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ABSTRACT. ‘ ' ! :
. The purpose of this stddy was to determine what is
" happening in the day-to—day operation of learning and reading
-disabili'ty prograss in various school systems and to survey reading
personnel's feelings about existing practices and organizational
structures. A guestionnaire, desighed to discover procedures for
helping children with reading or learning disability probleams, was
‘sent to reading directors or snperv1sors in 37 selecte? school
district’s representing all‘city sizes and reqgions of the state of
. Connecticut. The respondents were asked two questions:- Within -your
school system, bhave the roles of the readlng person and the .
learnapg-dlsab111t1es person been defined in urltten job .
descriptions? Is there a formal outline or master “plan concerning .the
relationship of the tasks and duties of the readigg person and the
' learning-disability person? Findings showed that job descriptions for
both readlhg and learning-disability personnel are not the noram in
dlstrlcts/éurveyed and that 68% reported no formal outline or master
plan concerning the relationship of the tasks #hd duties of the -
reading and learnlng—d!sablllty personnel. A bri=f summary of
. implications is presented. (MB) .
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A child is having difficulty remembering new sight words; his teacher he-.
lieves he needs special help, Who in the school system will service this child?
The reading specislist? The learning disabilities specialist? This question
is being raised by reading people, learning disabilities people, administrators,
and classroom teachers across the nation. In the case of the child. with dif-
ficulty in learning sight vocabulary, one might say that sight vocabulary is ¥
part of reading and, therefpte, is the responsibility of the reading teacher. ,
On the other hand, one could' suggest that the child has a visual memory deficit
and needs the assxstance of the learning disabilities teacher. Each of these
solutions is, of course, an oversimplification. A good diagnostician would
obviously want more information about the child and his reading skills, Wwho
hen does the further diagnosis? What instruments are to be used? Does the
: pecialisthEQ'does the diagnosis. construct the tnstructisnal prescription?

s

ing- and the -learning disabilities specialists use different ine

nts gnd arrive at the same ‘conclusions? Js there any differense in - . :

N . in$trdctional prescriptions and procedurcs used by resding and learning dLsa- i oo

L . - billties specialists? The answers to these questions affect the: dailx services '
provided for students" and, thcrefore, deserve serious consideration and in-

vestigation, : ’ . o -

¢oncerns about the roles of the reading and learning disabilities

personnil is not restricted to the operational problems of individual school

systems,.\ At the state and national levels today experts in-both fields are

megting,' iscussing, formulating. Position papers and establishing definitions

in‘an atteypt to outline the roles of the two professional groups.” The Summer,

1975, issud of The Journal'of Special Education and the October, 1976, issue

of The Jdu 1 of Learning Disdbilities featured collections of papers focusing

‘on tﬁg relatdpnship between reading and learning disabilities specialists, The

December, 197 issue of Tne Reading Teacher contained a listing of each state' s

requlremeq;s for: preservice reading training for leatning disability certifica-

tion. The Interqpational Reading Association in its annual business session of

1976 considered d approved a resolution expressing concern about the role of

learning -disabilit\es teachers in servicing children with reading problems,

The Connecticut Rea ing Research Association*has been active in investigating

the state guidelines for learning disabilities and reading. i
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S Thege*nationalxand state caumiétee , nathnal publications and professional
oxgani:atlons certeinly play a significant role in defining, proposing and in -
sowe ggses, regulating edtcational practiye,' However, the definitions and pro-“
cedures*&hat emerge from these sources arejoften “lfter-the-flct.“ Because of
the pressures of dey-to-dav happenings; because of immediate needs of children -
and because of the need for immediate actiom,” public school personnel often ,
. must create or adopt definitions of "leatning disability" and 'reading problem,*

. establish diagnostic processes and. assign cbildten to either’ or both specialists

. completed; on this sheet -the respondent was asked to complete informational data ?

without the decisfons pr recommendations o\“ipe state and national committees, }
Definitions, procedures, and prefiriptions ‘6Tten evolve, solidify and" become "the
vay" things are done without any formal discussiona, s@ltement

or ﬂecnsions ace-
tually being made. ’ v A ’ '

. ' Purpose of Study "~ - >

These informally-evolved policies may vork very well; the students may’ be
recelving excellent, appropriate services; state and national Lidelines may be. ‘
superfluous. The purpose of this study was to determine vhat {s happenlng in v
the day-to-day operation in various school syetems, and to survey readimng per=-
sonnel's feelings about existing praetices and orgenintioml‘ tructures, °

. ® . ‘ - h
* : Procedures ’ -

In order to determine the status of these organizational. ﬁtructures a
questionnaire was designed to tap existing formal and informal: procedures for
servicing children with reading and/or learning disaWility problems. The ques-
tionnaire, wailed in October, 1976, consisted of one sheét which all respondents

(title of position held by the person completing the questionnaire and the si?é /

. of the town) and two items. The two items were: . /-

RN

1. Withln your school system have-the rolés of- the_xeadxng person and the f
‘ Iearning disabilities person‘been defined in written‘jﬁb desctip:xons’ 4”

[
e ———

2, Within your system is there a formal outline or master plan concerning o
‘the relationship of the tasks and duties of the reading and learning
disabiljty pedple? For example, has it been delineated who diagnoses
which child, who uses which assessment instruments and who provxdes
qhat instruct10n7 L ,
¢ Depei ing upon the answer to item 2, a respondent then completed ore other
page. Each of the other pages required descriptions of the process being used
in the individual district and the satisfaction with the partlcular process,
.Each respopdent answered two standard questions-
. at criteria does your system use for classxfylng a child as having
learning disabiliff, problems"? -

2. What cr1ter1a does your system use for classifying a child as hav1ng o
'"reading protlems'? ® :

.

. . ) ’




The questiohnaire was sent to re -ing directors or s pervisors in 37 sel-. wx
ted school districts representing ajl ¢ity sizes and regions of the State of -
‘onnecticut Twenty-five questionnaifes, approximately 70%, were returned with
complete, usable information, The sike of the cities rqported on the teturned
.questionmwires were as follows :

. ' B
- P

f

. ) cities of 164,000 or mdre 3/ . |
- » - 5P,000 to 99,999 & : '
S - , . 0,000 to 49,999 6 _ N / B
- ) 0,000 to 29,900 & s -
R » '~ punder 10,000 8 a

. The reading director was selegted as 'the pe son within the 'svstem most
directly responsible for the readiig services and the ﬁerson most likely to’ = C
have knowledge .about the current,jofficial admin1stra 'ive polidies and pro- C
cedures relating to the job respop sibﬂlites of the reading and lquning S

li"( disabilities personne;. o i i

- . . . . A ) - . <

: R 5, : . : F »diqgg of the. Study f‘ . N

e . . . L I -

- Responses to the questionglire items were catesorized by individual questions ?;

‘and by ‘size of city. Interestfngly, the. size of the city did not #ppear to be
a. determxninq factor for any tem, . S

Job’ desctiptions - read hg and learning,disabilitios personnel., The e£fat-
ence &f written job desc§ip;§:ns for both positions is .not the norm in the districts.

surveyed. Twehty-four percefit (6 out ®f 25 systems) reported both positions have , °

written job descriptions. nty-four percent (6 out of 25 systeml) reported no
L written descriptions for eithdr position. Twenty-eight percent (7 out of 25) re-
o . ported written descriptions fox reading only while one district (47%) reported a
job description for learning d fsabilities only. Twenty percent. (5 -out- of 25)
reported that job descriptions vere in the process of being written. The size of
the town did not appear to influence whether written descriptions existed. Al-
though more districts (52%) have Job descriptions for reading garsonnel than for
. learning disability personnel (28%), it is surprising in light of accountability
s - measures in public schocls that the majority of districts have not formulated /

oL uritten job descrxptions for both these positions.

Presence of a Master Plan. The majority of the districts - 17 out of 25
or 687% - reported no 'formal outline or master plan concerning the relationship
v : of the tasks and duties of the reading and learning disability people." Five
. -, districts or 20% of the responding districts reportqd that a formal outline or |
) ' master plan existed and 3 districts (12%) reported that they were in the pro-
- . cess of formulating a master plan, Again, the size of the district was not a
-significant factor. . . Y '

Reports of a master plan in existence. The"five districts-reporting a
! formal master plan in evistence generally described this plan as a procedure

1
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vhete refetrals from various sources are mede to indiuidual speeialists (reading,t
learning disabilities, psychology) and testing.by this specialist then occurs,
Refet(als to ather specihlists are possible.and occur when other problems or
questiond arise. The state guidelines for..placement and speeial instruction
—heavily irfluenced; -the -variou$ districts® ptocedures. Twé districts repérted

that the state guidelines were the‘ptocedures they followed. ' .
. . o '
One district described a plan thatsie in its first year of ope y ion and
was- considerably more structured and sequenced than other reported‘??gns\n Under
.this plan all tefettals are considered before: any testing by a planning &nd’

placement team consisting of the classroom teacher, principal, learning disa-
‘bilities teacher, speech teacher, reading consultart, psychologist, social P
worker and nurse. ' The.team discusses the problem, the past information, ‘and ,
formulates a plan of action. Referrals for testing .and other types of data
gabhering are inciuded in the plan of acon, and the informatidn is presented
‘ at the next team meeting. On the basis of the informatioh, the team designs
educational plans for the student, designates who giwves instructidn, support
/services and 'possible further testing. .Although the final stages of this plan

,’ is a tthcal pupil planning ‘team function; the'.irfitial meeting to plan the cole

lection of information and testing of the child wés unique among the districts .
surveyed and provided a.structured base for communicstion among the yarious
specialists, :

. Of the'five districts reporting a formal plan, three districts indicated
a need for better coordiwnation érnd communication among the specialistsy one
district was satisfied with its plan and one district is in the first year of

operation, ° - ‘e

Reports of informal plans; Interestingly, what some distric{; descrihed
as "their formal prccedures" many districts have evolved on "an informal basis."
The 17 districts-who reported no master plan responded to the question,- "If
~you have .-no formal plan, what do .you see as the informal procedures that may
have been established?'" Typically, those resporfding to this item described )
informal procedures that fit into three categories: . .

.1) informal comm@inication channels between reading cqnsultants and

learning disabilities specialists.provide basis fér decisions -

six districts. = . -
i

2) pupil placement team procedure - three districts.

.

-

3) complete seoaratlon or minimal communication between reading and
Spec1a1 edUC3L10n and/or learning disabilities departments - S‘districts.

Eight districts, 32% of the total number of districts reporting report
‘no or minimal communication between reading and learning disabilities departments,

a surprlsingly large number, . -



" havior problems," and 'modality deficits" reoccurred. I

L4 . . ) . . . ‘_ 5 _ \\ A D »"
M ‘«‘ \ T )
{ In statements describing -a tooperative gftyngemeng\between reading and
learning disability specialists, terms such as “"perceptusl problems," 'be-
] learning disability
is defined in, these terms, it appeared easier to draw a istinction betwee
the areas of reading. aud learning disabilities. - N [ .
Only ‘four out of 17 districts.reporting no formal mgskbr plan'felt that
thejir procedures for identifying and planning. instructional programs were

3

effective and avoided duplication of effort. \
Reports of master plans in process ofi beihg‘ptepared; if a district -
Teported that it was in the process of formulating a master \}an,[typically
the -district described a series of meetings between the reading director .
and the special semvices director to determine respodsfbilitiﬁb of cach area
specialist., The problems that arose were those ,of definition;} the definition
- of a "'learning.disability' when brought- to the operational,_heﬁavio:al‘lével
\ consistently overlapped that of a 'reading problem.' -As the child enters
the seventh and eighth grades, the operational definitions of reading and

- F

learning disability problems become almost synonymous. - ol

i
\
-~ Y

Critéria used for classifying a child., In response to the questions

egarding criteria for classifying a child zs having a learning dﬁsability

of reading problem, three different types o responses occurr«d adross all.
-d}stricts reporting., First, "no get criteria' for either classification
wvere reported. Second, in describing learning disabilities eitherithe stand-
ard "exclusion" definition of learning disabilities was cited or the procedure
(teacher observations, ITPA, WISC, Slingerland, P.P.T. decis{on, and/or par-
ental pressures) was described. Third, in describing the criteria for classi-
fying a child as having a reading problem many districts reported using the

st ard of one or two years below grade level~(or in some districts:below

- potential) level, There was not unanimous or near unanimous agreement on
the criteria used to decide if a child has a reading problem. :

Summary

These results suggest there is still much to be done in establishing .
workable procedures for servicing students who need the assistance of read-
ing and learning disability personnel. The pupil planning team as specified
by state law does provide a general framework for some kinds of decision
making, Before.a student's case comes before the planning and placement:

. team, however, many important decisions have'already been made. Who diagnoses

and who decides to bring the case to the team may seriously influence whether
the child is labelled learning disabled and thus what extra services he may
receive, The types of tests used may determine his/her classification and
subsequent prescription., It seems that the master plan should include an:
outline of procedures of what occurs from the point of the initial referral
to the final stage of follow-up monitoring of a student's progress~in his/:

her regular class setting. - , .

i
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« Desighing‘such a master plan presents several problema If the ultimate ‘j
* 3901 of the phan 4s" to insure that the child receives the best possible ‘service,

then the logical starting point might be the. listing in’ objectxve terms of the

. o specific skills each ‘specialist possesses and subsequently matching this know=
‘. . ledge and skills with each child's needs. Such an approach, however, de-empha-,
S sizes labels such as_learning disabili y or remedial reader and is nét necessarily.
easily compatible with state regulafions for identificatfon and placement of o

atudents with specxal ueads. : ‘ .

. Another approach toxeatablishing a master plan pight be thYough—the use of
definitions. 1If ‘this approach is uséd, the data from this survey spggests that
definitions in, both Iearvxng disabilities and reading need to*be-carefullv ana=
lyzed and behaviora} charbcteristics identified.  The new foqulﬁ_measuring

. “"seVere-discrepancy” published by the .federal government, does not’ encourage
any behavioral specifications. The formuld, therefore, will mor answer: any of
the day-to-day questions of what measures should be used in determintng spelling
deficiency, what prescription should be writ:en and who can best service the
child. The basic question will still remain: If a child has a reading prob-
lem, who is best qualified .to help the child oveq&ome the pggglgm and—succeed
in his academic care&r! . 'Y , Do

A ~
Perhaps each system needs to formulate its own set of working papers and
. its own set of guidelines describing who gives which assessment—imstruments,
'who assesseswhich children, who is responsible for what instriction-and who
evaluatés the succ és or failure of a particular instructional -plan. The state
and national committees and departments can establish broad definitions, esta-

* * blish procedures on who must attend meetings, who must sign the required docu-.

g . ments, and when instruction and evaluation must be implemented, The crucial

-~- - - - questions of who provides what services--the questfons of what happens to and

- for the child on a day-tn-day basis--must be answered by the 1ndividua1'school

system.






