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IN 'RODUCTION

The issue of service to learning disabled Stﬁééﬁts in the Eﬁéiié
school has reccived much attention in the past several years. Both
state and federal education officials are concerned with the ever
rising number of handicapped students identified as learning disabled.
Whiie the total school population ﬁas been &ééiiﬁiﬁg; the ﬁﬁ;ﬁél of
learning diéébiéa éﬁiidfén has been iﬁéééééiﬁg. In fact. since 19;6
the number of students classified as LD has increased by 119% while

the school population has decreaséd 9.4%, (Latham, 1984).

Jamee Ciialfant (1984) has clearly set forth the difficulties

disabled students. One obvious explanation to the imcrease in the
number of identified learning disabled students is that the local
educational agencies have become more knowledgeable and sophisticated
in the identification process. While this is certainly true, it

thé continual increase of children identified as learning disabled is

due to a number of more subtle reasons.

éﬁé mood of the educational ébmmuniﬁy fifteen years ago was one
of antagonism with parents who were looking for ﬁéip with their
Béﬁdicapped children. Ehiié some mentally retarded éﬁiid;en; deaf
children, blind children, and speech impaired children were sérved in
the public schools: many learning disabled children, emotionally

disturbed children, and sévérely handicapped children were virtually



excluded from a free appropriate iuéiié education.

When the Education Of All Handicapped Children's Act (PL 94-142)
was enacted schools were required to serve ail handicapped children

and while many special educators did not yet fully understand the new

law and it's regulations, they worked hard to meet the mandates of the

education and began to provide more appropriate programs.

General education gladly accepted assistance with these difficuit

to educate children. The more special educator and parents "sold" the
imbofﬁéﬁéé of éﬁééiél education, Ehe more general edication aiidwe&
their responsibility to these children to wané. In the early days of
PL 94-142, the notion of providing educafion inm the least restricrive
environment was ignored. Rather than lcoking at least restrictive
environment, educators looked at "mainstreaming” learning disabled

students. This meant placing the student in anything in the regular

ciassroom teacher's needs: This practicé in not placing a student in
the least restricitve environment.

In addition to the insidicus abrogation of general education's
responsibility to the difficult to educate children, pre=service
training programs émﬁarkéé on a greater ééﬁéféEié; of épééiéi and
géhérai education ﬁéééééég i; éﬁé ﬁﬁiﬁersities and COiiéééé; §ECEUSe
special education was now required by law to serve éil héﬁ&iéa’p’iaé'&
children, and as special educators were over selling their services,

général educations answer to helping teachers deal with children with



differences was to refer the chiild to special education. As time went
by, the gap between pre-service spécial education and general

education traininé programs grew widers

As this was takiné ﬁiééé, there was a simultaneous and
significant change in the demographics of our nation. Incieases in the
numoer of singie parent families and two parent fam111es where both
parents worked led to an increase need for day care and eariy
childhood programs. Many children entering kindergarten today have had
a oréscnoolfday Eééé experience. ﬁaviﬁé oﬁiidrEn entér school eéiiiéé

has led to a greater awareness of g differences and delays within
chiidren; These differenéés, observed by preschoo’ teachers or day
care workers, altered teacher expectation and, ultimately, student

performance;

Anothér not so subtie différénté over the past ten years Bas been
the wave of parent/student rights iitiéétion. Thé courts have set a
tone in education that has frightened both special aducation and
general education. The majority of cases have been directed toward
pr'ovi'di'ng special services, reinforcing the notion that special
ééucatiéﬁ is better: Ross (1956) stated that placement in LD is often
the easiest alternative for a schoo.: This placement suggests that the
student's problem is at least temporarily aiieV1ated and indicates

that the school is doing something to for the student.

The concépt of least restrictive education has not been
embhasiied by parents, school offiéials, or the courts. In fact,

attempts at services in the 1east restrictive environment with
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classroom and/or curricular adaptation has nof been met with approval
by advocates; parents, or thé courts. Parents seem to prefer "special"

education for their child rather than classroom and/or enificuiar

adaptation.

Whatever the reasons, the incidence of learning disability has
continued to climb éesbité the reduction in the general school
population and the efforts of the Federal and State Departments of
Education to impooe stlicter cr1ter1a. The end result however is that
the 16&51 educational agencies Dust educate these identlfled LD
students. The most common treatment intervention is to provide a
resource or itinerate service. There appear: to be & significant

inasiiit§ to rehabilitate these youngsters. It would ApSééf that we

are teaching L.D. &bunéetefé to be depénaant and that the traditional

pull-out or resource framework of 1ntervenrion for these students has

only limited éffectivenééé. We must éﬁend more time inveétiéatiné
procedures such as increasing student time on tesk, teacher time

management, student engagement time, and alternative intervention
Strategies inéinding leaving the L.D. student ir -hé regular

ciassroom.
BACKGROUND

The School ﬁiétriét of independence, ﬁisSbnfi; is a suburban
school district sééviﬁé apprbximatéi§ eleven tﬁousand students
kindérgaften tﬁéénéﬁ twelfth grade. our ﬁé&ember iéé&: child Eaﬁﬁé
indicated that 5;6i of our school population was identIfied as

learning disabled. We currently employ tnirty~§e5en teachers of the
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iearning disaéiéé énd have an ave%agé ééseioad of éighteéﬁ ééudents
per teacher. As with many local educational agencies, our primary
intervention modei is the pull-out ressupcs model where the students
are buiiéa out of rhe reguiar classioom seen by thé Special education
:éacher for sometime each &ay. Aﬁﬁéaiimateiy eight percent of the

learning disabled students are served ir a self-contained classroom.

After several years of closely monitoring the improvement of

reading performance aicnz tha Jearning disabied students, we have
found that very few stuients show significant improvement. We are abie
to teach some compensatory skili development, study skilils; and some

improvement iu rexding achievement brt for the most part we are
P g P

teaching dependency on *he smaller educational setting, continual

égéistaﬁCé in instruction, and Sépafatio; f;éh the reéuiér élaéséééa
environment. We ;;é reSponAing to EB éfudents as héndicapﬁéa éé they
are bééfaféing in accordance to our expectations.,

Wher teachers were asked to identify what it would take ig
demonstrate greater improvement in feadiné perfornance of the srudents
identified as learning disabled, they reported that smaller caseload

sizes and more time with the students shouid give us thée desired

effect. In addition ro what the teachers reported would increase
téaaiﬁé Bé;fbrmanCé; effective ééﬁbois réséarch has shown that
increasing student time-on-task, increasing student engagement time,
improvihg the ﬁﬁéiiéy of teacher=pupil iﬁééracrion, réauCiﬁé classroom
diStréétibns; and improving the iﬁéiify of téaching skill makes a

difference in increasing student outcome.



rOCUS CURRICULUM PROGRAM

The Focus Eurriéulum Preérém is an aiternaciaé educational
intervention program for third grade students who score at, cr below,
the 30th percentiie on a standardized reéding achiévement test. The
program préﬁides these students with a concéntrated focus on the

mastery of critical reediﬁé skills and time to préetice these skills.

Students (regular cducation students o special education
students) who meet the criteria add whose parents approve are placed
in the program. Tb'se students are prov1ded a six hour school day
focused primariiy on reading instruction. They are also provided some
(one hour) imstruction in math and recreationaj physical education.
The teacher pupil ratio is 1:10 and each stvdent reﬁains in the

program of one quarter of the school year.

Those students who have been icentified as tearning disabled are
not so identified to the focus teachers and the individual educational
program is deQeieped without the iﬁﬁdt of the focus teachers. This may
Be sééé&ﬁat c0nfusihg. The I.E.P. was developed with the
multidisciplinary team, including the parents, and it reflected the
goals énd 5bjeééivég of the program. This éas doneé to eiimihéte the
pbééibiiit§ of negativé teacher eibeétetions of a ”haﬁdieeppéd"

student.

The direct in;truction focused on speC1fic learning obJectIVE-

These objectives were reinforced with superV1sed guided ptaLLiLCt The

8 .



student time-on-task, improve the quality of teacher- pup11
interacti;n, redice classroom dIstracters, alter teacher expectatIons
of these students, and fmprove the quality of teacn1ng skltl. The

Focus Gurrlculum Program has been in operation for two years.,
SUBJECTS

We have served a total of one hundred and ten students of whom
fifty-six have been 1aentifieé as learning disabled prior to their
Focus Curriculum Program did not know which children had been
identified as learning disabled: Each LD student who was placed in the
Focus Curriculum Program had an IEP and parental permission for

placement;

Fourteen students were girls and thirty-two were boys. Alj bat
one of our thirteen elementary schools had LD students participating
in the ;;egram. All teét Scorés are normal curve equivaients; The
readiné scores prior to entry iﬁta Eﬁé program ranged from 6.; NCE to
44.10 NCE, with an average NCE of 21.80 for the entire group of LD
students. Tﬁe School Dlstrict average NCE in reading is 60.00
&eﬁéﬁstratlng that the Focus students were considerably below the
district average. All teétiﬁé was conducted in the Spring of the
Schooi year.

Fifty of the fifty six LD students in Cht program had test scores

from both second and third grade providlng a basis for pre and post

intervention testing. Twénty~five of *he fifty—éik students continued
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effect of the intervention.
RESULTS

The Wilcoxon météﬁéd pairs éiéﬁéé—ééﬁﬁé non-parametric
ététiéticéi test was Géé& Eé éﬁéiyze pre- and poSt—intérVéntibﬁ data.
The null hypothesis was that the Focus Curriculum Program intervention
did not make a significant difference in the reading scores of

identified learning disabled students. For the purposes of this study

our probabiiify for rejecting the null was set at the .01 level.

For those étuééﬁté who had ;EBEéé féom both second and Ehird
grade; that is to say pre- and post-intervention, & Z scoré of 4.61
was obtained allowing rejection of the null hypothesis thus indicating
that the intervention ﬁéa made a significant difference in the reading
scores of identifiediééfﬁiﬁé &igébied students in the Focus Curriculum

Program:

Once it was determined that the intervention did make a

significant difference in the reading score, the effect of the ability
of the students to sustain these gains in reading was invostigated.
There were twenty-five étuééhts who had fourth gréde scoress These
were students who had participated in the Focus Curriculum Program as
third grade students during the 1983-84 scheol year. The null
hypothesis was that there was no sustained gains in Eeédiﬁé scores of

LD students placed in the Focus Curriculum Program one year after

their lééviﬁg the program. A probability level of .0l was set. A t
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score of 62.50 was obtained allowing rejection of the null hypothesis.
Growth in NCE scores from second to third grade ranged from O to

34,3, with a median growth of 14.0, and from third to fourth éfééé

from 1.20 to 35.70; with a median growth of 8:1: The average growth of

NCE scores from second to third grade was 10.0 and from Ehird to
fourth éf;&é ééé 2;83; The average gains of these studéncs can be
compared with the averagé gains made by all the students in the schooil
district which were 2.0 from second to third grade and .30 from third

to fourth grade.

In an attempt to investigate both parent and teacher attitudes
regarding student improvement; a survey was sent to a random sample of
thirty parents of the LD children in the Focus Curricuiam Program and
to a random samplé of thirty teachers who received the students once
gﬁévéyg were returned. All of the parents rééﬁbnaé& that they felr
their child benefited from the program and that Eﬁé§ ﬁé;é; in fééé;
betrer readers as a result of the program. The teachers who responded
to the survey indicated that they rated the program siigﬁti& above
average in its overall ability to assist students. They indicated that
the program improved chiiateﬁ;s ééi%—ééﬁééﬁé, Bfévided smaller ciass
éizé thus éiibﬁiné for more iﬁ&i?iduaiized éEtenEioni and helped

children improve their attitudes about school.
DISCUSSION

We have had limited success with the traditional pull-out

11



programs for our learning disablad students and the data From the
Focus Curriculum Program is an excitinz first step in our look at
alternative strategies for serving the learning diéébié& s:uéenc. The
Focus Curriculum Program has allowed us the opportunity to more than
double the amount of time a student ﬁéé i;ééé?éﬁéiéﬁ f;om
approximately 4.38 weeks in a traditional pull-out program (45 minites
; aé§) to nine weeks of inférVéntion; In aéditibh; we have been ablé

to reducé the pupil:teacher ratio from approximately 18:1 to 10:1.

It is important to note that-we beiiéVé the effécts of the
program were not related ro just an increase in time and a lowering of
tﬂé pupil:teacher ratio: We have had p?éérams in the past that have
accounted for these variables ani have not démonstrated significant
growth. Much time was spent in teac.ar training developing teacher
skills in increasing the students' time on &: <k, Students' cngagement
time, students' time in guided practice, teachers' expectations of the
students, reduction of classroom distractions, and teacher management
time. These are éritiCal issues that need to be iﬁﬁfévé& in all

teaching situations.

While the Focus Curriculum Program does segregate third grade
students who have lower reading scores. Not all of the students in the
Focus Curriculum Program are handicapped. The students who have been
identified as learning disabled are intégratéé with non-handicapped

low readers. The student, with parent permissjon, is placed in the

program for the entire school school day for one guarter (some
stdents were placed for a maximum of three quarters one). Because the

program is so intensive; has non:handicaﬁbé& peers, and because the




student remains in the program for such a short period of time, we

believe that the program is the least restrictivé for these studentss

The benefit of this program is that the student is not
stigmatized as being hahaiéaﬁééé and can continue with his/her peers.

handicapped:

There are some difficulties we have encountered. ~he program is

have been ﬁﬁe trafisition of the students to and from the Focis
Curricilum %rogram; the fééﬁiéé classroom teachers'’ ﬁéSitancy to ailow
a student to be remcved from tﬁe class énﬁ ihtegfatiﬁé the student
back into the classroom when tﬁé program ends: The students does ot
receive a regiilar third ééééé curriculum while in the focué Curriculum
Prograi éhé doe: have some fe-integraiion nééds when returned to the
reguléé éiéé;éééé;

To reduce the problems associated with Eﬁé re~integration of a
student the Focus Curriculum Program staff meets with fhe regular
classroom teacher and building pfihéiﬁéi to ﬁiéﬁ the re—enEry into the

regular classroom. Even with this effort, we have met somé resistance.

Another difficulty encountered has been the reiuctance of the
resource learning disabilities teacher to believe that an LD student

can demonstrate such growth in such a short period of time: Even the

these ééins had been méaé;
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There are several options to the program that might help
alleviate these two major difficulties. First, better inservice of

both the regular and special education staff prior to beginning 4

program like the Focus Curriculum. Such inservice might reduce the

strategies: Secondly, it is suggested that inservice concentrate more
heavily a discussion of the curriculum used in the program and why

reading is so heavily emphasiééé;

A sulution to the problems meiitionied above is to develop the

Focus Curriculum Program within a building for the students in that
building. This would increase teacher knowledge of the program,

being a needed part of the student's education. It is our planm to
replicate the program in an elementary school during the 1985-86

school yééf to determine if these difficulties will be resolveéd.
CONCLUSION

The incidence of learniiig disabilities has continued to grow over

the past ten years despite the efforts of Federal, State, and Local
educational agencies. These students must be provided an appropriate
education in the least restrictivé environment.

The School District of Independence has developed an alternative

g

treatment program called thé Focus Curriculum Program that providés
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intensive; short-term reading and math instruction to those third
grade students who score below the 30th percentile on a standardized

reading test.

The students in the program have demonstrated significant growth

in reading ability as a result of the intervention of the Focus

Curriculum Program. The data also suggests that the increase in
rzading is sustained dufiﬁg the fourth grade.

Wh e the data is éncourégiﬁg more needs to be dones It is
suggested that the program be expanded to serve all second and third
grade students who score below the 30th percentile. This would
Bé;ééhiiy serve students before they aré identified as learning

disabled, handicapped.
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