 1978). In the n%}t\section,'this thesis will
examine the importance of consultation sgfyices to the learning environ-

ment of the student in the secondary system.

learning conditions. Secondary students receiving services from

the learning assistance center can be given remediation either in the
reguiar classroom or in the learning assistance center. Each location
has its own drawbacks.

As discussed in the previoussection on consultation, the student
receiving remediation ig the classroom is very often not welcome.
The indi&idualized program is seen as an extra burden by the regular
tea&her and this inevitably must be conveyed to the student. Even
given that the teacher is open to the arrangement, the student is
singled out by this process as an underachiever. 1In the secondary
school, achievement is a major factor in detemmining student status.

Therefore, if a student is seen as less capable of achieving, their

interaction with teachers and peers is more likely to be negative



126,

(Heron and Skinner, 198l1). Much of the possible posféive effect of a
remediation program, therefore, may well be mitigated by a negative
atmosphere in'the classroom. These factors will be problems for the
learning-disabled student until individualized education in the class- -
room is the norm (Washburn, 1979).

The’second location for remediation, the learning assistance center,
is a problem because of the inflexible nature of the secondary school.
Withdrawal from the regular classroom even on a part-time basis,

‘creates logistic problems for the system and, therefore, for the student.
Fegular mainstream courses have specific time lengths and lead to and
from other courses in the same area in a predictable and regqulated
fashion,/éﬁa the high scheool time-tabling system is designed to
accommodate these courses. Learning assistance, on the other hand, is
intended to be flexible in terms of time and to allow the student to
re-enter into seemingly unrelated courses on an irregular basis.
Clearly, these differences create a conflict. Some high schools, in an
attempt to integrate learnihg assistance, have begun scheduling it into
the time-table, but it still has no concrete link to the rest of the
course system. Because the regular courses are. time scheduled, it is
difficult for them to accommodate students from the learning assistance
centers, who because of their absence from the regular class are on a
different schedule. It reguires a great deal of co-operation and
plarning between the learning assistance teacher and the regular
teacher, which, as discussed, does not generélly exist, for the student

to reenZer the regular class. If the student's time in the learning
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assistance center is to be profitable, areés such as assigning credit
for work done in the leaining assistance center, deciding how much-
missed classroom content must be‘covéred and gstablishing a testing

and grading procedure must be agreed upon. It is important that the
student view her rem%diation as an integrated and positive part of her
education if it is to be effective .(Washburn, 1979). The learning
assistance é;nter cannot be considered an integrated part of the high
school system until transition from the learning assistance ciass‘;o

the fegular class can be accommodated easily. The enyironment described

above is a conflicting and confusing one at best, and, therefore, is

likely to increase the student's feeling of alienation from the system.

Evaluation

As has been previously noted in this thesis, special education

programs must be accountable for the effectiveness of their services.

In order to bé accountable, programs must have clear student entrance
criteria and a thoroﬁgh evaluation process. However, procedures for
establishing such criteria and instigating evaluation have not been
consistently appliéd in B.C. learning assistance programs.

Student entrance’criteria have been set in three quarters of the
secondary s&hools and eighty-two percent of these schools have set
: bfiorities within those entrance criteria (Schwartz, 1979). ‘However
these criteria‘vary from school to school because few studentiehtrance
criteria have been set at the school district level. As a result of the

indefinite approach to population definition, learning assistance
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services in B.C. are inconsistent and inquitable among school districts
and also from school to school. More specific provincial guidelines

in these areas would help to correct this situation and heip to assure

a more equitable approéchhﬁo program placement in learning assistance
centers throughout the province. Indefinite population parameters also
result in inappropriate referrals and placements. Theoretically,
leafning assist%nce programs are best suited to serve a specific popula-

tion. If that population is not defined clearly then services will be

"diluted and students will receive less effective programming. Both the

students inappropriately placed and those for whom the program is
intended suffer. . &
An example of more specific criterion ;nd priorities are those
developed by the Vancouver Skills Development Cente:s. Studenfs con-
sidered for the program are those experiencing aifficulty coping with
the'regular Math and/or English program. The priorities are stated as
being students two to thfee years behind in grade level, problems in
feading before problems in math, grade eight students or students
referred from elementary services, and academic over behavior problems.
There are no stated justifications for setting these priorities ovér
others; however, they are common priorities for programs serving the
learning disabled. A two to three year academic lag is a common
determiner of the learning-disabled adolescent; reading problems are
generally accepted as béing more prevalent than other problem areas.

Reading problems are also a priority because to so many subject areas in

the high school curriculum depend on reading skills for the acquisition
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of subject content. Grade eight students or students from elementary
learning disabilities programs are often given priority becaﬁse thése
students are Yiewed as the most likely to benefit from tﬁe resource room
services., The programs are free to ;dd to these priorities or adapt
them to suit their partiéular‘needs. In this way flexibility is main-.
tained but there is a firmer baseline than is currently offered by the
province.

Evaluation of learning assistance centers is also handled at the
school level in B.C. The majority of secondary learning assistance
programs approach evaluation in an informal manner. Only eighteen
percent report any type of formal evaiuation and twelve percent report
no evaluation at all. This low percentage is probably due to lack. of
time for and expertise in evaluation procedures. The informal evalua-
tion is usually instigated and processed by the learning assistance
teacher. They are sometimes assisted by the principal, classroom
teacher or district special education ‘staff.

learning assistance teachers state that they evaluate mainly in
. order to give themselves data with which to defend their existence in
the school (Schwartz, 1979). This need to validate their program's
existence again points to the lack of support fof learning assistance
within the secondary school system. Other important reasons for
evaluation cited, included assessing the effectiveness of their
teaching approach and providing a realistic data base for making con-
structive changes in programming. Learning assistance teachers indi;

cated, however, that the evaluation process was a frustrating one for
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them as it pointed out the needed changes they were often not in a -
position to instigate. The 1981 Manual, in its evaluation section,
points out éhe necessity fof the evaluator and the decision maker to

‘ agree on the format and uses of evaluation resulés at the outset so
that the evaluation results can be used constructively. Thé guidelines

‘ havé indicated that regular,e&aluation is desirable, but have not set out
mandatory expectations for this service.

In the absence of formal evaluation data, Schwartz (1979) asked
regular classroom teachers, learning assistance teachers, and school
princip#f@ to rate the adequacy of the services offered in the learning
assistance centers. The services were raFed as baéically adequate in
themselves but there was a consensus that more learning assistance
centers were needed, more learning assistance teachers were needed to
staff the present centers, and that the programs need a more regular
and formal evaluation procedure. A yearly evaluation which will
examine the appropriateness of goals and objectives, the efficacy of
hteaching methods and curriculum materials, student progress and identify

4’!the factors responsible for program success and failure is needed
(Armitage, 1979). Through such evaluation learning assistance centers
can assess and improve their effectiveness. Such an evaluation procedure

should be made mandatory at the provincial level, and funding and time

should be allocated for this purpose.
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Conclusion

It is obvious that the learning assistaﬁce centers face many
problems and limitations in the secondary school system. 1In spite of
this, they are providing a vital remediation service to students who
are floundering under the demands.of the system. They lack the freedom
to completely individualize programming, however, as inevitably they
are .expected to equip the student for an inflexible, unindividualized
system. One very positive effect of the learning assistance center is
that through its central screening role it enabled identification of
student needs not yet addressed by the school system. For example, one
result was the recognition that the severely learning disabled could
not be adeguately served in the learning assistance centers. This
recognition resulted in the development of a special funding category

by the Government to provide services for these students.

Services for Severely Learning Disabled Adolescents

Services set up specifically for the severeiy learning-disabled
student are, at prZsent, few in number. Two programs.presently
operating in the lower mainland will be discussed.’ Althqugh both
essentially follow the B.C. Govermment guidelines and address the needs

. «
of the severely learning disabled, they are quite different in approach.

The first program to be discussed is operated by the Burnaby
School Board (Student Support Services Manual, Note 1) and is tutorial

in nature. It is staffed by two itinerant learning disabilities

teachers and seven instructional aides. Specific training for the

-
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aides, in tutoring learning-disabled students, is constructed and
delivered by the twp program instructors.

The tutoring service is run on a district level and students are
referred for service only when services offered in the home school have
been exhausted. ' The available student assessment information is
collected and reviewed by one of‘the instructors. It is then presented
to a screening committee, éonsisting-of the other tutoring teacher,
coordinator, principal and other pertinent staff., As there is a waiting
list, the committee must priorize students for acceptance into tﬁe
program.

The program instructors are responsible for conducting the necessary
diagnostic tests and constrGCting a fully developed individualized edu-
cational program for each student. The program is developed in conjunc-
tion with relevant school staff, the student, and parents. Each student
is then aésigned to an- instructional aide, who under the guidance and
supervision of the itinerant teacher, implements the program. The pro-
gram is monitored and adjusted on a continual basis through weekly
reports from the instructionalaidesfand progress 1s evaluated at least
once every three months. The students receive one-to-one tutbging for
one hour per day, four to five days per week. The remainder of the day
is spent either in regular classes with individualized programs or in
modified courses. The student remains in the program until the criteria
stated in the I.E.P. are met. This‘usually involves:the student reaching

grade level or an operational level that allows integration into regular

course materials. The main thrust of the program is academic remedia-
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tion. Behavioriproblems are not considered in the official'description
of this program. However, the staff feel that the consistent, positive
interaction with the tutor and ﬁhe positive reésults from the program
have an ameliorating effect on the beﬁavior pat£erns of these students
as demonstrated through improved attendance and higher motivational
levels.

No formal evaluation of this program has been conducted. However,
several observations in terms of its_limitations can be made. First,
this program is'striCtly an academic painstream approach to remediation,

an approach that is not largely supported by the literature for the

severely learning-disabled adolescent. BAlso the program can be expected

-

to have limited fleiibility in that it is closely related to the main-
stream, must follow strict time schedules, and is a set program
administered in isolation by a trained assistant. In addition, thézneed
for socialization training, strongl¥/;9d€5ated in the literature for the
severely learning disabled, is n5;4add;essed by this program. 1In fact,
the isolated nature of the remediation process allows little opportunify
for monitored social interaction. The program, althéugh it may supply
needed remedigtion éervices, is a very compartmentalized approach to
remediation that addresses only one portion of the problem.
Anotbgn,;gample of program developed specifically for the severely}
learning éisabledlare the Extended Skills DeveloPmént Centers instigated
by theGVancouvef School Board (Kettle, 1980). .These programs follow the

resource room delivery model but are an extension of this service in
-

terms of intensity of instruction and time spent in remediation. There
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are twéAExtended Skill Development Centers established in two segarate
high schools and they are operated on a district level. Eaéh centér'
enrolls a maximum of twelve students and operates with one learning-
disabilities teacher. Students are refer;ed to the center bthhe school-
based team after a full assessment has been completed and parental con-
sent has been obtained. Only if all special and regular educational
facilities in the home school are considered inappropriate are students
referred to the Extended Skills Development é;nters. All final decisions
regarding placement in the centersrgre;égae by the central screening

.

committee.  The placement criteria include students that are 13 - 16 z

years of age, are of normal inteliigence; have a positive attitude toward

school, and have perceptual or cognitive problems attributed to a learn-
ing disability.

The studeﬁts are enrolled in a home room class and in any academic
subjects or appropriate elective subjects with which they can cope.
The students generally spend half the day in the center to begin with;
however, this can vary according to the individual need perceived.
Individual prescriptive teaching programs are developed by the learning-
disabilities teacher for each séudent and delivered in both individual
and group settings. The primary focus is académic remediation but
the development of appropriate socializafion skills and improveﬁent of
self-concept is also a concern. Instructors are expected'to fulfill the
roles of assessment, direct instruction and consultation as discussed in

terms of learning assistance centers.

The two centers were evaluated (Kettle, 1980) in an effort to
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dé@éribe the functions of the centers, assess the programs'’ succéss,‘
and provide information-for futuré planning; Teachers, parents,
students and the consultation team were surveyed and, in general,
the response to the program was positive. Generally students improved
in the academic areas, and improvemént in the affective areas was also
noted by students, teachers and parents.
c£ion to the program was positive, there

~

roblem areas identified. In terms of

Although the

were a number of

referral, there was\“Zoncern expressed over thé length of time students

had to wait to obtain initial assessment. The length of time gllocated'
for remediation was also a concern. Instructors in both Centers felt
that one year in the program was insufficient for students with very
severe problems. It was also noted that consultation time was‘insuffi— K
cient. This resulted inrthe fegular teachers not being cognizant of

the student's needs ér of the program's function. Communication with
‘parents was also considered insufficient. Although behavior and

social probléms are not among the entrance criteria, instructors in both
Centers indicatgd a need for a full-year progfam or individual and/or

group counselling to help students in these areas, thus indicating that

the provisions made now are not sufficient. It was indicated in the

e

evaluation that the demand for these services was greater than the twol
existing centers could handle and two additional cenfers were planned

for the 1981 school yeai. ‘Finally, the program instructors emphasized
the need for more appropriate alternative placements for students upon

leaving the Centers. Only five of the twenty-nine students served in



136.

these'ceqz?rs during the 1979/1980 academic Year were fully integrated
into the mainstream by the autumn of 1980. The program instructors
indicated that students experienced difficulties. both academically and
socially upon- re-entry into the regular system. It appears that the
regular classroom is not an appropriate alternative for a very large
percentage of these students. ‘Given the above observations it ‘is

)

reasonable to speculatewthat appropriate alternatives for these students
would have to incorporate curriéulum other than ac;demic and offer a
more supportive environment than is presently available in the regular
classroom.

Although these programs show a slightly brsader focus than the
Burnaby érogram, in that they address the need fof socialization skills, -
it is still basically an academically oriented mainstream program. As
such, the classic problems of lack of time for remediation and consulta-
tion, and problems integrating the students into the mainstream are
evident.

The emphasis on academic remediation and mainstreaming restricts
the ei icés for the learning-disabled adolescent in B.C. Not only are
present \services focused in the direction of mainstreaming, but planned
future Servicesgas well. Present services must be compared to services
indicated as necessary in the literature, and plans must be made to

/\L

address student needs presently ignored.

T
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v Gaps in Service

The litefature indicates that the learn?ng—disabied adolescent
requires a range of services that will‘teach basic academic skills,
‘address career education and training needs, provide a functional
curriculum and address the sociaiization,problems so often found in
‘this population (Cruickshank et al - 1980";" wiederholt, 1978a). In B.C.
presenfly,vas stated above; academic reﬂTdiatiQnis the prime focus of-
all learning-disabled adolescent services. This obviously covers only
a very small portion of the services indicated as necessary.

The Govermment, in its 1981 Manual of Policies, Procedures and
Guidelines, indicates that spécial education students should have the
isame range of servicgs afforded the regular student which would include
vocational education and work-placement prégrams. They also indicate
that curriculum must be altered appropriately for the special education
student. However, no funding allocation has been made available for such
services for the learning-disabled adolescent in the Manual. Career
education and training are addressed in thé regular high school curricu-
lum, but mainstream courses ih this area must be adapted if they are to
appropgiately address the needs of the learning-disabled adolescent.

The other two curriculum content areas mentioned above, functional curri-
culum and socialization training, are not available through the regular
high school curriculum nor are they addressed by the learning-disabilities
programs in B.C. Although these areas of curricula are available in some

special education programs, they are not foci in programs established

for the learning-disableiijijlescent. The mainstreaming nature of
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learning-disabilities services in B.C. tends to narrow the focus of
these services to academic remediation.

There is a need for an alternative environment, that is relatively
unfettered by the restrictions of the regular high school, to-address
the areas of self-concept and social skills for the learniné—disabled
adolescent (Vancouver School Board, Note 2). One of the Government's
stated goals in the 1981 Manual is to ensure that appropriate™
alternate settings are available to meet individual needs as identified.
At present the services for learning-disabled adolescents do not meet
this stated goal, and do not meet the full ra%g? of needs recognized
for this population.

As money is a major factor in providing new programming it may be
productive to examine presently available programs for potential in
meeting the unaddressed needs of the learning-disabled adolescent.

The Alternate Rehabilitation Program, a widespread, well-established
program presently funded jointly b? the Special Programs Branch and the
Ministry of Hﬁman Resources, could quickly and effectively expand the
-services presently available to the learning-disabled adolescent in B.C.
This program has a flexible, individualized approach to programming

and a philosophy that allows for individual expression and encourages
individual development, It presently addresses a population with
similar needs to those of the learning-disabled adolescent and,
therefore, conceivably its goals would address the needs of the
learning-disabled adolescent. It offers an alternate setting to the

regular secondary-high school and places a heavy emphasis on improving
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self—concep£ and socialization skills. It also offers varied curriculum
content and teaching approaches that are relevant to the needs of the
learning-disabled adolescent. The Alternate Rehabilitation Program is
available in all but six school districts in B.C.; it would require
little alteration to address itself directly to the f%arning—disabled
adolescent and the Directeor of Special Education has recomﬁended that
these programs be expanded (Csapo & Gittens, 1979). )

In the next section of this thesis: factors that differentiate
the Alternate Rehabilitation Programs from mainstream programs and make
them a éuitable environment for the learning-disabled adolescent will
be discussed. First, the history and philosophy, two of the factors
that help set the Alternate Rehabilitation Programs apart from the
mainstream, will be discussed. Secondly the goals, student population,
environment, and curriculum and programming approaches will be described
and their relevance gz the learning;disab}ed adolescent will be deter-
mined. Next, the problem areas associated with the Alternate Rehagili—
tation Programs will be discussed and finallv a suggested qutline for an

Alternate Rehabilitation Program, specifically appropriate to the

learning-disabled adolescent, will be given.
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Chapter Seven

ALTERNATE REHABILITATION PROGRAMS

History

- A brief knowledge of the h{étéry and development of Alternate
Rehabilitation Programs is important in understandiqé £heir.presen€
philosophy and approach. The first important fact in “their history
is that they developed separately from the school system. The first
programs developed in the early 1970's from a 'grassroots' community
concern for youths that had left or been expelled from the school
system. Servicesathat addressed their social and educational problems
were deemed essential if these young people were to become reéponsible
and constructive members of their community (Csapo & Gittens, 1979).
The complete ;eparateness of these programs from the reqular school
system was é;nsideréd an important factor in their success because N
they were addressing students that the system had failed; The secondary
school s;stem evoked extremely negative feelings from this target popu-
lation and a distinctly different atmosphere and setting were essential
in gaining the trust and co-operation of these students. In addition
to establishing a distinct educational enviroQﬁent, the founders of
these alternate programs proposed to address the social, educational
and persoral problems of the students in these programs. The restrictive
and inflexible nature of the high school are two factors which would -
have made it difficult, if not impossible to implement the holistic

approach to education adopted by these programs.
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Unfortuhately, funding was a major problem for these initial
programs. The initial alternate education-prog£am§ were financed with
short-term'federal funding such as Iocal Initiative Prog?am (LIP)
grants or temporary local funds. Many of the early programs‘énded
because of unreliable fupding. Despité these proﬁlems however, forty-
two programs existed by 1974 (Csapo & Poutt, 1974). The Ministry of
Education at this time established a policy which stated that federal
grénts were no longer to be used t;‘support instructional programs,
thus curtqiling‘the growth of these programs outsideﬁof the school
system. They stated that if‘these programs were necessary for a sub-
stantial portion of school aged citizens, then the public school system
must reorganize and allocate funds acqordingly (Csapb, 1973)f‘ This
directive resulted in another importan; point in the developﬁent of
these programs. It‘piovided the impetus to found the joint funding
of Alternate Rehabilitation Programs by the Ministry of HumanAResources
and the Department of Education (Csap;, 1973).

This joint funding was unique in scﬁool funding. The Rehabilita-
tion Programs are still the only special education programs withAsuch
funding. This involvemen£ allows for a unique combination of services
to be offered and a low staff/pupil ratio invthese programs. There is
one staff member solely responsible for education and one for social
integration. Additionally, there is often a’téaching assistant. The
Ministry‘suggeéts that such joint involvement is very appropriate

and should be encouraged on a larger scale (Province of British

Columbia, 1981). Presently, there are a few progiams, such as Step-up
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in Vancouvef, thét are affiliated with the Ministry of Attornéy General
(Csapo & Agg, 1974), and some, such as Shaft in Coguitlam (Note 3)

that are funded by all three Ministries. Csapo and Gittens (1979)
suggest that the Ministry of Health would be another appropriate
affiliaéion for these programs. If the aih of education is to address
the needs of the student in a realistictand holistic manner, then such
joint involvement is long overdue.

With regular funding established, the number of programs more
than doubled from 1974-1978. 1In 1973, 105 programs existed. This wide
spread and rapid increase in programming indicates the real and sub-
stantial need being met by these programs (Csapo & Gittens, 1979).

The Alternate Rehabilitation Program, with its well-rounded
approach to education is eminently suited, both presently and potentially,
to begin to provide a fuller range of services to the learning-disabled
adolescent. Some of the program components that make this true will be

explored in the remainder of this section.

Philosoghz

The independent origin of Alternate Rehabilitation Programs and
their holistic approach, which resulted in joint funding from the
ministries, were instrumental in shaping this unique non-mainstreaming
model as it presently exists within the school system. The philosophy
of these programs also sets them apart from the mainstream. "It is, as
would be expected, student centered. It is baséd on the right of each
individual to an appropriate education and recognizes the right of that

individual to be different from the established 'norm'. It states that
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it is the feéponSibility of the system to educate, and that deviations
in behavior or academic ability are not'accéptable reasoné for abandon-
ing the student's education (Csapé & Gittens, 1979). This philosophy
interprefs education as a liberating'experiencé, one that helps the
student to learn about herself and society, gather knowledge, work
creatively with it, and thereby come to know her own talenté and
limitations and how to best utilize this'knowledge. It would have
education focus on ho&llearning can complement the student, not on how
the student can fit intq a learning system. Mqreover, the phiiosophy
of<zﬁESe pfograms states that the system must provide the required
alternatives to the conventional system and find Qéjs to deQelop the
potential of each child (Csapo & Gittens, 1979).

The recognition of student differences, the responsibility of the
system to address these differences, and the need for alternative
approaches to education are all particularly pertinent to the education
of the learning-disabled adolescent. This student-centered philosophy
is basic to all Alternative Rehabilitat%iikyrograms. However, because
these programs are flexible, and operate independently, the philosophy
and specific goals of each program are indi&idually devised according

to the students served and the operational environment.

Student Population and Goals

The characteristics and needs of the student population dictate
:

the goals set by the Alternate Rehabilitation'program. Therefore the

student characteristics will be described first and then the goals
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ensuing from these characteristics will be discussed.

Student Population

These students have been described as those who are unable to
cope in the mainstream academically, socially and/or emotionally. They

are the dropouts or potential dropouts and delinquents in each district

(Csapo & Gittens, 1979). There are many visible signs of the student's

kN

inability to cope. Academically, they generally display at least é

two to three year lag in basic skills areas. They also exhibit a poor
self-concept, low motivation and show discouragement and frustration in
reaction to their lack of success in the learning situation. These
negative feelings often result in behavior problems or maladjustment.
Categorically, these students are most frequently referred to as
éocially, emotionally, and behaviorally maladjusted or as learnipé
disabled (Csapo & Gittens, 1979). This description is very similar to °®
that givenein the literature for the severely learning-disabled
adolescent.

The strong similarities between the Alternative Rehabilitation
Program population ;nd the learniné—disabled adolescent population in
terms of characteristics, needs, and response to remediation wouldaéug-
gest that these populations might benefit from similar programming.

For instance, two-to-three year gains in academics over a ten month

period have been reported for students in Alternative Rehabilitation

Programs (OK East Alternmate School, Note 4). Similar gains are cited

by Goodman (1978) as typical of learning-disabled adolescents. This

rapid gain would suggest that neither group had been working to poten-
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tial in the system and that Both benefit from alternate settings.
Also,‘the'dombination of behavior and academic problems is typical of
both populations. 1In addition,“improvement academically for the student
in the alternate school appears 2o be interdependent with the iﬁprovement .
of self-concept and sociaiJreédjustment (Csapo & Gittens, 1979) as has
often proven the case fof‘th% learning—disabled (Weiss & Weiss, 1974).
It is recognized that n;% all studen&s with behavior problems
have learning disabilities, né? do all learning-disabled adolescents
display behavior problems. However, given the similarities described
above; it seems reasonable to ‘assume that there is an overlap between
the learning-disabled population and population of the Alternate
Rehabilitation Programs. In any case, the characteristics and needs of
these populations are so®similar that the Alternate Rehabilitation
Programs, having demonstrated a successful approach with their popula-
tion (Csapo & Gittens, 1979), clearly present a potentially appropriate
placement for the learning-disabled adolescent. In the following dis-
cussion of the goals, eﬁvi}oﬁment and‘curriculum of the Alternate
" Rehabilitation Program, it will become clear that the aims and services
of these programs are extremely well suited to meeting the needs of the

learning-disabled adolescent as identified in the literature.

Program Goals .

As stated above, the goals set by these programs directly reflect
the needs of the students. One of their stfongest needs is to improve
their self-image. In the 1978 survey the students described themselves

as 'dumb', 'unable to cope', and 'out of place' (Csapo'& Gittens, 1979) .
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This low self-esteem is basic to the alienation and frustration they
experience - in the learning situation. Therefore, one of the central
goals of £he‘Alternate-RehabiliEation Programs i; to‘raiée.the étudent's
self-congept. 'This is also a frequen£ly quoted goal .of learning-
disabilities programs. Many of the goals stated by individual programs

relate to increasing the student's self concept. Some examples are:

increasihg decision-making skills (Byng Satellite, Note 5), breaking
patterns of failure (Rilez bPark, Note 6; Shaft, Note 3} and developing
a sense of useflilness and belonging in the community (§2§£E, Note 3;
Kumtucks, Note 6; Vinegz, Note 6) anérimproving interpersonal and
social skillsr(Chiiliwack, Note 7; Kumtucks, Note‘6). ‘This central
focus on goals pertaining to personal growth is quoted as one of the
main reasons for the success of these programs (Csapo & Gittens, 1979).
A focus on personal development is basic for the learning-disabled
adolescent also, but it is nét directly addressed presently in B.C.
programs for the learning disabled.

Other pertinent goals in Alternate Rehabilitation Programs focus
on the growth of academic and career skills. These goals include:
remediating basic academic skills and bringing the student to a grade
ten level, providing wqu éxperience, career training and education
and/or transition to employment, and/or preparing tﬁe student for re-
entry into the regular high school. These have all been recognized as
acceptable goals for the Alternate Rehabilitation Programs and the

emphasis on any one of them varies among programs. It is very important

+ to note, however, that the Ministry, in the 1981 guidelines for

——
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Alternate Rehabilitation Programs has emphasized the goal of re-entry.
Given the original intent of these programs and the charécte;isfics
of their students this seems an inappropriate emphasis.

Re-entry is not the goal being emphasized by the staff in the
Alternative 3eh§bilitation Programs. In fact, it is clearly pointed
out, iﬁ a follow-up study of the Vancouver School District Alternate
Rehabilitation Programs (Brenner, 1978), that many of the students in
these programs simply do not learn successful;g in the regular class-
room environment and thaﬁ, thefefore, re-entry is not an appropriate
goal for them. The study emphasizes that these students need an
enVironment that is supportive, personal, and individualized. It is
stressed that the student's education should not be curtailed becaﬁsé
of these needs. This isigften the case presently, as Alternate
Rehabilitation Prpgramé are only allowed to educate to the grade ten
level. Past this level the student's alternatives, apart from the
regulaf secondary system, are severely limited. Only nineteen out of
two hundred and ninety-four students contacted in this follow;up study
were éuccessfully re-integrated into the regular system. As is the case
in dealing with learning-disabled students; the mainstream will héve to
be changed significantly, in terms of its ability to individualize and1
be flexible, before it will provide an appropriate environment for these
students (Brenner, 1978). Re-entry may bera feasible goal for a small
number of these students and should, therefore, be an option available
to them. However, it is inappropriate for the majority of the Alternate

Rehabilitation Program's population and, therefore, should not be
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emphasized™as a major program goal. The unique environment of these

programs, which will be discussed next, is instrumental in the realiza-

e

tion of many of the program goals discussed.

Environment

Students and stéff in both the Vancouver‘Foligz;up\§tudy (Brenner,
1978) and fhe 1979 Survey (Csapo and Gittens) , name individual atten-
tion and the informality, flexibility and acceptance in the environment
as the most pertinent factors in the programs' succesé. These are
qualities generally not available in the mainstream and are seen as
necessary in the successful education of The Alternate Rehabili*tation
Program's student population. The 1 eacher-student rafio and the
fact that the programs are established in’separate quarters from their
parent secondary school are two main factors in their realizing such an
environment.

On the average there- are eleven to twenty.students per program,
and two to two and one-hélf staff persons. This low ratio allows time
for personal attention to be given each student, and the relative
freedom from outside pressure makes it easy to offer flexible schedul-
ing. Factors such as the rate of learning can be adjusted to suit the
student, thus helping them avoid the feelings of pressure and restric-
tion often felt in the regular system. In addition, the program's
schedule can also be adjusted to respond quickly and easily to community
input or events, or to special student needs or interests that might

arise (Csapo & Gittens, 1979). BAn individual personalized approach and
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a flexible enviromment are also féctors,emphasized as necessary in
successful programming for learning-disabled adolescents.

The small size and flexibility of these alternate programs
éncourages a warm relationship bétween students and staff. There is an
atmosphere of friendlinesé and acceptance that develops from getting to
knowba person ratﬁer than jusf teaching thém. This atmosphere
encourages students to ask for the help they need and to try the
variety of activities available through the Program's large recrea-
tional éomenent. This component is focused on hef?%%é the student
find néw areas of talent or interest, or expand gid ones. In this way,
it is hoged the student will develop a more positive self-image and
learn to view success and failure in terms other than academics. The
wider baée of shared experiencé betweén staff and students also adds
depth to the relationships formed (Csapo & Gittens, 1979’.

~

These programs also focus on breaking the pattern of academic
failure usually apparent in their students. They do this‘by starting
the student's program'at a level commensurate with his ability, assign-
ing small portions of work at a time, giving lots of feedback and sup-
port and using relevant and interesting content (Csapo. & Gittens, 1979).
They are designed to ensure success and make failure next to impossible.
Thé success-oriented focus of programming in the Alternate Rehabilita-
tion Programs is conducive to improving self-image, increasing self-
confidence, and thereby inducing improvement in academic and social

skills. These are all goals recognized earlier as pertinent for

learning-disabilities programs. -
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Aithough the atmosphere described above is‘commop:to Altgrnate’
Reh;pi}itation Programs, these programé are as individual in nature{as
the team of people who work within them (Klass Policy Manual, - "8).
The staff forms the core of this team. It is suggesﬁed tha£ the staff
are most often those who do not agree with the conventional practices
of the high school, but believe& in the values of altgrnate educational
environments and approaches. They are, therefore, dedicated, enthusias-
tié and strongly motivated to approach students as individuals\and tfy
to address the program to their needs (Csapo & Gittens, 1979). The
staff team consists of at least one teacher and one child care worker.
These two people shére a joint responsibility to develop and implement
an individual program for each student. The teacher is responsible
for developing the aeademic and career education and/or job training
aspects, the child care worker for the counselling, life skiils
t;aining and recreational components of the.individualized program.

It requires optimum team work to co-ordinate viable programs for each
studgnt. These two staff members are also jointly responsible for
planning, implementing and evaluating the program as a whole |

(Province of British Columbia, 1981). This core team is often

R

expanded to include a full or half-time teaching assistant. /

The team is further expanded'by encouraging the involvement of
parent volunteers. Parent participation is required by the programs
and by the Government in making initial program placement and future

educational decisions for students. The students in Altegrnative

- @
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Rehabilitation Programs are not only observers of this team approach,
but active p?rticipants. Their participétion is fequired byibéth the
Ministry of Education and the Mi;istry of Human Resources, and is, of
course, strongly encouraged by program staff. Students are expected to
share in the responsibility of planning all aspects of their iﬁdividual
programs, and to participate in shaping the altefnate program as a.
whole. fhey might be expected to help set and enforce rules, plan
schedules and field trips, or choose a?d.arrange the guest speakers.
Student participation is considered one of the strengths of the

proéram (Csapo & Gittens, 1979). Student participation and constructive
inte;action are two of the program components identified in chapter

five as necessary for successful programming for the learning-disabled
adolescent.

Another important component of this team is community resource
people. Most programs try to encourage Eommunity involvement to gs
great an extent as possible. Resource people might come into the
program as guest speakers or the students might go out into the com-
munity to visit and/or utilize various facilities, businesses or
agencies. 1In addition, over forty—fouf percen£ of the éfbérams report
using volunteers. The students benefit from the varied skills and
knowledge present in this extensive team and also benefit from partici-
pating in a co-operative and constructive team brocess. This experience
is invaluable in terms of learning Eﬁccessful communication patterns

and improving social skills. As Adelman and Taylor (1977) have reminded

us, students learn from what they experience, not from what they are
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The physical setting of these programs is also a ;éry important
factor in shaping their nature. 1In choosing a setting the staff must
consider whether it is conducive to developing the warm and co=
operative environment described above. The reasons for preferring
a setting separate from the parent school Qere established in the
history section of this chapter. The setting should also be flekible,'
consisting of more than one room in order to allow for more than one
type of activity at a time. Or it might be a space that can easily
be altered to accommodate a variety of activities. 1In addition, it
should be central to the community in 6rder to reduce transportation
problems and encourage maximum interaction with the community. It is
also desirable for the setting to offer as many resources of its own
as possible, i.e. a workshop, gym, kitchen, or outside grounds.
Chunches and houses are popular settings as they offer many of these
features. It is not expected that every setting would offer all of
these features but tﬁe best combination possible should be sought.
Another important aspect of program environment is of course, the

w .
curriculum and the approach to curriculum used. The varied curriculum

a

and the approach to instruction used in the Alternate Rehabilitation

Programs will be discussed next.
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Curriculum

The cufriculum components of the Alternétive Rehabilitation
Program include academic remediation, career education and training,
counselling, life skills ({(social and survival skills) and recreation.
A1l of'thése curriculum areas are indicated as relevant to the )
learning-disabled adolescent in the.range of services suggested in the
literature.

Sixty-nine percent of the programs spent‘fifty percent of their
time on academic remediation.  This is the largest block of time given
to any one curriculum area. Math and English are the core academic

subjects. Other subjects frequently mentioned are science, social

studies and physical education (OK East, Note 4; Byng Satellite, Note 5}

Street Front, Note 6; Chilliwack, Note 8). Student participation ‘in

these subject areas is dictated by their capabilities and interests.
Each programlis attached administratively to a éarenﬁ high school and
some programs also encourage capable students to take extra courses at‘
this school. This‘}ractice facilitates re-entry for these students
and meets aca&emic needs the alternate program is not able to meet
internally (Brenner, ;9787 Chilliwack, Note 7, Step-up (Cogquitlam),
Note 9). |

- Vocational training is the title given in the survey when refer-
ring to career education and training or work experience. In forty-
Fhree percent of the programs, vocational training meant work
exgerience. Work experience in these programs can be broken into

training in skilled areas such as carpentry, welding, truckdriving,

typing, catering, or work in unskilled jobs such as woodcutting, tree-
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planting, painting or construction (Csapo & Gittehs, 1979). Some
programs also offered community work projects or partétimé community
jobs in areas such as child care, community recreation or the S.P.C.A.

(Vinery, Note 6; Sentinel, Note 10, Total Education, Note 11).

Industrial education or home economics courses taken at the parent
school are another componen£ of vocational education in these programs.
Career counselling, intended to inctrease geperal awéreness of job
possibilities, and career educati;n, including areas such as job .
resumes, jéb seeking skills and interview skills, are also a part of
vocational training in the Alternate Rehabilitation Programs (Csapo &
Gittens, 1979). Career education and training are areas highlighted
by staff as requiring immediate expansion.

/

Social Skills training, an integral part of the Alternate
Rehabilitation Program, includes counseliing and life skills training.
The Ministry of Human Resources requires that both of these areas be
addressed by the Alternate Rehabilitation Programs (Province of British

Columbia, 198l1). Counselling is available on an individual or group basis

and can focus on family, employment, education or intra/inter personal com-

e #

munication skills (Shaft, Note 3; Byng Satellite, Note 5; Chilliwack,
Note 7, Step-up (Coquitlam), Note 9, Sentinel, Note 10). Life

skills, which can be eguated to the functional curriculum discussea in
chapter four, includes areas such as health education, consume¥
educatfﬁééxjgmmunity awareness, and political awareness. This informa-
tion is intended to help the student make informed decisions in every-

day situations. The social skills component as a whole works on
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- fostering self-awareness and improving communication skills in order to
promote more productive interaction énd a more pésitive attitude. “
Recreation is the final curriculum component to be discussed.

Ité content depends on the facilities available in.the community;
program and parent school. It also hinges on the interests and skills
of staff, students and volunteers and on th; transportation available

to the program. It usually includes some form of activity in the areas

of sports, bolﬁ"outdoor and indoor, crafts, and field-trips. Recreation

T

is, as mentionéd earlier used as a vehicle for building self-confidence,
increasing co~operation and improving self—image.

fhé individualized program in the Alternate Rehabilitation
Program is constructed according to the student's needs and interests.
It can include all of these curriculum components; or whatever parts are
relevant for that student. A variety of teaching methods and approaches
are used in these programs. The curriculum is pré%ented to students
through one-to-one or group instruction, through media instruction, i.e.
tape recorders, T.V., movies étc., or by drawing or community resources.
One-to-one instruction is a popular approach -$ teaching basic academic
skills; and both mastery learning and diagnostic/prescriptive teaching
are commoniy employed‘*steg—ug, Note 6; Sunset East, Note 6{ Chilliwack,
Note 7). o

As stated earlier,fétudents are required to participate in the
planning of théir individual programs. When the programs are designed
clear expectations, set with the students _needs, goals and ébilities

in mind, are agreed upon. These expectations provide the student
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with the structure and guidance that were noted earlier as necessary
in programming designed for adolescents. The expectations most comﬁonly
revolve around regular attendance, participation in program activities, |
and steady progress (Csapo & Gittens, 1979) . Contract learning is a.
'pgpular approach to proéram planning‘as‘it‘requires a sense of commit-
ment and responsibility on the part of the student and allows for re-
- negotiation of terms. The approaches to curriculum presentation and
planning described above are very similar to those suggested in the
literature for the learning—disabled adolescent. The curficulum pre-
;ently available in the Alternate Rehabilitation Programs is wéll—
rounded and flexible in terms of‘content and presentation.
While the Alternate Rehabilitation Program, as it presently

exists, offers a fuller range of services, relevant to the learning-
disabled adolescent, than any other one program currently available in

B.C., there are areas that must be improved in order to fully realize

their potential.

Areas Needing Improvement and Expansion

Several areas that appear to need improvement in the Alternate
Rehabilitation Programs include: Entrance Criteria, Program Evaluation,
Staff Training, Communication with Schools, Conception of Program
Function and Status, and Range of Curriculum. FEach of these areas will

be discussed below.
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Entrance Criteria

The present entrance criteria appear to be quite vague, for
éxample, difficulties with regular prqéram; behaviorally, emotionally or
socially disturbed; dropout or potenéial dropout. This vagueness has
resulted in an excessively wide range of problem students béing
referred to the Alternate Rehabilitation Programs. In order to avert
;he 'dumping ground' syndrome, and to allow staff to specialize, the
criteria are becomiqg more precisely defingd; Programs are tending to
narrow their focus along specific dimensions such as age or specific
types of behavior problems (i.e. delingquent youth, drug problems, eﬁc.).

\ .
However, more precise descriptions, in educational terms are also
necessary (Csapo & Gittens, 1979). Entrance criteria'ghould be defined
in terms of specific intelligence or achievement levels,‘(i:e. I1.Q. of
at least 90 and scoring at least between g;ades five and six on the \
C.T.B.S.). They should also define specific learning or behavioral |
problems (i.e. poor de-coding skills, poor attitude, low motivation in
classroom). These criteria may be as wide or as narrow as deemed
appropriate for any particular program, but stating criteria clearly
will ﬁelp define the population and allow staff to address student
needs more effectively. 1In addition, explicit criteria will enabfg
setting ﬁore specific and appropriate program goals and hence facilitate

E

evaluation of program strengths and weaknesses.
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Program Evaluation

b

The measures used to evaluate these programs presently, for
example, attendance, student élagement after program,Aor attitude
improyement, provide very indirect indices of the success of a program.
More direct and systematic measures are needed to addresé the question
of program ev;luation. To begin with, én organized and accurate
program aescription in terms of studentlpopulation, physical setting,
curriculum content and teaching methods employed should be available,
followed by a clear statement of purpose for evaluation.

Two common reasons for evaluation are to determine the validity
of continuing, éxpanding or terminating a program and to determine the
effectiveness or 1 raction of various program components. More
specifically evaluation might investigate areas such as: effectiveness
of curriculum and teaching methods utilized; chanée'in student attitude
over specific periods of time or as it relates to specific program
components; curriculum relevance as measﬁred by its usefulness to the
student upon leaving the program; success of the program as perceived
by students, teachers, parents, etc.; the usefulness of admission
criteria in identifying an appropriate population; the need for addi-

tional programs.

Staff Training

Alternate Rehabilitation Program staff have found the basic
secondary school teacher training, common to most staff members,
inadequate in addressing the wide range of behavior and learning pro-

blems found among their students. The staff have recommended prepara-
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tory training in special eduéation areas, such as learning disabilities,
behavior disorders, social and emotional maladjustment, remedial
education and counselling. In addition, they fecommend experience in
secondary school teaching, working with disturbed youth, and individual-~
izing curriculum, a background in psychology, and a teaching practicum
in an Alternate Rehabilitation Program.

Providing teachers with complete backérounds in the above areas
woulq'obviously be ideal butkvery time-consuming, costly, and, there-
fore, probably unrealistic. However, universities, in extended
altefnative—teacher—training programs and in post-graduate programs,
could provide at least basic khowledge in these areas. The programs
could offer courses in psychology, basic cliént—centered counselling,
the special education éreas mentioned above, énd specifically
alternative-teaching oriented areas such as: team teaching, the
instigation bf varied and relevant curriculum, contract learning, the
encoﬁragement of student participation, program management and com-
munity liaison. Teacher-training programs could also provide
teaching practicums in Alternate Rehabilitation Programs as well as in
special education classrooms in secondary schools.

In-service training for present staff is é matter that should
receive immediate attention Gésapo & Gittens, 1979) as the staff are
central figures in ghe environment of the Rehabilitation Programs and
their skills and resources are crucial to program success. In-service
trainiﬁg will encourage the development of new skills, the renewal of

resources, and exchange with professionals in other areas of education,
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In-service workshops and/or courses in the identified areas of need,
offered by school district or university personnel would help meeﬁ

the in-service needs of the‘steff.' ﬁowever, a framework for exchange

of information among‘Altefﬂate Rehabilitation Program staffs wouid be an
equally important aspect of in-service. The opportunity to discuss pro-
gram procedures, problems and solufions among themselves, would provide
these professionals with a relatively untepped fund of knowledge.
Ninety~three percent of staff indicated a need for a suppoft network

of other alternate schqels. They recommended that time and money be
allocated for workshops and conferences and suggested that a regqular

publication would ificrease the communication between programs (Csapo &

Gittens, 1979).

Communication with Parent Schools

The basic philosophy of the programs and the scﬁool systeﬁ are
incompatible and this leads to a lack of understanafng‘and co-operation
between high school administrators and teachers, and Alternate
Rehabilitetion Program staff. This makeslthe task of the alternate
school much mere difficult. The Rehabilitation Program staff perceive
high school teachers as intolerant of student differences, and perceive
teacher bias towards students/ieentering the mainstream from the programs
as predispese to student failure. In additiop, the students reaet
ﬁegatively toward the high school administration and teachers, which
they view as hostile, and the system, which they see as restricting,

impersonal, unrealistic in its academic demands and inflexible

S
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(Csapo & Gittens, 1979). As long as the system views these programs
as remediation centers for academic and behavior problems, rather than
a viable educational approach in their own right, the lack of under-
standing and communication will persist.

‘Better communication might be fostered by assigning higﬂ—school
counsellorsvor regular content area teachers on a part-time basis to
the Alternate Rehabilitétion Program in order to expand services and
course offerings.. The opportunity for ffequent and regular contact

°

between’regular higthchool and alternate school staff would. help

these professio;als develop a better unéerstanding of each other's
situations and perspectives. Should the}aﬁtitude change and communica-
tioniimprove, schools could provide a sg;rce of support for these
alternative programs. Schools could prQVide'the services of counsellors,
the knowlédge of redular content aréa teachers, the resources of
speciaiheducation staff and easy access to facilities not available

in the Reﬁabilitafion Programs. .If better communication is to be
established, however, it must not be at the expense of changing the
unique(nature of the alternate school to better suit the regular system.
I£ is important to recognize that it is the differences ané separateness
of these progréms that suits their students, who cannot learn in the
mainstream. The progréms are able to meet needs that the regular

system generally cannot address due to its inflexible and impersonal

nature.
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Concegpion<3fProgfam Function and Status

As stated earlier, the Alternate Rehabilitation Program is
preséntly Viewed by the regular system as a temporary remédial sefting.
As long as the focus is on integration, expansion of these programs
to provide uiable ;nd sufficient options for their students is less
likely. Pfesently these programs are restricted to offering oniy a
grade ten certificate. This leaves their students with few alternatives
beyond this level apart from the mainstream, which as previously indi-
cated, is ill-suited to meet their needs. The staff has clearly‘indi—
cated the need for an expansion of alternatives for these students
beyondgthe g;ade ten level (Brenner, 1977). They also indicate a need
for continuity of setting and approach.

A need for one hundred and eight-seven new programs, simply in
order to cover programbwaiting lists, has been idéntified (Csapo &
Gittens, 1979) . The staff in the Vancouver Follow-up Study (1978) and
the staff surveyed by Csapo and Gittens (1979) suggested that some of
these uew programs should offer grades eleven and éweiue curriculum.
They suggest that either existing programs be expanded to include the
higher grades or that separate programs serving only the oldef suudent
population be established. They also suggest that some of these pro-
grams might specialize in particular populations or curriculum areas.
Learﬂing—disabled adolescents would be wnappropriate population focus
for such new programs. However, a change in perspective, that acknow-
ledges the reality, equality and desirability of alternative learning’

styles, is necessary if Alternate Rehabilitation Programs are to be
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developed to full potential}

Curriculum Expansion

‘

Although the Alternate Rehabilitation Programs presently bffer a
varied curriculum, an expansion of academic and career education
courses and traihing is neéded. One possibility may be an expansion
of'curriculuﬁ choices by increasing access to facilities such as science
laboratory materials, business machines'ana industrial shops.g Programs
could be expanded to,include thesevservices,by providing these facili-
ties on site in the programs (Brenner, 1978). sAs mentioned earlier,
content area teachers }rom the high schools cpuld be assigned to the
alternaFé programs on a part-time basis, to teach specific courses.
It is ﬁ;likely that all the needed facilitiesAwill be provided on site
iﬁ every altérnate programvimmediately, but expansion in this direction
wqulé be very productive. This would be the preferred methoq of extend-
in; course offerihgs.

Another'altérnative would‘EE to improv; asﬁess to high-school

g . v

facilitigs'(Brenner, 1978) , and have students go in the paient school

for extra courses. As stated earlier, this is presently the practice
: . 3

in some alternate programs but only the students perceived as very

»

'able' at%dmpt this partial integration. If the high schools are to

; ® .
beiutilizédrmore effectively for expanding curriculum alternatives,

then they must be willing to provide more individualized and flexible
programs for students .in the alternate schools both in academic and
vocational training. Students must be assured‘of the necessary help

being available and co-operative programming with instructors must be
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.made possible by providing adequate liaison t;me for both regular and
Rehabilitation Program staff.

4In addition to expanding acaaemic and vocational course 0ptioné,
there is a need to expand the work—experieﬁée component of the programs
(Csapo_&rGittens,xl979). Establishing, maintaining and expanding com-
munity contacté fdr.a work—ex?erience program is a time-consuming task
- and one best done on a large-scale basis. Presently, this task is
approached independently by each program. This tends to limit the
'séope of the work-experience component.  More extensive opportunities
might be made available if a staff pergon was hired specifically to
organize work—exgerience or‘apprenticeship placements at a school 6r
district level. %hese placements ;ould then be made available to
programs such as‘the Alte;néte Rehébilitationrprograms. This staff
person could also facilitate access to job exploration or career
counselling services offered by agencies such as Manpower. The§ miéht
also develop a variety of community contacts .and thus increase the cur-
ricuium input from community learning resources. :Another basic need,
if the resources of the community and high schooLrére to be fully
{‘-d%ilized, is readily available transport. Both the Survey (Csapo &
Gittens, 1979) and the Follow-up Study (Brenner, 1978) indicate a
need for improved transﬁprtation.
Curriculum expansio# as describedvabove is considered necessary
for Alternate Rehabilitation Programs in their present status as
programs that offer an altérnative education to the grade ten level.

However, extending these programs to cover grades 11 and 12, would
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have further ramifications for curriculum planning. The concept of
Alternate Rehabilitation Programs as an alternative to the reguiar high
school,Arather than a remediation center, would allow programs to
develop more comprehensive, long-range educational piansrfor their
students.

Another ramification of making Alternate Rehabilitation Programs a

viable alternative, would be the possible inclusion of students other.

than those who are totally unable to cope in the mainstrean. If'tﬁese “§
programs were perceived and developed.as ¢omplete educational alterﬁé—
tives, it would be reasonable to consider‘the moderately learning;‘
disabled or handicapped student as possible candidates for such sérvices.
Although the focus presently is on students completely unable to cope,
the appropriateness of alternative settings for those who are just
coping, such as the moderately leérning d;sabled or the slow_learners‘
in the mainstream, must be réalized. R

It is unreasonable to assume that because a student can 'get by’

F e

or 'struggle through' the regular system, that this is where they will

_receive the education most suitable to their needs. Alternatives should

be available to students who find the mainstream a negative learning
enviromment. Studeht re—-entry into the regular school must be abandoned
as a major goal if the extension of Alternate Behabilitation Program
facilities is to be realized. This expénsion would make them a more
complete alternative fo;&their present-population and an appropriate

alternative for students exper{éncing lesser problems in the mainstream.

Improvements in the above aréeas of need would better equip the programs

2
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to serve all students including learning-disabled adolescents.
— - * a

- Summary

According to comments by staff and students in the Vancoﬁver
Follow-up Study (Brenmer, 1978) and the 1979 Survey (Csapo & Gittens)
1979), Alternate Rehaﬁilitation Programs are seen as successful in
raising self-concept and improving academic skills. These programs are
considered a constructive alternative for students who can not function

\ &

successfully in the regular classroom. They offer a warm and
personable environment that can foster successfui interaction‘and
encourage independent learning, all qualities highly prized in eaucating
the leérning-disabled adolescent. In addition they provide individual-
ized programming, flexibility, a team approach to teaching and varied
and relevant curriculum, all factors identified as necessary for suc-
cessful pro&%amming for the learning-disabled adolescent. fhe Alternate
Rehabilitation Program presently offers an excellent environment for
the lgarning'disabled; they are an accessible, widé spread, established
program that can offer an immediate extension’to learning-disabilities
services in British Columbia.

An Alternate Rehabilitation Program for the Severely lLearning
Disabled

In discussing expansion of Alternate Rehabilitation Programs, the -
suggestion was made that some alternate programs might focus on
specific populations such as on the learning-disabled adolescent. The

suggestions made below are not intended to be a complete program model i
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model but only to offer appropriate directions for such a program.
These suggestions are made in light of the hearning-disabilities
programs presently available in BeC. and in light of the services
offered presently in the Alternate Rehabilitation Programs. The sug-

)

gestions will address some of the present gaps in programming for the

learning disable igp B.C. and incorporate some of the areas of expansion
. {5 :

and improvementfihdicatedlas necessary in the Alternate Rehabilitation
~ : :
Programs. It will be assumed that the basic qualities and program
factors presentlgjprovided by the Alternate Rehabilitation Programs, as
described in the previous section, will be present in this program.

Two major differences between the suggested program and present
learning-disabilities programs would be that it would not focus on re-
entry, nor on academic remediation. This program would span the fufi
range of high school grades and would focus on providing relevant
informatioﬁ in the areas of personai growth, societal roles and career
planning. Basic literacy skills would be taught as relevant skills for
acquiring the above information and accomplishing student-set goals.
PrOg;ammgd écademics would be supplemental, not the main focus of the
educational programming. Program suggestions will be discussed below

in terms of entrance criteria and priorities, admission and assessment

\ - .
procedures, appropriate staff, program objectives and curriculum focus.

Entrance Criteria. and Priorities

Although it is necessary to define the program population, it
would be detrimental to design criteria that are too dogmatic. Such

criteria could exclude students who might benefit from the services



. A 168.
. ,.’[

oﬁfefed. To insure the admission of appropriate students, it is
g;:essary to discuss entrance criterion in general and specific terms.
«Géaéral criteria will comprise the broaa parameters of the intended
student population but permit flexibility and judgement within Fﬂbse
pérameters. Specific criteria however, comprise more limitingéguide—
line§ for student selection.

General entrance criteria for this program would concern students
who are: 1) of average to above-average mental ability but wérking /,”’/l 1
below potential, as determined by standardized testing, 2) displaying

P

an uneven academic profile, 3) at least two to three years below grade
level, 4) age 14 to 17, 5) not worklng well in the mainstream as evi-
dencedssy disruptive behav1or, poor attendance, negative attitude and

poor academic progress, &) for whom the mainstream has been recognized

as an inappropriate environment, 7) for whom other available programming

N . 1{5“;‘
is considered inappropriate for academic or behavior.reasons. Because

the general entrance criteria could result in a large numbef o}vstudents
being referred, more specificcriterlwwould be used for further screen-
ing. Specific entrance crit%fia would concentrate on those learning-
disabled students with the fewest alternatives §vailable to them pre-
éently. They include l)gstudents aged fifteen to seventeen, 2) those
needing basic litéracy ;Qaining, i.é. grades 1-5, in reading, writing
and math skills, §3>thosexwith behavior problems which are obviously

hindering academic progress and/or making them unacceptable to other

—_——

J N

- i

programs.
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Admission and Assessment Procedures

Referfal to the program would be accepted through regular teachers,
special education teachers, counsellofs, or Q;her involved school per-
sonnel. They might also come from social agencies involved with the
student,'parents or from the students themselves. Admission procedures
would inclﬁde a’student application form, intended to help establish
student participation and involvement as a basic program expectatioa.

It would also include interviews with the referring personnel and
parents. Informai and formal assessment procedures would be utilized
to develop a student profile. Informal procedures would include‘
clarification of referral concerns, collection of pertinent academic,
medical and persanal history, and collection ¢f all previous testing
materials. The sources of this information would include the above
mentioned interviews, educai;onal and medical files and classroom
observation. Formal assessment would initially involve only testing
needed to determine entrance criterion and this only if previous
testing was judged to be out-of-date. It is felt that®he need for
more extensive testing can be more accurately judged after the student
has been acclimatized to the program. 1In thisAQay‘eny necéssary testing
can be conducted over a period of time, in a less threafening atmos- !
phere and thus yield more valid results. The procedures descr;ggdfarﬁ//
similar to those presently-followed by Alternate Rehabilitation Progiams

{(Csapc & Gittens, 1973) and incorporate some of the procedures suggested

by Cruickshank et al. (1980).

-
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Staff Composition

One of the essential staff members in such a program would be a
teacher trained in assessment‘and remedial procedures for the learning-
disabled adolescent. A child care worker would provide the same ser-
vices as those described earlier for other alternate programs. However,

" since much of the academics would be approached through life-skills
training, which is indicated as part of the child care worker's role,
an even greater emphasis on team work would be regquired. A third
desirable staff member would be an instructor with a background in
industrial education. If a second Instructor is ﬁot possible, a

. teaching assistant with a varied work background would be a wvaluable
?sset to the core team. In addition to this core team, a liaison

o .

pérson with the task of establishing volunteer, part-time, and work
training situations in the éommunity should be ;z:ached to the program.

-

This person might be shared .between neighbouring districts, between

programs in a larger district, or be connected to the Job Training

Program for moderately or severely handicapped students.

The Job Training is a relatively new program established by the
Special Programs Branch to provide work/placement for students in
special education programs. This liaison person would need established
consultation times with students and staff and would be involved in the
construction of the student's individual education program., Additional
suppért personnel would anclude a counsellor from the parent school, a

public health nurse and a manpower counsellor. These latter personnel

would visit the program on a regular basis, at least once per week, in
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order to become familiar with and approachable to the students. They
- , :
would increase student access to and knowledge of communié and school

AN

faciliéies and be available to address séégific student needs through
private éppoinalents. This arrangement wouia\}ncrease the direct
contact of students with outside personnel on a\regular basis and expand
the support network of the core team. These personhel would be involved
in staff meetings as often as necessary but at leastvonce per month.
Other appropriate personnel might be attached to programs as indicated

“by specific student needs.

¢

Specific Program Objectives

The objectives fuggested below relate to the needs of the severely
learning—disabléd adolescent as identified earlier in this thesis and
extend the services presently offered by the Alternate Rehabilitation
Programs. The suggested objectives are (1) to increase self-confidence
and provide insight into personal talents and areas of interest,

r;(2) to increase functional knowledge of consumer roles, (3) to increase
kkbrganizational skills in personal, educational and career areas,
(4) to increase decision making skills, (5) to help form long and short
term personal and career goals, (6) to help the student plan specific
educational programming or career training for the fo‘llowing year,
{7) to help the students identify and acquire practical skills‘and
academic prerequisites for that program or training, and (8) to provide

insight and proficiency in social and interpersonal skills necessary

to meeting their specific objectives.
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Curriculum Foci

Many of.the curriculum areas relevant to the above objectives are
presently addressed by the Alternate Rehabilitation Programs and have
been préviously described; these include recreatiopal and counseiling
activities that focus on increasing self-concept, self-knowledge,
decision making skills and functional life skills. Another objective
listed above dis the development of organizational skills. kThe lack of
these skills is recognized as a deficit area for most learning-disabled
adolescents and must, therefore, be directly addressed. The learning
strategies approach (Alley & Deshler, 1979) could be appropriately applied
in teachinghorganizétional strategies for decision making, goal setting,
scheduling individual timetables, learning curriculum content, mastering
job skills and learning social skills. Deshler, Alley, Warner, and
Schumaker (1981) make séveral suggestions specific to the severely

" learning-disabled adolescent in terms éf the acquisition and generaliza-

ti§n of skills. The objectives of setting career goals and acquiring
\"“ﬂ;cessary work skills a;e goals also addressed by the Alternate
Rehabilitation Program but in this program they would be more central

foci and would be established as consistent program components over a

three year period. i
o

In planning career and/or educationalvgoa}s students must be ‘
guided through several stages. The initial stage should involvE a range
of testing including vocational testing, aptitude/interest inventories,
personality inventories and a personal analysis of what the student
wants from a work situation. This canbform a base of information from

which to make initial decisions. Next, the student must acquire as
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much information as possible in %den;ified areas of interest or
talent. This can be accomplished through sggh-meahs as field trips,
guest speakers, books and pamphlets, filmed or taped information
community reﬁpugce people, etc. The next staée involves in-depth
analysis in areas of particular interest as identified from steps
number one and two. This in-depth study should reveal the educational
prerequisites and practical skills needed and the ;ob charécteristics
of this employment area. These must be examined by the student in light
of his information base and he must decide if they are realistic for
him. If not, he must explore the possibilities available in related
areas of interest and analysis of these areas would take place. If the
career choice is found to be realistic and acceptable. to the student,
then the program must procede with preparing the student for the
specific tasks involved in that work area. Only after this preparﬁtion
has taken'place should@ the student be placed into volunteer, part-time
or job-training work situations.
" Another possible direction in terms of job-training would be
vocational courses at the parent school. Before any type of external
placement takes place, however, it is essential that a complete
individual education program be established. Each of the parties

involved, instructors, students, employers or agency workers must be

s
fully cognizant of their role and responsibility in the“program. Also,
regular consultation time must be established to review progress and

alter or expand ﬁians as indicated (Washburn, 1979). The Program would

provide a support mechanism for the student educationally and emotional-
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ly and act as a solid liaison with the Qork or training situation. A

possible timeﬁfre&e for this program might bé:,,??,h?;P form goalslangk

bring basic skills to grade eight level in year one; to do in—dééth

analysié of one or two areas of particular interest and concentrate

on acquiringbthe skills identified and to bring basic skills up to ﬁie

grade ten level in year two; and in year three have student involved

/-

j

in specific training in job or school situétion,\gggking in specific
~job, or volunteering in specified area of interest. fMIing this final
year the 3tuéent would still have thé progi‘i as a home base and support
sys£em. The training might be concluéive or lead to further training
in the same area. This time frame would, of course, vary according to
y

individual student need and capabilities.

The program described is basically a career-preparation program.
The central goal would be to help the student establish a realistic
and immediate vocational direction and to instill in her the ability to
analyse career.options on a continuous basis as this is basic to career
success in our changing technological society. Oné of the main
differences between thisbprogram and other career-education programs
referred to in the liter;ture is the emphasis on community rather than
high-school training. Another disﬁinctive feature is, of “course, the
supportive and intimate énvironﬁent offered by the Alternate

Rehabilitation Program. This enviromment is seen as a central

factor to student success.
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Conclusion

It has been established that if the learning-disabled adolescent is
to be successfully educated in the mainstream of educatiocn, the main-
stream must change drastically. Until such change is realized, spécial
eéucation programming is necessary for the learning-disabled aéolescent,
and many others, who cannot profit from or adjust to the academically

) 4
oriented, inflexible atmosphere of the ;econdary échooI’Eystem. These
students, it has been.noted, require the typevof environment described
as typical of ﬁhe Alternate Rehabilitation Program in order to begin to
éevelop to thei:‘full potent%al, whiqh is a central goal'staﬁed by the
Specigl Progra@s Branch in B.C. ﬂ

It is, therefore, inappropriate toveétablish maintenance in or re-
eﬁtry to the‘m;inétFeam as én appfopriate géal fpr these students.
Efforts must be aimed iﬁstead at providing a comprehensive alternative
education pfbgram for these students: The leas£ adeguately served of
Vthe learning—disabled population presently is the severély learning-
diéébled adolescent with béhavior problems. Therefore, it is recom-
mgnéédAthat initial efforts concentrate on their particular needs.
'f;Cluding the Alternate Rehabilitation‘frog;am in the range of services
for the learning—disab}ed édole;Zent in B.C, and extending these pro-
grams to provide a comprehensive service, would be an. appropriate and
constructive methpd of extending services for the learning-disabled

’

adolescent in B.C. By combining the resources of the learning-disabilities
. ,
field with the unique environment offered by the Alternate Rehabilitation

~

Program, a worthwhile contribution could be made to the area of special

education in B.C.
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