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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to determine the
effectiveness of an-individualized program for learning-disabled
children. The subjects 'participated individually prescribed learning
activities, which involved small-grouwp interactions directed toward
the growth,and development of perceptual skills, parceptual-adtor
skills and self-goncepts, -and interpersonal skills. The activities
vere implemented through a multi-faceted reading projram, which
served as a foundation for daily instruction and peraitted the
children to learn through their perceptual strengths. This training
vas inteqr4at®d into the reading program.- One hour of remediating
activities was provided each day to meet each child's most serious
area of perceptual weakness. Throughout the program the chiliren were
given a battery of diversified tests and were constantly reevaluated.
The findings indicated that children with learning disabilities can
make startling progress when placed in an individualized program of
instruction and continuing evaluation. The implications for placing
learning-disabled children in regular classrooms are discussed. The
conclusion is reached that if "mainstreaming”" such children is t> be
an effective alternative, an individualized program of instraction
and continuing evaluation is essential to the child and vital to the
teacher, who is charged with the responsibility for the chili's
learning. Educators must build evaluation into all their programs
dealing with learning-disabled children enrolled in special and
regular classes. (JD) ’
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Q'“S stem /Approach To The Evaluation of Children With Learning Disabilities - Mimio
; .// . o
How muéh progress can be expected from learning, disabled children?

éuch children are often labeled "lazy". "slow", "enbtionally d1sturbed" or-"men-
tally retarded"‘These labels imply that little real 'growth is poss1ble This c&n-
& clpsion is reinforced by using broad based norm-referenced tests to evaluate any men-

/“
1 growth. Since many learning d1sabled children ‘experience difficulty in read1ng

Aand writing, they fall below the llmlts of such tests. Their growth is often a mystery
to educators. The purpose of this study was to determine the effectiveness of an in-
djvidualized program for learning disabled children. The program involved the follow-
/ ing three components:

/ Vi : ;

INDIVIDUALIZED INDIVIDUALIZED
.DIAGNOSIS > PRESCRIPTION

INDIVIDUALIZED

#f’/,/ EVALUATION
J

The first component, individualized diagnosis, supplied the information upon which
each child's program was based. This prescription for educational development was evalu-
ated'periodically and recycled again and again dur-ing the course of the year. How effec-
tive is such a program whigh utilizes evaluation at every junction? How much progress

can ‘be expected from learm'ng~ disabled children?

Ed
Program .
U A

The program which evolved’is illustrated in Figure I. The ten distinct activities

. which were developed are described in the left-hand column.
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The category, Learning Activities, lists the resources and activities utilized
to facilitate growth in each developmental area listed. The children weee diagnosed
by a battery of ;netrUments, 1istee n t7e right-hand column, and specific prescrip-
tive progcimsjwere developed for each child to include one or more of the appropriate
learning activities. As the children made progress, changes in the diagnosis and
prescription resulted. )

The children involved in this program were sixteee (16) seven and eight-year old
children with learning qisabilities enrelled in a learning disabilities class in a
New York City public school. These children participated in individually prescribed
learving éctivjties which involved small-group interactions diretted‘toward the growth
and development of perceptual skills, percéptual-motov skil{s and self-concept and
interpersonal skills. The activities were iﬁhiemented through é multi-faceted reading
rprogrem which sereed as a foundation for dail& instruction and permitted the children
to learn through their perceptual strengths. This iraining was integrated into the
reading program. IOne hour of remediating activities was provided each day to meet
-each child's most serious area of perceptual weakness. | j@f

The children worked in an informal, open”environment‘under the direction of a

N

speeia]ly trained, experienced teacher.

Evaluation Model

This entire program was evaluated by means of a broad-based systems process model,
(Figure 2), which was developed for the‘purpose of providing a basic, step-wise, per-
formance-based plan for conducting a valid evaluatien of a comprehensive program for
~ ehildren wiéh learnihé disabilities. It provided the information rnecessary to accom-
'plish the stated goals, bnyetting gujde\ines and procedures to achieve these goals. ?

By using a strategy called needs assessment, a proeedure designed to reveal the |
"actual" needs of the system, we can validly measure the difference between the existing
system and the stated goals. This difference identifies the educational need of the

client, group, program or community we ar{ evaluating.
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The Mission Profile is a block-flow diagram which is subject to revision. E;hh
block represents a major step 1n the profile and outlines the function to be.ahaly;éq 2
" in terms of the purpose of the function. - _ ‘ . s ' ‘\
The results of each function analysis is to be doghmented in writing. The results
“of the final function ana]ysi§ is re-directed back to the.original ﬁurpose, having the‘
effect of closing the loop. ' . \
Instruments

The sélection of the mgasurjng instruments used in this study was based upon the

criteria.of validity, reliability and usability.

“Criterion 1: Validity N

. a) +he'te$t must be appropriate, within reason, for the 1earning-disabled<ch11d.
(Fair,items)

’bb) It must indicate estimates of cognitive and/or affective development.

Criterion II: Reliability

a) The test must be one which has been administered at least on two occasions to

L]
~

children whose characteristics are the same as the learning-disabled group of children '#

- to whom the test will be administered.
7

_b) The test should have enough items to satisfy our purpose.
L)
Criterion III: Usability
The physical characteristics of the test should facilitate easy' handling and

» )
good response. The test manual shoudl contain clear directions as to administration

and scoring.

t -

The measuring instruments which were evaluated and accepted as appropriate for

]

this study are as follows: - /
Stanford Reading Achievement Test (Primary)
California Test of Personality (Primary) ‘ *

Valett's. Inventory of Primary Skills (Visual-Motor Skills)

P
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Goodenough Draw-A-Man Test ' \
Semantic Différentia] Scale ($DS) Adapted from.Osgood, Suci and Tannenbaum,
. The Semantic Differential Scale (SDS) was developed to measure the attitudes
of children toward themselves,’their friends and their teacher. These concepts, Me,
My Friends &nd My Teacher, were rated agaﬁnst\}we1ve (12) bi-polar items on a three-
point scale; the hfghesf score obtainable is 56. A three-point scale was used due to
the difficulty children with learning disabilities encounter when dealing with abstrac-
tions. o |
Sociometric Tests .
Sociometric tests were administered to.determine whether the factor of working

with at least one pupil of their choice in small groups would facilitate improved per-

tion and at the end of a four-week period of small-group instruction.
Results .
The analyses of'the data arising from this study are as follows:
The computed t values pbtéined for the Stanford Reading Achievement Test, Vocabu-

lary and Reading Comprehension, are 3.22 and 11.16, respectively, and are greater than

—
—

2.120, the significant t value at the .05 level of significance. (Fisher-Yates - Table

3

The null hypothesis is, therefore, rejected at the .05 level of significance for Voca- -
bulary and Comprehension, and it is concluded that there is a signficant difference be-
tween the means of the pre and post-test reading scores for this sample of children with’
learning disabilities. . .
The computed to value obtained for Valett's Inventory of Primary Skills (Visual-

Motor Test) is 4,88, greater than 2.101; indicating significancg at the .05 level of

significance. The null hypothesis is, therefore, rejected at the .05 level of-signifi-

¢

" cance and it is concluded that there is a significant difference between the means of

the pre and post-test Visual-Motor scores obtained.
The computed t value obta‘ined for the Goodenough Draw-A-Man Test is 3.20, which

1s'greater than 2.58, the gignificant t value at ihe .01 level of significance. (Jurney

10

“sonal relationships among the students. Data was obtained prior to small-group Thstruc- -




'. .v .- |

and Robb.'1971.) The full hypothesis is, therefore, rejected at the .01 ievel éf
significance, and it j§ contlbded_that there is a significant difference between the
means of the pre and post-test Developmental Maturity scores obtéined.‘

The rejection of the null ﬁypothesis at the .05 and .01 levels of sigﬁificancé =

"indicates thaﬁ the observed differences between the means d%‘the pre and post-test

data obtainéd from these fests is so large that it is unlikély that the difference
was due fq chance. At the .05 Tevel of significance, the probability that an oé-
tained difference is due to chance is 5 out of 100; at the .01 level of significance, .
the difference could occur'by chance only one,fime in 100. ' '

Since the value‘o? t that are fequired'for significéncé a# the .01 and .05 leveis
ofisignificance are dependent upon the size, of the samples used in a study, ceftain
precautions should be exercisedein 1nterpret1ng the findings in this study, since the
sample was relatively small.

The post-test data obta1ned from the California Test of Personality (Primary), (Fig III
?ersonal AdJustment, illustrates a more normal distribution of scores when compared with
the pre-test scores which illustrate a skewed negative distribution of‘scofés,

The post-test data obtained from fhe area of Social Adjustmeni.jndicates a skewed
positivéAdistribution. This shift to ihe rigﬁt in fﬁg dfstribution o% scores indicates -
an improvement in social adjustment for the class when cémpared with the distribution
of the pre-test scores: , | ‘

These test results indicate a movement toward better persoha] and social adjust-
ment for fhis group of learning disabled children .' '

The mean scores ‘obtained on the Semant1c Differential Scale (SDS) were 33.8, 33.5,
and 33.2, respectively for the concepts Me, My Fr1ends, and My Te¥cher, and suppqrted

‘the data obtained from the Ca11forn1a Test of PersonaIIty (Pr1mary) g 0
- The data obtained from the Sociometric Test administered-at the end of the four- . \f/<
week period, shows an increase in the number of students who indicated mutual choiceE.
. .

' Each of the two isolates indicated by the results of the Sociometric Test administered

‘prior to the four-week period during which the children were<a11&wed td work with at

11




CALIFORNIA TEST OF PERSONALITY (PRIMARY) "
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"with Jearning disabilities be mainstreamed into-the regular classroom, This may be the

.‘s.‘ - r

i Teast one classmate o_f their choice, was chosen by one of the pupils in his group

at the end 6f the four-week period.
Con(iﬂ\;_sjon ‘

. If‘ohe"a‘ccepts the premise that the function of 'instrjuction s fo promote
worthwhile modifications or desirable behaviaral change in ALL children, it be;:omes
‘Ien more 1nport;nt to determine what kind of .modifications or behavioral changes
can be effected in children with learning disabilities.

The heightened interest in children who are average or above average in intelli-
lence. but fail to learn in a conventional mannet, has shifted the emphasis among
edycators from "leamin_g disabilities to alternative "teaching" methods. At the
present’ time, the mthodo'logy devised to facilitate the education of learning disabled
chfl.dreh is clearly experimental and needs to be evaluated.

This study has been a preHmiﬁary investigation into the effec.tiveness of an indivi-

dualized program model  for children with learning disabilities. It did not involve a

® ’
control group because it would be unconsciooabJe to deprive these children of the best

education available to .them *Our finding is indicative that children with learning

iﬂsabhities can mike start‘Hng progress wtzn placed in‘an individualized program of -

instruction and continuing evaluation While evaluation is necessary to the develop-
nent of an effective program of 1nstruction for all children, for the child with a

Tearning disabﬂity. progress dépends upon eva.luation.
The recent law enacted by the Connecticut State Legi{Tature mandates that children

beginning of a trend which will léad to similar laws being enacted throughout the coun-

[
try. If so, teachers, in the near future, can expect to have at least two to three

. Students in attendance '11\ their classes nho'havé been diagnos'ed as learning disabled

children, in addition,to those pupils who exhibit similar characteristics, and who have
[} : ' N

" “always been in attendance in a regular classroom.

If mainstreaming is to be an effective alternative for the ‘learning disabled child,

4 \
§ o 13

1
|



I ) ~
an individualized pro?ram of dnstruction and continuing evaluation is essential to
-the child and vital to the teacher who is charged with the responszbillty for his
learning. ’ .
The results of this study indicate that e&ucators must build evaluation into
all their programs dealing ;ith learning-disabled children, enrolled in speciﬁl and

regular classes. It is a crucial factor in the development of a relevant curriculum, Vg

relevant materials and a relevant process to meet and respond to the changing needs

o and abilities of every learning-disableé child.

«
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Footnotes:
v+ In appreciation to Dr. James Campbell of St~ John's University for his con-

* . 7 tinued guidance, support and interest in this undertaking.

.

Based upon’ this study, a mini-grant;gas obtained from the school Qistrict for

this learning disabilities class.
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