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.. Abstract . ..

e ROY .~

A national samp]e of 127 LD teachers provided information on the

characteristics of LD students and the instructional procedures that’

work w1th them. Extreme var1ab111ty was found 1n the teachers beliefs

about LD students and approaches to 1nstruct1on for them. Further,

-

“

few d1fferences were found in the be11efs of teachers ‘with bne to two

. A - '

years of spec1a1 educat1on teachung exper1ence as compared to be11e$s

- .

of teachers w1ttrT0 or more years of spec1a1 educat1on teach1ng ex-

v

" perience. The issue of the concordance between the teachers beliefs

-
-

‘

and reality, is discussed. : .
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i‘ ! &, Teachers' Beliefs About LD Students

"
&

-
~ 4 -

The category of students labeled as "1eaiﬁ1n§ disabled" has - ~-
‘ - . . . - ) N - LY . - ~ e

» created considerable controversy among educators. Definitional'jssues.

_ have beeh at the fdretront’oﬁ the controversy, Q] 1owed closely by

argumengu_about Row best td teach LD students. . Although on more than
‘ L3
one occasion “the government has providéd ‘definitions to be used the |

1 . . )

- of LD (Federal Register;.T?Z]), researchers (Ysseldyke, Algozzine, Shinn,

.
@ L - '

& McGue, 1979) have demonstrated;that psychometiric differences:of prac-
. C. . ' : i N o

- ticat utility do not exist betwgen LD and non-LD students. Yet it is
‘arqued that "true" ]earn1ng.d1sab1ed students do exist. Similarly,

a myr1ad of 1nstruct1ona1 approaches have been designed and/or used

'to meet the spec1a] 1nstruct1ona1 needs of LD students. One approach
5 ~ »
; espoused by many as espec1a11y beneficial to LD students was that of

v © el

modatity tra1n1ng, in, wh1ch instructional. methods and mater1als,are

L

“es

student {cf. &deH1rsch' Jansky, & Langford 1966*’Lérner 1971 wepman,
“ . 1967). Other approaches al%o have been promoted as the anSwer to the ”

- : quest1on of how ‘to teach 1earn1ng disabled students. ,
v . %

Much has been wr1tten about LD chi]dren the1r character1st1cs,

K3 hY

)

.and thedr 1nstructﬂona1 needs These range,from "soph1st1cated" books
g

and. educat1ona1 Journa1-art1c1es-to art1c1es in "grocery- store" maga-

. ‘*, »

: gines; The 1nformat1on presented varies gneatly across sources and

N

‘even w1th1n them T%achErs tra1ned to work W1th LD students general]y

~ - N

T o : aré exposed to a11 of these sources, but supposediy, they re1y on the -

ot best of Ehem dur1ng theif training and teach1n9

! o, . ) T e s

.
. 2 " .
P ’m} . P N - s » A
. .

adapted. to the moda11ty (v1sua1, auditory, or tactjle) strengths of the,

confusion has.not been d1speL1ed: Even w1th the' most recent definition

L3
b1
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‘Teachgrs, of course, are the major - force in the educat1on of -

LD~students It is important to document -the nature of their be11efs
¢ “s‘
about~these students since their beliefs, to a large extent, direct

1 ‘ o

the servjces that these students receive in school. In a survey of

'regu1ar education teachers, Ysseldyke, Pianta, Chrfstenson, Wang, and
) )

Algozzine (1982) found that teachers who had,referred a student for

psychoeducat1oné1 evaluation most often be11eved that the causes$ of
A +
,sthe student‘s prob]ems were w1th1n the child or the ch11d s home,

Further,-the 1nstruct1ona1 interventions these teachers used before
. #e

resorting to referra1‘ihvo1ved changes in materia]s or the*phys¥cal

settﬂng of the Ch]ldg& However, regular educat1on teachers rarely are

]

trained spec1f1ca11y tg meet the needs of special educat1on students

To get a truer picture of current beliefs. and 1nstruct1ona1 prac-

tices as they-relate to the_]earning disabled student, it is appro-

P a

priate to go to those who have been'trained to deal with specia]leduca:

tion students., The present study did just that. ‘A soﬁhisticated pool

of LD teachers, members of a profess1ona} group concerned w1th the

-

education of LD students, was surveyed regard1ng the1r beliefs about

LD students and what works best in teaching them In addition to a

s

descr1pt1ve summary of the responses, ana]yses ‘were urfdertaken to

-

compare the responses of more exper1enced teachers with those of less

v

experienced teachers These latter ana]yses ‘Were condugted ‘to’ obta1n -

1nformat1on re]ated to the f1ndﬁng of Greener and Thur]ow (1982) that =

regu1ar educat1on teachers believe. they are adequate]y prepared to

N

deal with LD students in* their classrooms, regardtess of the‘amount

of teaching experience they have had. ’ - ’e .
¢ - R 4 * ,

o

> ) ‘ . .
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. Sufjects . : ' -,
IS . . -
Subjects were 127 LD teachers from 36 states, the District of Co-

iumbia, and Canaee' The distribution of subjects‘by states and other
1ocat1ons is presented in Table 1. . These subjects were ones who responded
to a survey sent to. 400 members of the Council for Except1ona] Ghildren .
(CEC) Division for Children with Learning Disabilities (DCLD]). The 31.8%
_ response rate seemed to be artificially 19w due.he the fact that npt all
' DChD membeRs are teachers of LO students. Although a covep letter re-

~« .° Qquested recipients to forward the letter to LD teachers if* they were not

themselves LD teachers, .t is unlikely that this always occurred.

-----------------------------

The commun1t1es in which the responding LB teachers were employed
were characterJzed by 27 (21.2%) as rural, by 42 (33.1% as urban, by

51 (49.2%) as suburban, and by 3 (2. 4%) as a combination of two or three

. " types; 4 (3.1%) individuals did not character1ze the1r communities. Of

the 127 subJects, 73 (57. 5%) were teaching at the e]ementary level, 12
(9.4%) in middT® schools, 25 (19.7%) at the secondary level, and 11 {8.7%)
at more than ene.]eve1- 6 (4.7%) individuals did fot indicate the level
" at which‘they taqeht. The subJects 1nc1uded 7 (5.5%) males and 115
‘(90.6%) females: 5 (3.9%) 1nd1v1dua1s d1d not respond’to this item.

@

m—e—MNiterials | -~ .
A teacher survey was developed to investigate LD teachers' beliefs
. ) pRE i .o
(~ ) about learning disabled students‘and instriuctional interventions that are

»  effective with them (see Appendix A). Six free response items asked.

- ° . .
2 _ ) , , : i .
N . ~ .

-




4 o ‘P ] ; ) I
subjepts.to describe (a) major_chafacteri§tics-of'LD students, (b)

majg? reasons ¢hildren become LD, (c) information most useful in.deter-

mining :level and amount of service needed by LD‘EEudents,A(d) what

s . - L -
wprks best for teaching reading to LD students, (e) what works best
for teaching mathematics to LD students, and (f) what Qorks best for
I . ,

teaching written language to LD students. For each response to these

items,. subjects were instructed to indicate the major source of their

*, -~ .

information (experience, books and journals, training, or other). The
{ e

survey also presqu?d seven statements about LD studentsy and asked sub-

-

Jects to indicate their agreement with-each of them on a four-point scale

“from "strong]y»agree" to "strongly disagree." In addition, sﬁbjects

were asked to indicate the extent to which 15 student characteristics

were a problem in working with LD youngsters; using a four-point scale
- 4

N

from /Céry significant problem" tgﬁ"not a prob]eﬁ." Finally, the survégi
asked subjects to provide informatidn about their background§; the prd-
grams in wﬂich they wene'ieaching,‘the childrep served, and their schoo]x
diiﬁjﬁct criterion for.cféggjfication as LP. -
Procedure . . v . Lo (?
, ' ) In January 1981, surveys én& stampeq return enye]opes were séﬁt to |
200 members of DCLDy Two months later; an additional 200 DCLD members

P

were mailed the survey-and stamped return é%ve]opes. No attempt was made

to send follow-up survlys to individuals who did not respond. - ° ~ - »
. -
Results P . o L
. “ ~ * '
\ Background: Information

~

) Sgpﬁect§’§rov§ded information about their backgrouhds‘énd the students
they were teaching. The highest degree held was listed as a bachelors

degree by 38 (29.9%) respondents, a mastérs degree by 73 (57.5%), and a

-

\)‘ : T [

ERIC .. ¢ . . | N Ty
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' L
specia]ist degree by 5 (3.9%); 11 (8.7%) did not answer this item.‘ The

<
number of years of teach1ng experaenée with regular students ranged from

., 0 to 22 (X = 3.6) 35- (27 6%) had never taught regular educat1on The
? number of years teach1ng spec1a1 educat1on students ranged from O to'19

. (X = 6. ]), on]y one (0.8%) subJect was in the first year of teach1ng )
spec1a1 education students. et
The type of students current]y being taught was character1zed as LD

\\\\ by’ 56 (65.4%) respondents, ED by 1. (0 8%) respondent other by 3 (2 4%),

» and as 2 or more types by 40 (31 5%) respondents The approximate nuniber
of’ ch11dren served each day Qas identifiéd as 8 or 1ess by 8 (6.3%) sub-
jects, 9-15 by 35 (27. 6%) subjects, and as over 15 by 83.(65.4%) subJects;
one person~d1d not respond The type of program in wh1ch the sub@ects '

' were teach1ng was character1zed as spec1a1 c1ass by 23 (18;t%) subjec:;, >-

‘ resource room by.74 (58.3%)‘ other by 17 (13.4%), and as a combination

of progﬁams oy i3 (10.2%). Inc]uded among the "other" programs’were
1t1nerant team teaching, consu]tant -and diagnostic.

~.

Character1st4cs of LD Students &’

Subjects gave from ] to 5 .responses when asked to list the. major °®
characteristics of learning disabled students. The majority (107; 84.2%)
. . . » . .

\provided three characteristics (3 spaces were provided for responses). A

. .
totaL of 367 character1st1cs was ]1sted by the 1277 subjects. These were

categorized into ]2 areas, 'as shown in Tab]$~2 Examples of the responses
included within each charactergst1c area are given "in Appendix B. No
‘single arga was mentioned by shbjects:with much more fregquency thanﬂany
other. Four areas only were inc]uded by over.lo% of the subjects:‘ pro-
cessing/memory dif{}tu]ties, attentional difficﬁlties, Poor academic

k4

LN N Yy

. .
-
- . \ . . c
- 1 O‘ )
' By
A .
. T
hd -
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Table 3 presents a breakdown of the percentages of characteristics -

listed by less experienced.(1-2 yrs) and more experienced (> 10 yrs)

-

.teachers. Most percentages were very S1m11ar for the two groups, .

e ‘none of the d1ffé£gnces was stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant i /
Vo ' Insert Table 3 about here '
. N . >

When subjects indicated the major sogfce of their information
about ‘the characteristics of LD students they frequently noted more ’
than one source. Overwhelmingly, the source indicated most often

<

et : )
s was® experience (57°,0%), followed nearly equally by.training (-22.8%]

°

and books and journals (18.5%).. Only 17 responses (2.0%) were "other"’

", sources or no answeri included in the "other" category were state

-

gu1de11nes, meet1ngs, parent input, etc The percentages of the

.

-

- "sources ci‘ted by the less exper1enced and more experienced teachers
. »

. were similar except for tra1n1ng, where less. exper1enced teachers

noted this source w1th Somewhat greater frequency (22 4%) than did

‘I

.' " more experienced teachers (15¢8%). \\\R

Reasons Children Become LD

-~ LN

Subjects gave from O to 3 responses when asked to-]fst the major
Q

reasons children become LD students The maJor1ty (89 70, 1%) aga1n

provided three responses. A total of 326 reasons was Jisted by

- L “the 121 subJects respond1ng to th1§ item. These are categor1zed

":

f
M 3
- . % . '
’ K3 .
M N Y
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,‘pto the e1ght areas presented in Table 4 see Append1x B for examp]es
of.responses within each area). One reason area, Med1caT/hered1tary,

was listed with much greater frequency ‘than others. Three other reason

areas were included by more than 10% of the sﬁbjects: -student inability,
«  home/cultural environnent, and-& fai]ure on the part of the schpol.

. L. ol
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“J?/b]e“s presents\tge\fercentages for 1ess'experienced’and more
> . . _ .

exper1enced tegchers. ‘The more experienced\teachers ]ess oftén gave

> s

. Home/CuTtural EnV1ronment reasons and more often gaye Sch001 Failure
’ reasons than did the ]ess exper1€§§§d teachers, however, these d1f?er

"¢ ences {and. a1] others) were not stat1st1ca]1y s1gn1f1cant

. / . - 'nsert Table 5 abo{here ' - .

‘ .. . i [ N 3 - ’ :
o The major sdﬁrze\of,information'about the reasons for D indi-

- <

. fateo by subjects ‘again was mainiy-‘experience (46.6%), followed almost
+ equally by books and journals ]26.b%) and ¢raini}EL(25.5); 9 responses
» , : . ’
(1.9%) were "other" sources ‘(testing,-pwn hypotheses) br no answers.
> ‘ /'

. 0 . . . ¢ { . .
. Similar p&rcentages were found for each Source forl the Jess experienced=

and-more experienced teachers« -

Usefu] Informat1on ' . . o .

.

Subgects gave from Ovto 5<responses when asked to thTcate the in-

» . >

format1on most useful in determining the Tevel and amount of service

\_\b

needed by LD students; most (98; 77.2%) provided the three responses for

-
. .




Y
wh1ch there were spaces .4 A total of 349 types of 1nformat1on was

lissed by the 125 subjects. These were categar1zed into the 11 areas
presented in Table 6. Examp1es of the responses in/each intormat%On
type are provided'in Appendix B. The most frequent]y mentioned, in-
\\?'rmat1on was formal tests. . This was the on]y type of information )
mentiqned by greater than 10% of the subjects‘as being usefu] for
determining the ]eve] and amount of services needed .by LD students.’
It is interesting to note that while the most frequent]y 11sted
reason for learning disabi]ities was Medical/hereditary (see Table 4),

only 0.8% of the r®sponses suggested that medical data would provide

useful information for serving LD students.™_

v Insert Table 6 about here

~

The responses of both the Tess exper1enced and more experienced

teachers ref]ected the" emphas1s g1ven to formaT tests (see Table 7).

- , -

- Inrcontrastgather1ess;exper1enced teachers more often listed ob-
. 3 . ) Y
servational information and information derived from working with the
child as useful than did the more experienced teachers; the differences

in these percentages were statisﬁﬁﬁel]y significant (gbservation:

“

z=1.96; working with' child: 2z=1.96) .-

As in their responses to other 1tems:z§ﬁb3epts inditated that.

the. maJor source of their 1nformat1ogkwas exper1ence (67. 0%), fo]]owed

i

'by tra1n1ng (21.7%), then béoks and Journals (8.3%); 14 responses

X

A
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(3.0%) were "other" sources or no answers. °The'percentages of times,
. ] /. . ‘ :
experience was cited as the source by less experiggced and more ex-,

. O \ . v «*
perienced teachers were simildr. However, books and journals were--

cited, more often by the more experiEnced.teachefs than the less ex-

. ¢

perienbed teache}é (1.3.0% vs 8.0%) while the reversé was the case,

for training (14.0% vs 31.5%).
e . w .

Teachihg Reading to LD Students -

)

Subjects gave from T to 4 responses when asked to specify what

"™ works best for teaching. reading td{LD students; most (94; 74.0%) pro-

w ©
vided three responses. A total of 341 responses were given by the 127

subjects. These responses were categgjized into 11 areas (see T?ble 8)."
Appendix B provides'examples gf responses within each catego;y. Specific
programs or approache§ wére listed @ogt frequeﬁt]y'as Tworking" when
teaching reading:to LD stu&gnts. No other catégories of responses were

. listed by more than 10% of the subjects.
’ -~ R V0

Y .

-

Table'9 presents responses of less experienced and more experienced

. »

_teachers. "As is evident in the table - the percentages for each cate-

gory were similar; no statistically significant differences emerged:

s

‘* Insert Table 9 about here

. bt
------ e = = o

~ . Experience was cited most often (63.5%) as the major.source of

S

information about what wonks best for teaching }eadiﬁg to LD students.

Training (23.5%) was cited next mast often, followed at a much lower




io T : .
level of frequency by books and journals (9.5%) and "other" (unspeci.fied)

. ~ .
Sources ,or no answers (3 5%}. Less. experienced and mbre-experienced @0t

+

teachers cited each source with s1m11ar percentages; the 1argest dif-

.

. ference was ev1dent for the training, source (26.2% vs 16. 8%, respect1ve-

1y, for less expeirienced and more experienced teachers)". _ s

*

Teaching Mathematics to LD Students

~

"___;,_._————-—“‘Sﬁﬁjects gave from 0 to 6 responses when. 1nd1cat1ng what works best
)

':7tor teaching mathematics to LD students. 4Three responses were provided .
© . &
_ by most of the 126 respondents (87, 6910%)1. A total of 337 responses .

s

were given by those subjects. These responses were categorized into the

11 areas shown in TabTe 10. Appendix B gives examples of the responses

included within each category. , Two types of response§ Qere given with

T

§- .
equal frequency: manipulative materials and repetition/drill/practice.

A task analytic/structured #pproach also was- mentioned frequently by

subjects. It is ngteWorthy that a'specific program/approach was>cited *

reading. ’ ‘ .

. o . - - o dy -

* as "worki®g" for mathematics with much less frequency than for teaching
|

-, ' Table' 11 presgnts the responses given'by less experienced and \VTFT“‘

i

more experienced teachers. Only the différence between- the percentages

for Spec1f1c Program/Approach ‘was statistically significant (z=2.11).
The teachers w1th more experience listed spec1f1c programs or approaches

to teaching mathematics with much greater frequency (18.4%) than did

teachers with 1e§s'experience (6.8%).
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Experience again was checked most often (63.1%) as the major

g

’§Purce of information about t works Qést %ar tgaching'mathematjcs

to L6 students. Training 0 9.3%) was cited next mqst often, foi]oWed

by bﬁoks and ﬁou?nals {11°.9%). and "other" (unspecified) sources or no
“answers (5.7%). Both‘less experienced and more expérfenced teachers cited
experience as the jgﬁfce of their, information with similar fréﬁuency.
Books and jourpals we;é'cited more often by less experienced ieachers
(§4:3%) thap’by more experienced teachers i?.Z%), as was training (22.82

vs 14.3%), _ _ B

TeachiQQ;wfitfenlLanguage to LD Students . .

Subjecté gave from O to 4 respoﬁ§es when. indicating what works

best for teaching written 1éhguége to LD students. Three Fespbnses were

‘ ‘provided by most {(74; 58.3%) of the respondents. A total of 286 responses

were given by the subjects. These responses were categorized into eight

‘areas (see Tqbie 12). Appendix.B provides ‘examples of the responses

included within each category. The category of Structured/Task Analysis

Skills Teaching was mentioned most of;en; followed by a variety of

specific programs or approaches, high interest/personal/variety materials,

and a'moda1i;y/sensory approa¢h. All other categories were noted by.

e

‘less than 10% of the réspondeﬁts. \

The percentages of respohses in each category for the less ex-
~ .
perienced and more experiénced teachers are shown in Table 13. Statis-

tically significant differences were not found between any of. the

- L]
N
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Exper1ence was c1ted most often (66 .8%) as the major source. of

‘lnformat1on about teach1ng written 1anguage followed at a much Tower

1eve] (19 4%) by tra1n1ng Bobks and journa]s (7.1%) and other

sources or no answers (6.6%) were cited w1th relatively low frequenc1es

"Less experfenced and more exper1enced teachers C1ted exper1ence as thE\\\\~

source/y1th équivalent percentages; training was mentioned more often
ya . . . )

~ by less experienced tedchers (22.1%) than by more experienced teachers

(16.4%), as waSVbooks and journa]s t]O 5% vs 4,7%). ' o,

Beliefs About Learn1ngAD1sab1ed Students

Tab]e 14 summar1zes the subJects responses to s1x statements about
LD students” Subjects were near]y equa]]y divided in their agreement

(SA. or A) and disagreement (SD or D) with two statements, -the first

" on:LD students' abf1ity to learn as well as normal students when given

-'majority of subjects.indicate disagreement; that statement proposed -

appropriate support services, and the second on the existence of‘behav~
» Y

jor prob]ems in LD students. On only one of the statements did the-

-

_that information on the student's IQ was useful for teaching. On ,

a]] other statements, the maJor1ty of the subjects were in aggeement
L
with the propos1t1ons made." Most subjects were in strong agreement

w1th the statement that data collected for eligibility decﬁs1ons are

“useful for 1nstruct1ona1 and’ programming decisions.

e




>

more often agreed with this statement (74.1%) than did mpre experienced -

- most frequent]y given a VS or S rat1ng were: dlstract1b111ty (96.9%),
weak audu;ory memory (95.2%), poor” d1scr1m1nat1on skills (95.2%),- and

~inadequate se]f—concept (91.9%). The problems most ﬁrequent]y rated

"teachers on ‘each of the 15 student characteristics:is shown in Table

13, .
Table 15 presents a breakdown of the responses.made by ]ess ex- ‘
perienced (1-2 yrs) and more exper1enced (> 10 yrs) teachers. Ratings

of SA and A have been combined in the tab]e, as have rat1ngs of SD and
, .
D. Most percentages for the two groups were quite similar; a stat1s-.

[
’

t1ca]1y s1gn1f1cant dt{ference emerged on]y for the statement that EB,s—-r~uo~¢""”‘“

students have behav1or problems {(z=2.12). Less experienced teachers

°©

[

teachers (44.4%).

-

------------------- - -
.

Insert Table 15 about here

Table 16 summarizes the extent to which subjects viewed 15 student

characteristics as a problem when working with LD students. It is

. . : / )
notable that every characteristic listed was-seen as a significant or , .

' '
very s1gn1f1cant problem by’ the majority of subjects. The prob]ems

T .
o
&

as not a prob emor .as an insignificant problem ir working with LD

a

s tudents were:\._neurological dysfunctions (29.7%), confusion with .

directiona]itv (21.9%), fine motor problems (20.8%), and social im-
maturity (18.7%). o .

Insert Table 16 about here , .

---------------------- - > - - , -
H b4 *

A breakdown of the views of less experienced and more experienced

.-

;o S 18 !
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17. The Yesponses of the two groups of teachers were similar for

all characteristics; no statistica11y significant di fferences emerged.

__-__)_\_____________________-_. ¢ ?
v ! Insert Table 17 about here T
4 mmee- . -----——T---—-—M":", . ) ! )
- \\\\ . u,; Discussion - 7/ ’
. . Teachers of 1earningwdisab]ed students are on the front line when

it comes to helping these students overcome, or at least, deal with their,

disabilities. They work with large numbers of LD students every day. One
LY N . .

would think that their insights.about LD studénts and instructiesal_pro-

, X

4

‘cedures that work with them would orovide a clear picture of who these

-
- students are and-what education for them needs to be to meet their needs. ’
] Unfortuhate1y, a’c1ear picture djd not emerge in the current sufvey‘of *
the beliefs of teachers of LD students. N
) Pt The 127 teachers in this sample worked with apprpiimate]y 1600 stu-
dents dur1ng a typical day, usually within a resource room sett1ng The ~

teachers were “well educated over 60% had earned degrees beyond the bache-

2 lor degree 1eve]. Approxtmate]y 60% had taught special educat1on fo; at
' ' least f1ve years. Yet, despite the sophisticated level of these teachers,
“the most cons1stent,f1nd1ng regard1ng their be]1efs about LD students and

approaches to 1nstruct1on for them was the extreme var1ab111ty

‘Who is the LD Student? ' .

-

According to their teachers, LD students ‘can be characterized by

B their processing and memory d%fficu]ties, their attentional difficulties

E3

- and d1stract1b111ty, the1r poor academ1c ach1evement and a variety of

" other characteristics. The character1st1c most:ﬁgreed upon was’that Pf

*, .
¢
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o f‘processing and memory difficulties, yet this characteristic was reported -
J :ih on] ]5 5% of the responses Further; in a ]f?t of 15 characteristics,
ﬁ .; all were seen'as a prob1em in work1ng with LD students. Clearly., these
responses ‘confirm the heterogeneous nature of the populatjon of studenés
now -1abeled as learning disabled. ' \

\\\\\\NXT?Eaag LD ‘students were seen as hgving numerous and varied disabili- .
ties, the reasons fOr\the disabiiities‘were described with gredter agree-
ment by their teachers. \Not surprisingly (cf. Christenson & Ysse]dyke,
1981), most of the‘reasons given éttri&uted the source of‘the disability ')
kto'within-chi]d causes. %pecifica]ly, over 35% of the responses ref]ected \\
medical or hereditary causes and over 23% ref]ected-student inability
causes. VYet, 18% of the responses did attribute the disabiiities to some .

R ‘ kind of failure on the/part of the school, usually to inedequate regular 'I
education teachers or curricula.

' ‘ (G1ven the var1ed character1st1cs of LD students, 1t is reasonable .

!‘- " to expect that information is needed on each student'to determine the

nature of services that should be provided to meet the specific needs

of the student. Yet, an overwhe]ming‘4]% of the responses indicated thHat

,forna] tests would provide the information‘tfat would be useful for pro- * .

2

viding services to LD students.". . ‘ . .
How Shou]dlthe LD Student Be Taught? '
From the responsas of,chir teachers, gne‘might conclude either that ’
2 aimost dnything works in teaching LD studen}s or'that nothjng_works:. Re-‘c

RS

- gardless of subject érea the use of a spec?fic progran or approach was * ‘

h1gh on the 11st of "what works." This category represented numerous .
commerc1a]1y pub11shed programs, booKss etc.- One suspects that- teachers
o oo £

' '
A °




~re]y heav11y upon the materials ava11?b]e “to. thém in their schoo]s The

var1ety of materials within this category, and the 1arge number of other
categor1es 11sted by teacherss further suggest. that teachers are using

almost anything they can find, and that there is little agreement on .

what works in teaching LD Studepts. Near1y all responses ref]ectéd tech-

—

. ., . " Pt ‘ 4 . ., L P
niques considered important in regular education classes. The oye excep-

tion, perhaps, were responses focusing on the need,for a modality approach;r

<

~either the use of a mu]ttmoda]ity approach or an approach,emphasizing
teachdng to\the student's strong modality., This approach was emphastzed

“most for'teaching‘writtgn;language (16.1%) and 1east.for.£eachfng mathe-
matics (24%) ~ P a .
Are Teachers Be11efs Inftuenced by the1r Exper1ences7 |

. .
i - 1

Teachers, regardless of their actua],number of;years of teaching -

experience attributed their:knowledge regarging the characteristics of

LD students and what works in teaching them to their ekperiencet; This
finding is consdstent wfth the‘conc1usions of sociological studies of the
teaching profession (cf‘ HLortie,. ]975) where teathers have attr1buted
their. teaching/ab111t1es to trial and error 1earn1ng in the classroom.

6he might expectsthat if experience does in fact under]ie teachers knowl -
-edge and'teaching ahtjities,’the beliefs vamore experjenced and Tess ex-
perienced teachens nould differ. .In genera1, homever, this‘was‘not the

case. Very few dNfferences emerged in the beliefs of teachersbwith

1 to 2.years of ex r1ence as compared to those of teachers w1th 10

. >
..yéars or more o exper1ence Mo d1fferences were found in the beliefs -
L™
of the two group of teachers regard1ng the major character1st1cs of
«“‘,IP' .

a

N 4
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students, less experienced

.tion useful for providing services to:

* teachers significantly more often saw ObserVaEgons and'w%rang w1th

q -

the chcld as g1v1ng 1nformat1on usefu] for prov1d}ng serv1ces to LD
%,

students than did more experienced teachers;l Spee1t1c programs/ T
approaches were listed as working for math s1gn1f1eant1y more often '
P s )

' ’ ;
by more exper1enced teachers thdn by less exper1enced teachers ‘ .
ot o

. \'s o Q
. The crucial issue becomes the extent to whichzfeachers{ beliefs are

i .
. ¢

< in accord 'with reality, or at least with”evidehce provided by, research.

Conc]us1on

Unfortunate1y? few attemptSyhave been made to document the,va11d1ty of

0

teachers' be11efs,or techniques. One_ notdﬁfe except1on was the study of .

' “the moda11ty model by Arter and Jenkins (1977), 1n wb1ch they found little

' ¢

ev1dence to support the use of modality 1nstruct1ona1,match1ng in heg1nn1ng ‘

I reading. - A survey of teacher training textbooks, as well as reports ‘pre-
N - % .
-pared by .authorities in the field of 1earn1hg d1sab1]1t1es (cf Clements,

’

. ' 1966) reveals that nearly all the respon5es g1ven by teachers in the
4‘

present survey appear in print, “often documented by research The next

\21ssue, then, becomes the quality of thé research findings. In an inftial
o, ,z'-'
attzm/t to 1nvest1gate this issue and its re]evancé to the current f1nd1ngs,

ed1tors of educational and psycho]og1caf Journa1§ are being asked to re-
view some of the teachers’ responses in the currentﬁsurvey in terms of the -
I3 N ‘
. extent to wh1ch they are supported by quality research T ‘ \‘

‘ e
Perhaps the most d1sturb1ng f1nd1ng of the current survey was the re-

‘ ‘ . P Iu -

. . s
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list materials or techniques that "work" when teaching LD students, as

18 -

R4

@ -~

sponse of the teachers to the sta'tement, "G1ven appropr1ate support ser-
vices, 1earn1ng disabTed students learn as-well as norma] students "

Despite the sophisticated 1eve1 of-the teachers, and the1r willingness to

N

many disagreeg with the®statement (42.1%) as agreed with it (43.8%).

L 3 .,

Considering that these teachers serve anﬁroximate]y 1600 students on a

-

typic53 day, this lack of confidence in their contribution to learning

" disabled students 1ndeed is d1sturb1ng and emphasizes the need to clarify

the current status o%\hethods for 1dent1fy1ng and serving LD students, and

¢

to deve]op alternatives where current methods are found to be inadequate.

.
v\/ - ° ” ’ \ *
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Table 1 »
B Distribution of Subjects by Location® "
. \ “ ‘45:&;%” » '
*Location Number . Location Number ‘w :
Alabama ~ 3 Montana R R
. Alaska 3 Nebraska SE2 T ,
* . Arizona 552 Nevada . | .

- ., Arkansas’ 0 '+ New Hampshire 0o . e .-
st oo California 9. New ‘Jersey 17 i .
< “Colorador , - 3N+ * .New Mexico el Bk '

Connecticut 3 New York . - 3TN
3 Delaware 1 N. Carolina L S N
- District of Co]umbia 2" ‘N. -Dakota 0 .
Florida C 4 s - Ohio, . -6 . VT
-Georgia 4 Oklahoma S R
Hawaii 0 Oregon 1. _ A
Idaho .l 0, Pennsytwania PP I .
ILlinois | 13 Rhgle Island 0 .
Indiana ’,\ 4 S. .Carolina 0
Iowa v 3 .~ 85, Dakota - O . .
» Kansas ' . 8 Tennessgee — 1 i
Kentucky - tag. 2 Texas 4
W Louisiana . 1 Utah .0 0 . o
Maine 0 Vermopt - e
- Maryland 1 Virgi 4 =
Massachusetts . 4 Washington
Michigan ’ 4 _ West Virginia $
/ Minnesota 1 Wisconsi ) 'a .
- Mississippi : -0 “Wyoming °
' M1ssour)i -~ 0 Canada N
»  AN=122. Five subJec}ss did not spec1fy their 1ocation. :
. r . - v
- - v ", 7
« /\ - K i .
e 3 , ’ . . ]
. & B ’
\: 5} .a- - ¢ ® ) .
. x
- q L4
N . * I
. ) y
; - e
" : 2ia - - m. .%
\ i
’ b )
} J QS - ik
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' Table 2
e Major Characteristics of ‘LD Students
v ' | : " .
Characferistié Area N Percent?® )
Processing/Memary Difficulties 57 15.5
" Attentiopal Difficulties/Distractibility  50. 13.6°
Poor Academic Achievemerit . 45 12.3
Discrepancy (I1Q-Ach; Verb-Perf) , 42 1.4
Perceptual/Motor Difficulties : 33 . 9.0
Organizational Difficulties ' 27 7.4
 Motivational.Difficulties . 25 6.8
Social/Behavioral Difficulties 20 5.4
Need for Special Programs 18 ‘4.9
Average or Above IQ 17 4.6
Other® ’ 17 4.6
4.4 ¢

Inconsistent Performance ' . 16

8
o,

. ananntages are based on the total number of 367 characteristics

listed by the 127 subjects. .

Included in "other" were a variefy of responses that were difficult
to-fit within the established categories (e.g., uniqueness; put out
a lot.of effort, street-smart, etc.). :

b

e

,..3
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- S Table 3 I —
‘Major Characteristicy of LD Students Listed by Less

Experienced and More Experienced Teachers

AN .
. SR = 7 0 +—
: : Less More
Characteristic Area - — . Experienced? Experienced
Processing/Memory Difficulties .10.5 13.6 )
At;éntiona] Difficulties/Distractibility 19.7 14.8 -
Poor Academic Achievement o }0;§ S 111
""Discrepangy (IQ-Ach; Verb-perf): 7.9 7.4
Perceptual/Motor Diffitu]tigs - 13.2 21.0
Organizational Difficulties - . 6.6 7.4
- Motivational Difficulties ' . 10.5 L3 -
‘Social/Behavioral Difficulties 6.6 6.2 °
o  Need for Special Programs 1.3 © 2.5
~ Average or Above IQ- - - 2.6 3.7
Other . ' ‘ o3 2.5
‘Inconsistent Performance T 5.3 ’ 6.2~
M3 Numbers are percentages of fhe total number of 76 characteristics*
“listed by the 27 teachers with 1-2 years of special education
teaching experience. ~=, . ’ .
bNumb‘ers are percentages of the total number of 81 characteristics _ o
listed by the 27 teachers with 10 years. or more of special
“education teaching experience.. ) .
- h ) Vo
e . “'( : 3
- —)ﬁ ° \ -
- \\::\\l e, 2 Q .
- ’ ~ . t
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) L Table 4 v
- . Major'Reasons Children Become D Students
. . Reason Area N . Percent?
Medical/Hereditary ‘ ~mno - 337
Student Inability .. 65 - 19.9
. Home/Cultural Environment - 51 - 15.6
‘ School Failure ‘ . 45 13.8
Developmental Lag 24 . 7.4
¢ Unknown . , 17 5.2
Function of Diagnosis . 10 3.1
b 1.2

Other T . 4 -

. aPercentaées are based on the total number of 326.reasohs_stted

. by 121 subjects. o - .
' bInc]uded in "other" were not due to environmental depr1vat1on,
personality traits, etc.

e

e
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. ~ Table 5 N .
“Major Reasons' Students Become,;D Students Listed by Less
Exper1enced and More Exper1enced Teachers
///‘. ' ‘ °
" " . . . — ' te -
. 0{/// . - _Less a v More b - .
Reason ‘Area _ - : — Experienced ““’tbq::erﬂ'reata<-:.ecL_\____\\_—~ R
. 4 N . 3 S~ .
“~ Medical/Hereditary =~ . - 640.0 36,1 -
Student Inability . 18.5 23.6° .
Home/Cultural Environment 15.4 8.3 .
School Failure . | 13.8° .« 18D
Developnental b e 3.1 4.2
evelopmental-la '““°°T”“‘—-~4--__§;Z“\__;\ . -
- . Unknown ' ' 4.6 5.6 °
. o -~
Function of Diagnosis ™ o 4.6 4.2
- Other‘ - 0.0 0.0 ;
A &Numbers are~percentages of the tota] number of 65 reasons 11sted \
by the 27 teachers w1th 1-2 years of special educat1on teach1ng
experience. - . .
bhumbers are percentages of the total number of 72 reasons listed
by the 27 teachers with 10 years of more f special education
teaching exper1ence ' X -
o B . N s "5 ) kT
’ 5 v : "a ot
~ ) . -\\ [N}
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] ) Table 6 . :
~ A e o - 3 .
» Useful Information in Providing Services to LD Students
R Type of Information ’ N Percent?
| Formal Tests ‘ 143 "41.0
_ -Teacher Input , 36 10.3
+* Observation - ‘ 7 B 9.7
School Records - 30 8.6
s "Informal Tests . ‘ . 26 © 7.4
Other® > .22 6.3.
Working with Child o . 20 5.7
Learning Style, Interests 12 3.4 ’
Other Input ' ©12 " 3.4
- .
Parent Input 1. 3.2
’ Medical Data ) 3 0.8
Percentages are based on the total number of 349 types of infor-
mation 11sted by 125 subjects.
bInc]uded in the "other" category were a var1ety of responses_that
were difficult to fit within the established categor1es (e.qg.,
school curriculum demands, social history, ava11ab]e services,
] academ1c progress, etc.).
B : &
bl J o C_ d
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Table 7
Useful .Information in Proviﬁing Servicey to LD Students Listed by

Less Experienced and More Expeﬁienced Teachers

b e

27

Lless _° . More
Experienced Experienced

‘Type of Information

Formal Tests / =~ = 37.7 0 434
Teacher Input ' " 0.4 "11.8
Observation® ' ) ’ _ 104 _-2.6
School Records . . 7.8 b 7.§
Informal Tests ) . 10.4 : 5.3
Other ' \ 7.8 16 5
"Working with Child € 10.4 2.6
dLearning Style, Interests ) 1.3 T, 6:6

_ Other Input - A | 1.3 2.6
Parent Tiput - . 26 3.9
Medical Data . o 0.0 2,6

q\umbers are percentages of the total numbeé of 77 types of >

information listed by the 27 teachers with 1-2 years of
special education teaching experience.-

bI\umbers are percéentages of the total number ‘of 76 types of
information listed by the 26 teachers with 10 years: or-.more
of special education teaching exper1ence

Difference between two percentages:is statistically s1gn1f1cant
at the .05 level. _ " -
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_ % Table 8§
L - Teeching Reading to LD Students
What Works "(\\\ . . | N .« Percent?
. ' ) — - -
Specific Program/Approach o 94 27.6
Nowns " Structured/Task -Analysis Skills Teaching 33 © 9.7 .
Repetition/Drill/Practice C 32 . 9.4
(- High Interest Materials 31 9.1 '
Specific Type of Materials - 30 8.8
Individualized/Small Group Instruction 28 82
Multisensory/Multimodality Approach « 27 1.9
Motivation/Reinforcement V 26 7.6
other® 18 . .53
Teach to Strong Modality . 14 4.1
Variety of Materials 8 2.3
. -
Percentages are based on the tota] number of 341 responses g1ven by
127 subjects.

. bIncluded in the “other" category‘were a variety,of responses that fere
difficult to fit within the established categories (e g., practic
application, teacher-directed lessons, knowledge of ‘many appreaches,

: . " I wishl cou]d find such an animal).
N . -
b -
. o *
I




) . . . Table 9 ' -
/,\aﬂ'

Less Experienced and More Experienced TeacherS' Views of

Y

V§o~~ What Works in Te;thing Reading to LD Students _
’ s A
. ‘ " Less. More L‘_
What Works voT Experienced®s Experienced
Sbecif{s Program/Approach - : 27.8° .y ' 25.3
" Structured/Task Analysis Skills . 6.9 - 13.3
Teaching ' ‘ T
Repetition/Drill/Practice 2L 1205 - 1407
High Interest Materials 153 8.0
Specific Type of pateria]s E i 6.9 . 18.9
Individualized/Small Gropp Instruction - 6.9 v 6.7
‘Multisensory/Multimodality Approach v 8.3 ' 5.3
Motivation/Reﬁnfogcement 4.2 5.3.
. Other. - 4.2 6.7
'. Teash to Strong Modality - 4.2 . ‘5.0
X Variety of Materials _ 2.8 - 2.7

- -

*thbers are percentages of the tota] number of 72 responses of
e 27 teachers with 1-2 years of special education teaching
xperience.

Numbers are percentages of the total 2gmber of 75 responses of

the 27 teachers with 10 “years of more [0f special education . -
teaching experience.

b
[ Bl - " o
feo .
FEA-N - N M o
A o providea by eric *
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‘ ) T Table 0 - . \
Teachinngaﬁhemat%cs to LD Students e ‘ .
"What'WGfks oo - ~: : N . Percénta'j ‘ .
‘e Manipulative Materials .. ; .85 - 16.3, ~ \
- | Repetition/Drill/Practice . 55 16.3 ‘
. « Structured/Task Analysis Skills Teaching 44" 13.0 , "«
dcher®- . . R ERE TR IS
Specific Type of Materials = 32 9.5 -
Specifig Program/Approach ~ 3 9.2 ‘
' Practical App]icationg' | 3 T 8.9 )
" Motivation/Reinforcement ) . - 20 - 5.9
Individualided/small Group Instruction 19 - " 5.6 .
b ' High Interest/Var%ety'Matérialg o 91 ) Z;Z;
" Modaljty/Sensory Approach - 8 2.4 .

,?Percentages are based on the total number of 337 responses given by
126 subjects. - * * ‘

1 . . s @

2

. bInc]uded in-+the "other" category were a variety of responses that were
Yy e difficult to fit within the established categories (e.qg., gife student - _
enough time, estimate reasonable answers, first, support from home,
I wish I knew). - . .+ .. . . e

4

@




T ! * Table 11

~

Less Experienced and More Experienced Teachers! Views of )J

-’ What Works in Teaching Mathematics to LD Students"

., L o

. Less More
What Works L Experiencedq\ Experienced ’ :
Manipulative Materials | L X 16:4 ) ﬁ5:8 t
Repet1t1on/Dr111/Pract1ce ) I 5]‘9 j. ) f7.] T
Structured/Task Analysis Skills 2.3 15.8 '
Teaching S = "
Other e 6
Specific. Type of Mater1als 5.5 L 3.?‘ s
Specific Program/Approa.chc ’ . 6.8 K =8.4 ‘
Practica} ApPHcati'ons ( ' :‘ 9.6 J:' ~3.9,7 .
Motivaion/Reinforcement .  * . 6.8 5.3
Indivigs WiZEd%Sﬁalf Group fnsteuction \ 5.5 (‘:;;‘ . 616' )
High Ineerestyvariety Materials RN L :3.3.. -
; Moda1ﬁty/$ensory Approacg‘ . 4.1+ Eé;e |
umbers are percentages of the total number of 73 fesﬁonses of ..'

the 27. teachers with 1-2 years of special education teachlng
experience. . .

bNumbers are percentages of the total number of 76:re5ponses ofﬁ ////

the 27 teachers with 10 years or more of: spec1a1 educat1ou
teaching experience. s - \~\‘

Pl 4
D1fference between two percentages is stat1st1cally S1gn1f1cant
. at the .05 level.

~. -
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©

Teaching Writter Language to LD Students

What Works . ) . N. Percent®
/>§é:::3yred/Task Analysis Sk11‘s Teaching 63 22.0
fic Program/Approach N X 18.5
High Interest/Personal/Variety Materials 53 18.5
_ Modality/Sensory Approach s& "5 . 16.1
Motivation/Reinforcement AN 26 N 9.1
Practice/Correcting Errors - 24 8.4
Otherd 14 4.9
7 2.4

/ -Individualize&/Smal] Group Instruction

Percentages are based on the total number of 286 responses given by

123 subjects.
b

Included in the "other" category were a variety of responses that

were difficult to fit within the established categories (e.g.
f1e1d frips, organizational, knowledge of approaches, I wish I

knew

Iy~
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\ . Table 13

+

Less Experienced and More Experienced Teachers' Views of

-~

What Works in Tejching Written Language to LD Students
a\ N~— . C .

. - e

Less More -

What Works ~ Experienced Experienced
Structured/Task Analysis Skills 13.8. 18.9
Teaching ) : / . .
Speci fic Progrim/Approach .. 385 3.5
High Interest/Personral/Variety 13.8 10.8 °
Materials . . .
Modality/Sehsory’Approach < 3.1 8.1
M;ti5;tjo;/Rein%orceﬁént ' 6.2 5.4
Practicé/carrectiﬂg Errors ' 48.5 \ 10.8
Other T 4.6 "5
Indiv{dua]ized/Sma1; Group»Instruétion 1..5 . 4.0

Numbers are peréentages of the.total number of 65 responsés of the

26 teachers with 1-2 years of special education teaching experienge.
€ ) :

\bNumbgrs are pgrcentages of the total number of 74 responses of

_the 27 teachers with 10 years or more of special education =~ -

teaching experience. . . -
12 " .
9&' ’
[
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Table 14
Percentages of Subjects Indicating Agreemen? or Disagreement

with Six Statements about Learning Disabled Students

-

-

L J.
S
a » + - Strongly « Strongly
Statement Agree Agree Disagree - Disagree. :
LD students learn normally 11.6 * ° 43.8 42 .1 2.5
with support services \ :
' .
Eligibility data useful 56.3 8.9 7 4.8, 0.0
for instruction ‘ :
LD students have perceptual 25.6" 56.8 “17.6 0.0 °
problems '
* -~ N . ] o
LD students have language 30.3 58.2 - /’118‘ 0.8
. problems ‘ ' et
. /' .
LD students have behavior 16.5 39,5 44 4 * 5.6
vy problems -~ @ ; s 0 ’
LD students have modality  23.0 56.3 18.2 -, .24
strengths and weaknesses, . .
iQ data"useful for <§:_~_—'?19 294 5 46.0 16.7
. instruction ;
aSeg Appendix A for complete statements. :
X T
| Y\‘ . - { )
- \ S
" . f\J 9 " e
. ¢ | .
o w’ » t‘,‘ﬁ' . :;{ 4
‘"\ ) -~
_ ) . .
- :359 A
;
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\\\/ - . Table 15
. ¥ Percentages of Less Experienced and More Experienced Teachers
. Y )
Indicating Agreement or Disagreement with Seven Statements |
About Learning Disabled Students®
- - .

65.4 48.1 34.6 51.8
with support services
Eligibility data useful 96.3  92.6 3.7 7.4
“for instruction > .
. LD students have perceptua] 88.9 85.2 1.1 14.8 —~
prob]ems . .
[ ‘ -
LD students have 1anguage 92.3 88.9 7.7 11.1
prob]ems \ '
LD students_have behavior 4.1 44.4 25.9  55.6
problems : )
- LD students have modality 92.6  74.1 74 25,9 . -
strengths and weaknesses " ) T )
~ * .
1Q datg’ useful for © 3.0 365, 63:0  65.4
1nsthct1on ! - ;
Responses wer&od1v1ded into those from teachers with 1-2 years of
. Special education teaching experience (less experienced).and those .
with 10 years or more of special educat1on teaching experience 3
(more - experienceT. . . -
> bsee Appendix A for ‘complete stateménts. . y .
Ratings of Strongly Agree.and Agree” were combined. ’
dRat1ngs of Strongly Disagree and Disagree Were combined.’ ‘ -
D1fferences between..two percentages is stattst1ca1]y sigiificant i .
at the .05 level. . .
] - N .“
4 ) @ »

Statement” .

’ s

b

-Agreec

Disagréed

1-2 -yrs >10 yrs

1-2 yrs >10 yrs?

LD students learn normally

»

Saptp = !

;o
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‘ c. T Table 16 .
S , Percentages of Subjects Rating Extent to Which 15 Student
e Characteristics are a Problem in woﬁking with LD Students®
| Characteristic ~ Vs s 1
e © Weak' auditory memory .. 43:2 52,0 ¢ 4.8 0.0
.+ " Confusion with directionality  15.4  62.6  21.1 . 0.8
‘ ‘ Fine motor problems « "13.6 65.6 20.8 0.0+
Poor discrimination skills 31.0 62.7° 6.3 - 0.0
Hyperactivity : 23.8 62.7 11.9 1.6
.. Distractibility ' 45.7 51.2 2.4 0.8
« - Lack of motivation - 44,4 ¢ 4356 9.5 . 2.4
" Nedrological dysfunction ~ - 4.0  56.2  26.4 3.3 °
Insecurity 20.2  °67.2 1.1  ~2.5
Andiety with regard.to school 29.8 57.2 10.5 2.4
Inadequate self concépt . 49,2 42.7 .5.6 2.4
Poor interpersonal relationshipsf# 25.4 ° 64.0 8.8 1.8
R Social- immaturity - 146 66.7 179 0.8
o  Poor jjudgment” . 203 64.2 13.8 1.6
o Inakility to learn when given 52.0  34.1 122, 1.6
T - conventional- instructions. —-. . e IR —
3subjects rat1ngs were on a scale of four 1eve155 NS = vé?y
- sigpificant problem, S = significant prob]em, I.= insignificant
2 prob]em, and N = not a prob]em
. e ' N )
] N . . - -5. . )
; . ) - =
o e -
- Bk e

a@i

P Py
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Table 17
Percentage; of Less Experienced and More Experienced Teachers'
’ _Rating Extent to Which 15 Student Charécteristics‘are a <
{ . Problem in Working with LD Students? ‘
o , . : b L. c N
\ Significant”™ .  Insignificant
Charactgristic | | T2 1-2 yrs >10 ygs -2 yrs >10 yrs
" Weak auditory memory 0 100.0  96.3 0.0 3.7
Confusion with directionality 77.8  80.8 22,2 19.2
. Fine motor problems 77.8 88.% 22.2 11.5 |
Poor discrimination skills 92:6 * 96.3 7.4 3.7 .
Hyperactivity } 84.6 - 96.3 15.4 - 3.7 |
| Distractibility 92.6" 100.0 7.4 0.0
7. lack.of Motivation 81.5 88.9 18.5  11.1
- [E;uro]og1ca] dysfunction 65.4 80.8 3.6 19.2
security - L. 84.6  80.8 15.4 19.2
Anxiety with regard to school . 88.5 84.6 n.s 154 T
Inadequate self-concept 923 923 7.1 1.0
Poor .interpersonal relationships-. 76.0  88.5 2.0 115
‘Social immaturity ' 72.0 _:84.6 28.0 15.4 . ,
=" ' Poor judgment 80.0 88.5 20,0 11,5 T ‘
" Inability to learn when given- 84.6 84.6 5.4 15.4
. conventiona] instructions .
Responses were divided into those, from teachers with 1-2 L
. years of special education teaching experience (1ess exper1enced) =
F”“‘, ~-and those with 10 years or more of special education teaching -
| experience {more experienced). ( .
| bRat.mgs of Very Significant and Significant were combined.
i ) - cRati'ngs of Insignificant and Not a Problem were combined.
l * * . . A
. b, N
f'”" . « ]
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. ~ e .
3,' . . . -
i . State in which you teach v . ’
.0 4 ~A N v .
# R . . .
: Circle one: Rural Urban Suburbane .
- "Circle oné: Elementary Middle Secondary -
. ‘ -
, Circle one: Male Female . '
%MB‘,\ v » ) -
— T~ TEACHER SURVEY - '

’ t

A.

-

Fot the folIowing items, please write in your Yesponses,’ then indicate whether the major source of your

informatien was your own experience (Exp),

books and journdls (B&J), training (Trm), or some ot.her souue i

. ” "
. (oth). If other, please specify the source., SOURCE
; 1., What , are the majors characteristics of leaming disabled Bxp B&J Trn Ooth
. -at.udents? L ‘ .- . Vo N, . .
R L Y : . : ) .
. b., % : f
. . 6_ b -
Ce ‘ 3
. 2. What are the major reasons children beco'me 1eatning Exp B&J Trn Oth
disabled st.udencs? .
a. g C e .
. ‘ (V)
° b' e 3
: N o .
- [-H .
3. What information is most useful in determining the level and 'Exp B&J Trn Oth
amount of servitve needed by learning disabled students?
a. - . . . .
b. . - ’ .
@ .
C. “«
4, What works best for t.eaching reading students who are Exp B&J Trn Oth »
ledrning disabled?® ) L
. a. .. . . .
b. ° - .
c. ’
. . o
5. What works best for teaching mathematics to students who Exp B&J Trn oth
are learning disabled? - : ;
a. i a -
c. oo o~ .
: Exp’ B&J T Oth

6. What works best for teaching written language to students

"who are learning disablpd?
a.

b. o N
‘
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£

S

B .

- iinstruetionﬂ.\tedxgmhues and programs.

B.. For each of the follaving statements, indicate whether you Strongly Agree (SA), Agree (A), Disagree m,
or Strorgly Disagree (SD). Cirele one response on each line.
S gy - ' > L ,
Given appropriate support services, learning disabled students learn as well SA A, D SD
u\,normal students. . ) '

'

Assessment data collected to detemine a student 8 eligibility for special SA A D SD
education services also can provide useful information for developing

S S |

~ In mst cases, learning disabled students have perceptual problems. SA A D 8D

. R " : s

X In most ~cases, learning disabled students have langusg; problema. : f : _SA A D 8D .
In mst tases, Iearning disabled students have behavior problems. o - N .'SA' A D SD

. In most cases, learning disabled students have a weakness in one - ) SA A D sD
modality and a strength in another. ' .
tt 1s useful to know the student's IQ to decide upon teaching techniques. SA A D SD

C. TFor each of the following statements, indicate the extent to which it is a problem in wbrking with learning
disabled youngsters by circling either VS (very signifieant problem), S (signifficant problem), I (insig-
nificant problem), or N {(not a problem).-

Student has: / ~ ‘ . .
Weak auditory memory vs s 'T N ° Insecurity ‘ys § I N
Confusion with directionality vs- S I N \:A.nxiety with regard to school vs S I N
~ Fine motor problems . ¥v$s § I N Inadequate self concept - vs S I ®
Poor discriminatidn skills v$s S I N Poor interpersonal relationships vs S I N
Hyperactivity . ¥ 'y s I N Social immaturity v s I N
Distractibility Vs § I N  Poor judgment Vs s I . N
Lack of motivation 'vys S I N Inability to learn when given VS S I N
Neurological dysfunctions vs S I N conventional instruction
.D. How many years have you taught regular students? special educatior students? -
Plea_se provide the following background informatiom: i ’ .
1ist the certificates that you hold. R .
Identify the highest degree y'ou hold. ’ ¥
Which of the following categories best describes the childrennyou are presently teaching?
1. Normal 3. Mentally retarded 5. Other (please specify)
. A
2. Learning’Disabled 4. Emotionally disturbed *
Approximately how many children do you serve each day? ) 5
., 1. 8 or less e 2.79-15 . 3. over 15 ) ]
In vhat type of program do you teach? , . /
N .
1. Special class 2. Resouree room 3. Other (please specify),
. . - . -
g% What is the criterion for a student to be elassified as learning disabled in your school district?

Do 'you agree with it? . . S

g 5

o ’ o g =~ ‘ . .
MC no : . 4'3 . ' -

:
o nic . R




o
PRPAS R .
¢ e s ey ; (
i - . v . . : b ’ . « K . -
T |
e ] i . |
. ~ ; |
: ) ) . : | N
. . A . 3 ) | |
) -
K i |
> | \ | |
\ § N | | |
| ' - - - |
.
.
. ‘ ) ° -
N . . ]
: . ) — o |
. ; . . ) |
~ - - .
’ >
-0 7 7 . o | |
LIS s 4 |
" . |
Ry 3 | ..
l»l;!.'.r-v«vf - . g Iy Y T - -
.r.r.r-r.r-rns |
B | |
e . * ’ N . et e .
ﬁ ) i | |
- , |
- . . : | :
: -
. . |
N . . ‘
. . ) | v
- .. |
. . |
| | - N ~ » “ .
» ] : | ‘
L T | n % n.
3 Aww.‘
~ - - . . . . . - y
. . ] B
. . . | b
: ; . . . - . i
.H. P
' < » [==] ,
. . : |
AA» | | | a
. . | |
ED - . c
. | |
2 < . s . ( *
| .
. . |
v . | | |
L4 . : - t | |
. - ) . |
. - ) . | |
. . . .
- - . . | | '
| | 4 * - -
. « | |
. . -, R & N . s o
. | v
. ) :
. . . ‘ | |
. PN - | |
\ R L ‘ |
. | |
. ~ < N & | l .
. . |
. - ; . - c | | |
] " I.J\ . L.
‘ 4
| \ E 4 . .
-
. . | |
. . |
. . _ |
| | “ . , . .
. . . | |
! P ! » |
- : . ¥ . | |
- 5 . ] .
- \l.\ ‘-l. ) g | |
e = |
. -
. . . . | |
~ - - . .— | \ ’ ‘
, | | - - ~ -
.f - R . . . . . . . .
’ » - . (
R ¢,




Examples of Respenses Within Categories of - © ..

. Major Characteristics of LD Students

-
.

groces§fng/Memory Difficulties

g

Information processing difficulties.

. Severe processing weakness

Visual memory deficits

‘Auditory memory deficits

Trouble procéssing information

Poor Academic Achievement .

Tnability to Tearn by conventlon

At Tower end of academic*achfevé%ent_

#Poor academic performance

Significant deficit in one or more
academic areas

Underachiever

Low achievement scores

‘(‘

t
y

|
{
J

PerceptuaT/Motor Difficulties’

Perceptua] problems
Visual and/or audltory perceptua]
problems
Eye-hand prob]ems
Weakness in 1 or more pepceptua]
° areas wooe
Confused directionality and'per-
ception .
: |
Mot1vat10na1 leflcu]t1es /

|

2 SR

“

Unmotlvated
Not easily motivated °
Attitude: not trying

- Lack of motivation

Lack of confidence

Need for Spec1a1 P;*grams

‘Can t Tearn with trad1t10na] methods

Require specialiZed or inventive
techniques

Unable to produee in, c]assroom set-
ting . lf

] L 3
means 2 '

Need for specific teaching strate-
gies to remediate deficits

- Social/Behavioral Difficulties =,

y

Attentional Difficulties/Distractibility -

Distractible .

Hyper or hypoactive and disinhibited L%
Short attention span - et
Difficulty of concentration and focus

Ea511y dlstracted oo o S

] 0 & N
o° s

D1screpancy (1Q-Ach; Verb- Perf) ) R

Discrepancy between ability and achievement

Discrepancy between. verba1~and per%ormance
on IQ test .

Normal IQ, but not performing up ;o

capacity .
Achievement below expectations with o«

apparent reason'’ N
Organizational Difficulties™ S
. - - . . e
Disorganized - . .

Lack of organizational skills  * -
Lack of internal organization :
Poor organization . < o

Unorganized : . '

©

Poor social awareness L y
Inappropriate peer interaction
Behavior problems,-.

Secondary emot1onaﬁ/behav1ora1 problems "
- L] . . e "
Average or- Above IQ K °
“ . o :
Normal intelligence : , .
Average or aboye 1ntelllgence K o
Normal IQ ) IR
130 :3

K vo

¢ .vl ° o

. B

) ! - gt 3

‘ S
Te 47 S

. N 'i hd 6’ - :aw;ﬂ:!%&;




Inconsistent Performance

—

Scattered pattern of ability-know
- something one day and not next
Skip learners - know some things,

can't’ learn others

Uneven development
Unpredictable - inconsistent -per-

> formance
v
»
¢ Ll
. .
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- rd
) t
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Ekamﬁ]eskdf Responses Within Cateégories of

Medical/Hereditary -

Hered1tary/genet1c

Brain damage/dysfunctroni
Physiological

Early childhood illness/accident

A]]ergies, epilepsy, tra
Home/Cu]tura] Env1ronment ‘

Home env1ronment lacks st1mu1at1on,
* ‘support.

Cultural deficits

Economically and soc1a]1y depr1ved

Too much TV. '
Instabjlity of residence = .

Devel;pmentaI Lag, = . \:~

Developmental ;1ag
Maturational lag
Slow maturgtion
Immaturity

.Delayed development

~ Function.of Diagnosis

L , -
Inappropriate incomplete diag-

nostic data

" Diagnosis as such by psychologists

Deficits”not 1dent1f1ed at ear]y
stage
EVa]uat1ons deterM1ne they are LD

- 8

Reasons Children Become LD Students

~Student Inability

- Unknown o,

-
€.

Unable to learn by normal.methods
Wnable-to meet school expectations
Actual deficits in the ch1]d

Do not learn ° -
. Lack of grasping bas1cs
~ School Failure L ‘

Poor preparat1on of regu]ar ed. teachers
Poor, inadequate instruction -
Incons1stent21nstruct1on )
High pressure school curriculum
Instruction is*not developmental .

Unknown etiology

Real reasons are unknown
None Known for sure
Causes unknown .

.

vt
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- Examples of Responses Within Categories Mofef L,

"Useful Information‘in 5roviding Services to LD Students “(_ :

Formal Teste

Formal individual testing by'
psychologist

Formal assessment

Norm-referenced testing

1Q score and test data

Processing tests

= Observation
-Observation - o
Diagnostic observation
Personal observation
Watching the child working
Observation at various places

~

ILormaﬂ Tests,( ’ R ;
. "‘g\

Informal testing R

Informa] assessment

. Informal diagnosis. o

Informal inventories

Teacher's eva]uat1ve meaiyrement

L8

Learning Sty]e/Interests

" Attitude and motivat1on of student

7 Ability to ‘tommunicate

L

., Learning sty]es/requ1rements
" Document child's approach to
1earn1ng

-

Parent Input N ®
Parent 1nppt

Conferences with parents
_ Parent perceptions

mv taer

-

Teacher Input

a0~

Information supplied by teacher

. Talk to present teachers of student
Teacher perceptions ot
Comments from prev1ousrteachers S
Classroom teachers' perception %hi]‘d

_ Schoql Records

. Records ‘ \'
Past and present school perfermance
History of child's.education .

. Background check - cumulative records

‘l

School performance records

Wonking with Child ° r.
yal work1ng with student T
P S n contact : .
rst few sessipns with’ chi]da

. Teacher interviewing child
Q@Est1on1ng/1nterview1ng ch11d

,* bther Input, = {
Input’from counse]ors . *

Confidential reports from other sources
. Infolggtxon shared by EA and R committee

‘Repo from any agencies servicing student
v Medi cgg_ Data : ¢
" Medical reports v

Medical festing -
Professional evaluation of v1$1on,
. medica], etc.

(f

a
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Specific Program/Approach

Distar ‘
SRA .reading series
Lippincott Beginnings program N

Sight-word approach (Dolch)
Direct instruction series (Distar,
. Corrective Reading) - 2

L}

‘Repetition/Drill/Practice

Repetition and practice et
* Much drill S .

Enough practice for over]earn1ng

Constant relearning '

Read and read and read

§pecifichype of Materials
. * ¢

Uncluttered reading materials

- Language master

Vocabulary development-materials

.Tape -recorder’

Flash cards

Multisensory/Multimodality Approach

. Examples of Responses Within Categories of

" What Works in Teaching Reading to LD Students \S/

Structured/Task Analysis Skills Training

Highly structured approach
Firm.structuré, organization
Tightly sequenced approach
Comprehensive task ana]ys1s L .
Break down sk1]]s~

High Interest Materials *

~ High*interest maferfais N - ‘”~ Ty
. High interest books .

Pleasure reading -

. Personal stories

Work, in interest Tevel

Individuaiized/Small Group Instruction

Small group instruction ‘ ' |
Individual or very small group instruction
One-to-one small group sett1ng

1:1 help

No groups

Motivation/Reinforcement

Multisensory approach ‘
Multimodality. approach .
Combined multisensory ‘approach
Teaching through more than o

" 'modality .
Tactile a]ong w1th other senses

¢
Teach to S%ggqgfnoda11§1

Teaching to primary. 1earn1ng .
modality ,
Make use of student's best
* - functioning modality
Cassettes for auditory learner
“Determine strong moda]1ty for
learn1ng

IText Providad by ERIC.
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Reinforcement with rewards
Rewards and incentives
Motivational incentives
Praise the positive
Friendly encouragement -

-

Variety of Materials L

Variety of materials - . ‘ . Q
Not only one type of material o
Variety\of-things -"tapes, skills book . 0
L . o
o ‘ Lt
5 s
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Examples of Responses Within Categories of
What Works in Teaching Mathempatjcs to LD Students
. - P, . M/
Manipulative MateriaTé ' Repetition/Drill/Practice
Manipulatives ‘ Repet1t1on/préct1ce/dril]
Pennies and dimes and other ~ Eonstantly review basics
manipulatives Constant, cons1stent review
Handling of objects, shapes Drill in every ‘form
Concrete materials Lots of practice before moving on
“Hands-on" materials - ' ' ,
" *  Structured/Task Ana1y§1s Sk111s . Specific Type of Matetial
Tra1n1ng . e T N o "
\Task ana]ysis'approach , . * Flash cards ° \
‘Work from student's errors . . Calculators e s
- Provide step by step procedures Visual aids
Tightly sequenced program 6ﬁa1kboard work
Sheet of steps to follow Gamgs
Specific Program/Approécﬁ v > Practical Applications ;
N * ) ‘
Oregon Math : Practical 1ife-related prob]emsl
Basic Math series Consumer'oriented :
Distar math Application’of skills to meaningful
Specialized time and money kits circumstances
Finger math | Consumer math approach . “«
s o - Functional, life-oriented tasks
ak < % T
Indiviqualized/Small Group o Motivation/Reinforcement -
Instruction : . ) \‘~;> .
} -
Individual attention. . | Highly motivated student
One-to-one instruction , Consistent. support
Individual or small groups ) Reinforcement whenever poss1b]e
Small groups . ' Motivational incentives .
Individualized curriculums ‘ Rewards and inceptives
‘High Interest/Vartety Materials Moda]itx/Sensory Agproach ) s
Interesting materials. - Multi- sensory approach
High interest leve?” - Determine modality through wh1ch learn best
Variety of materials \ . ‘
o ¥ Yk
»I". . - r
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Mater1als S

v

High interest material

Practical applications of own -
thoughts :

Paragraphs on subject of own choice

Lot of "fun" writing ‘

Vary assingents‘

Motivation/Reinforcement ‘
~

Reinforcement with rewards -

. Encouragement and re1nforcement
often

Consistent support

Motivated teacher

Individualized/Small Group Instruc-
tion .

Individual atténtion
Assign story~to be written by groups

of 2-4 students .
" Small group setting .
Mg%\’
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A 8-7
Examp]es of Responses Within Categories of . )} Wil

d What WOrks in Teaching ertten Languaée to LD Students 'C
Structured[]ask Analys1s Skills Specific Program/Approach

Teaching ) )

S . Fernald approach °

Sequgnt1a] development of writing -  Frank Shoffer materials

skills ' ) McGraw Hi11 language series

Task analysis of skill Language experience approach

Systemat1c, sequential Cloze procedure
Begin with simple. e —
One skill at a time '

[ ‘ .
H1g_,Interest[?ersona]/Var1etx, : Modality/Sensory Approach S

Multisensory multimodality approach -

Ensure listening and reading sk1]]s are
well established

Use strongest modality

Multimodality - tape recordebs, ‘typewriters

Tactice/tracing

Practice/Correcting Errors

Analysis of errors
Rewrite their materials
Daily practice
Repetition -
Drill-repetition

L
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