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Few persons would Jeny that there are many children. in..the world- who have

much difficulty learning. The reasons for their learning difficulties are usually
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“complex, are often inter-related, and seldom cah be attributed to a single cause.
Yet, 1f 1t were possible to know enough about children who cannot learn, the primary
reasons, for their learning difficulties could probably be traced to either their
physical or psychological constitution or to their experiences in the home and
school. Therefore, this paper will deal with the ‘structuring of some specific
experiences for the home and school which are designed to help childvren ove}come
Tearning disabilities.

It should be noted that many children are handicapped.w1th either impaired
vision, hearing, health, neurological damage, emotional instability, or lack of
mental capacity. These «iildren, while they may or ;ay not have many of the
characteristics of the learning disabled child, have traditionally been classified
according to their particular, and most apparent, handicapping condition, and.

. regardless of their leaining potential or capacity, have rarely been 1abled Tearning
disabled.

Many other children, however, have difficulty learning but lack an easily
identifiable or apparent handicapping condit{;h‘such as poor vision, poor hearing,
-or neurological damage. These children appear normal in every way to the casual

observer. They show the potential or capacity to learn academic skills appropriate

mastered the subject matter taught in school such as reading, arithmetic, spelliny,

;;:; to their chronological age level, or mental age level, but have not yet adequately
N
writing, speaking, and language sh:i11s. They may have, or may not have, central
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precessing problems such as perceptual difficulty, brain damage, and neurological
dysfunction of some type or another, but neurological examination reveals that the
central processing system is intact and functioning normally. These children will’
be referred to as learning disabled. \

In view of most current definitions, the label disabled learner could be

considered a misnomer especially since the term suggests that the child is at
fault rather than the environment and particularly since implicit in most defin-
itions of the learning disabled child, or learning disabilities, {s the under-
standing that the child has the capacity, the ability, and the potential to master
various learning skills. Al1 that is necessary, the definitions imply, 1s'a
change in the child's environment: a restructuring of the learning steps, a
different set of materials, a different classroom setting, a different instruttioral
approaéh. and so on and so forth. In other words, children with 1earn1ng dis-
abilities are able to learn formal academic skills, and are capable of learning
skills commensurate withvtheir mental capacity, when the environment, both physical
and social, tacilitates rather than debilitates the act of learning.

Studies by this yriter and others support the notion that deliberate changes
in the environment of bLoth the home and the school can significantly affent the
learning abi11ty and academic performance of children. The first purpose of this
paver 1s to show that the pre-school experiences provideu by parents at home do have
a puwerful influence on whether or not their children learn formal academic skills
in school. The second purpose is to show that mothers'can and should be taught
explicitly how to teach their young children formal academic skills such as reading.‘
The third purpose is to show that for learning disabled school-age children neith.r
self-contained classrooms, nor hetergeneous grouping, nor homogeneous grouping‘
nor resource rooms, nor resource teachers, not mainstreaming, nor small-group

instruction, and the 1ike, can provide, in and of themselves, suificient progress
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for children whc need to leari. |
Finally, the fourth burpose 1s to show that whether we 1ike the arrangement '
~or not, learning disab1cd/ch4cdren make optimum gains in learning in ohe-to-one |
instructional settings. The ideal one-to-one setting, of course, would include a
highly trained, competent instructor wﬁo undefstands the subject mafter. the child,
and the teachirg-learning brocess -- who, in short, applies the basic brinciplés.
of Tearning in his or her teaching. But, as this paper will show, student tutors,
well-trained and under the supervision of qualified teachers, can also provide

valuable learning experiences for learning disabled children.

\
Learning in the Home

The cognitive and affective éevelopment of children begins with their parents,
n their‘own homes. The influence is 1rrefdtable and one cannot overstress the
importance of the home environment in preparing children for formal learning
experiences 1n school. Parents can stimulate children's early awareness of, and
interest in, reading, mathematics, spelling, writing, and language.

.Marion Monroe emphasized in her book on reading readiness more than twénty-
five ycars ago, that pdrents play a large role in developing emotional attitudes,
physical growth, and language skillc which are ‘mportant for early School learning
(Monroe, 1951). In a studv of reading readiness, Hess focuses on the influence
of the home environment on the learning ability of chilidren and reports that
children are affected by (1) the degree of crowding in the 11ving quarters,

(2) the use of home resources by mothers to aid cognitive growth, (3) tHe mothers’
participation in ouiside activities, (4) the amount of time mothers read to their
children, (5) the mothers' feelings of effec;iveness in dealing with 1ife,
(6) the maternal teaching style used wnen showing children how to do sumething,

and (7) to some extenc, the language tacility of the mothers (Hess, 1969). In

©
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a study of secondary school underachievérs. Engle and Szyperski show that the
underachieving syndrome {s rooted in the Homé environment (Engle and Szyperski,
1965). Johnson also cites the influence of the home 1n his study of secondary
schoul reading proficiency and discusses the importance of the variables of ;ace.
sex, chronological age, intelligence, socio-economic status and educational
level of parents (Johnson, 1969).

| Giammatteo finds that learning behavior of children from low-income families
is %ffected by pre-school and early-school experiences and suggests that parents
be trained to improve specific learning behaviors as well as inter-personal
behaviors of their children which affect learnihg (Giarmatteo, 1970). Grayum
shows how parents' attitudes, whether positive or negative, affect children's
learning (--ayum, 1958), and Cook says that besides knowing the various techniques
and material for helping children in a learning area, such as reading, parents
must be aware of other ways in which they ca; assist their children - physically,
'menfally, socially, and emot{onally tCook. 1954).

One of the most authoritative and conQincing research reports on the effect
of home stimulation programs on the learning of children comes from Karnes and
Teska (Karnes, 1975). The authors conclude that:

The overriding question that must be answered before any others

make sense is: Can the developmental status of children be changed

through deiiberate programming? The answer to that from the available

research 1s "yes". It is possible t¢ move groups of children from

one-half to one standard deviation higher on measures of intellectual

ability.

They find, however, that gains in intellectual ability as measured by standard
tests are often only temporary and that achievement and motivaticnal gains are
retained for a longer period of time. Fufther. their review of studies shows

that highly skilled and expensive professional. are not necessary to achieve

gains and that well-trained para-professionals or parents can be effective in
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achieving results. The authors lament the fact that in many instances the
researchers failed to. report, or did not know, the day-by-day interactions, or
experiences, of the children, siblings, pa§ents. or outside teachers and that
the results of the research have not been transiated into programs which can
be but into action.

It 1s interesting to note, nevertheless, the success of nearly every
intervention home program reported. The 1ntervent1on technique almost |
invariably involves one-to-one instruction, uses a-structured program
implemented at an early age, and 1s susta1ﬁed over a ldﬁg period of time

(at least a year or more).

[
,

Pre-School, Experfences in the ﬂomf/ )

A study conducted in Kansas City, Hissourf, shojied that fn the home
-varfous specific pre-school Learning Facilitating Experiences (LFEﬂs)Nrelate
closely to ihe reading achievement of good and poor readers in grades four,
five, and six (George, 1975). While LFE's are described in the research
Titerature and have been the subject of many research studies, few studies
relate the LFE's to reading achfevement. especially the readinguachﬁevement of
fourth, fifth, and sixth graders. e

The first problem was to discover 1f good readers realized more LFE's ﬁ
than poor readers. The second problem was to'determine what particular LFE's
good readers realized most frequently and least frequently. The third problem'
was to determine what particular LFE's ranked conspiciously higher for the

good readers than for the poor readers. \

Finally, the educational significancc and implications of the findings had
to be considered. Should Lhis siudy, and subsequent experimental studies as well,

show that certain LFE's consistently corr:late highly with reading achievement,

b
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then educators, it would seem, should direct much more effort to the development
of home programs that p-ovide specific early Learning Facilitating Experiences
for children.

‘ The children in the study 1ived in a semi-rural area near Kansas City,
Missouri, and attended a local e]eﬁentahy school. They were labeled either
good or poor readers or the basis of their ranking on the Comprehensive Test
of Basic Skills, Form Q, Level I. At éach grade level, the eight students who
ranked the Hﬂghest oﬁ the CTBS were labeled good readers, and the eight students
who ranked the lowest on the CTBS were labeled poor readers. The good readers
scored at their grade level or above in reading performance whereas the poor
readers scorcd well below gradellevel in reading performance.

The parents of the children completed the George Litgracy Prediction Scale
(George, 1974) in a personal interview conducted in the homes of parents. Items
on the scale, other than demographic. 1tems, include thirty statements such as
"How much time did you spend talking with your child about what was interesting
to him or her?" Each item contains a scale ranging from 1 to 5. Regarding the
pre-school experiences of the children a vating of 1 indicates NONE or NEVER,

2 indicates VERY LITTLE or SOMETIMES, 3 {rdicates SOME or FREQUENTLY, 4 indicates
MUCH or OFTEN, and 5 indicates VERY MUCH or ALWAYS. The parents completed all of
the items on the scale except one parent who did rot respond to four items and
other parents who did not respond to a total of six items. Parent: made a total
of 1,430 _sfecific responses (8 x 30 x 6) out of the 1,440 responses available.

An analysis of the responses showed, as might be expected, that the good
readers received more Learning Facilitating Experiences (LFE's) than the poor
readers during their pre-school years. The good readers scored an average of
3.8 on the 1 to 5 scale. The poor readers scored 3.1. All of which means that,

generally, good readers as pre-schoolers receive LFE's MUCH OF THE TIME or OFTEN
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and that poor readers as pre-schoolers receive LFE's SOME OF.THE TIME or SOMENHAT
FREQUENTLY. The 6verall mean scores for the good readers in fourth, fifth.'and
sixth grades, respectively, were 5.8, 3.8, and 3.9. The overall mean scores for
tne poor readers in fourth, fifth, and sixth grades, respectively, were 3.0, 3.3,
and 3.1.-

o Good readers realized the following seven LFE's most frequently. They are

1isted here in order of most frequently realized to least frequently realized.

1. Parental desire for higher eduéation for the adult.
7. Parental praise for writing, drawing. or reading.

3. Parental feelings that the quality of kindergarten and first grade reading
instruction is good.

4. Working with pencil and paper at home.

5. Talking with a parent about what is seen and heard while shopping,
going for a walk, riding in car, etc.

6. Parental willingness to answer questions,

7. Parental reading of books and stories to the child.

Good readers realized the following three LFE's least frequently.

1. Parental feelings that their family income is higher than the income of
neighbors.

2. Serious emotional or physical needs.

3. Parental feelings that the child was brighter than other children the parent
knows.

On the other hand, poor readers realized the following seven LFE's most frequently.

They are listed here in order of most frequently to least frequently realized.
1. Parental harmony.

2. Parental desire for higher education for the child.

3. Lack of conflicts with siblings.




w8~

ELAN

4, Parental teaching of words to say.
5. Parental praise for writing, drawing, or reading.

6. Talking with a parent about what is scen or heard while shopping,
going for a walk. riding in a car, etc. -

7. Parental willingness to answer questions.

Puor readers realized the following three LFE's least frequently.

1. Parental feeling that their income is higher than the income of
neighbors.

2. Trips to the library.
3. Parental feelings that the child was brighter than other children
the parent knows.
Parents of good readers, as opposed to parents of pooflreaders. ranked
four LFE's conspicuously differently. In each of the folloﬁing four instances,
the LFE ranked high for good readers and low for poor readers.

1. Parent feelings that the quality of kindergarten and first<grade reading
instructfon is good. The LFT was ranked third (3) for good readers and
5-23)

twenty-sixth for poor readers. The difference in rank order 1s minus
twenty-three

2. Being [ead to by a parent from books and stories. This LFE was ranked
seventh (7) for good readers and twent -,ecoﬁHIzzg for poor readers.
The difference in rank. order is minus fifteen (-15

3. Reading material for adults in the home. This LFE was ranked tenth (10)
for good readers and twenty-fourth {24) for poor readers. The difference
in rank order is minus thirteen (-13).

4. Working with pencil and paper at home. This LFE was ranked fourth ()

for yood readers and twelfth IIZ) for poor readers. The difference in

rank order is minus eight (-8

Good readers in fourth, fffth, and sixth grades, then, show a difference
from poor readers in the number and pattern of their pre-school Learning Facil-

itating Experiences (LFE's). First, good readers are shown to have a sianificantly

greater number of pre-school LFE's than poor readers. Second, the rank nrdering

Q c"
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of certain LFE S 1s conspicuously different for the two groups of children.
Ranking high for good readers but low for poor readers is (1) the quality of
early readinn 1n§truct1on in kindergarten and f1rst grade, (2) parents reading
books and dtories to thevchild, (3) parents displaying many of their own books
“in the home, and (4) the child's working with pencil and paper. Third, many
- of the LFE {tems ranked the very‘highest for good readers ae those which relate
closely to learning reading or read1ng 1nstruct1on. whereas the LFE {tems ranked
the very highest for pcor readers are those wh1ch do not relate closely to learn-
ing reading or reading 1nstruction |
The following data show the ratings of LFE's for both good readers and
poor readers. The items are ranked from the most frequently realized to the
~least frequently realized LFE's for good readers based on the mean difference
between their scores. The gorresponding rating for noor readers is provided.
How much the rating of good readers &iffers from the rating of poor readers on

the 1 to 5 scale is also provided.

PRE-SCHOOL LEARNING FACILITATING EXPERIENCES
OF GOOD AND POOR RFADERS IN GRADES 4, 5, and 6

-

EXPERIENCES OF CHII.DREN MEANS DIFFERENCE

Good Poor
Readers Rcaders

1. Quality of Early Reading Instruction 4,39 2.41 1.98

2. Parents Displaying Many of Own Books 4.23 2.78 - 1.45

3. Parents Reading Books and Stories to

Child 4.27 72.83 1.44

4. Working with Paper and Pencil 4.38 3.35 1.03

5. Parents Thinking Child ©ncceeds 3.76 2.73 1.02

6. Going to Library 2.99 2.00 0.99

7. Playing Imaginative Games 3.88 2.98 0.90




. EXPERIENCES OF CHILDREN MEANS DIFFERENCE

| ~ | ' | o Good , Poor
: ' Reaaers Reuders

8. Parent Agreeing with Spouse on Child's

Needs 4,21  3.32 0.89
9.. Seeing Magazine Reading at Home ,  3.62  2.82 0.81
10. ' Seeing Parents Read Books, Newspapé:; 1.12 3.31 ¢.81
11, Bging Taught Letters,\51gns. etc. . 3.76 2.95 0.81
12. Discussing Interests with Parents 3.1 3.16 0.75
13." Owning Many Books 4,23  "3.53 0.70
14. Receiving Praise for Writing, Drawing, : '
Reading: 4.49 3.80 '0.69
+15.. Parentg Thinking Child is Brighter 2.72 2.04 0.68
16. Parents Desiring Higher Education - | | .
for Child 4,63 4.00 . 0.63
17. Discussing Problems with Parents 4.14  3.56 0.58
/18, Discussing Things Seen Shopping, etc. = 4.19.  3.74 0,55
19. Getting Answers to Questions 4.28 3.73 0.55
20. Working Undisturbed by Self 3.02  2.96 . 0.46
21. Being Taughtr to Say Unknown Words 4.26  3.87 0.39
22. Hfﬁher Income than Néighbors 1.41 1703 0.38 .
23. Taking Educational Trips 3.54 3.21 -0.33
24. Parents Attending School Functions 3.55 .. 3.32 . 0.23
25. Parents Willing to Teach Child to Read 3.90  3.69 0.21
" 26. Receiving Talking rather than Spanking 3.32 3.13 0.19
27. Getting Along with Siblings 4,05  3.91 ¢ 0.14
28} Hearing Arguments between Parents 4.24 4.14 0.10
29. Watching Educational T.V. 3.0 3.39 0,29
30. Serious Emotional or Physical Needs 1.73 2.12 -0.39

rRiC 11
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'Thélprovision of learning facilitating experiences in the pre-school years
.can spell the difference between children who read well and children who have
reading as well as other learning problems. How well chi]dren read determines
to a great extent how well they are able to perform in most subject matte; ar;as
in school and in many areas of 11fe as well. Study after study ghows that the )
learning ability of ch11dren 1s largely determined by-how sk1ilfu11y the family
"provides learning experiences in the home.
| Providing very young childrenvvith an environment which stimulafes later
formal learning is cne of the hest ways %0 nrevent learning d1sab111t1es in
children. A few days of age is not too“young to beg1n consciously providing a
learning facilitating environmeht. Early successes‘and pleésant associations
wiih learniﬁg‘are good predictors of later successes in 1earn1ng. Early failures
and efther unpleasant or insufficient associations with Tearning zre good predictors
of later failures in learning. |

| The job for educators, then, seems clear. They must show barents how to

provide early success and pleasant associations with learning for their children
as well as show parents how to provide their children with specific experiences
which facilitate formal learMing such as the learnihg'of language, reading, and
arithmetic skills. Publications, television programs, éounseling sessions,
informal discussions, and'parent training,classes can all be used to get practical
1nformation to parents before it is too late -- the point at which their children

are in school and the learning disability is imminent.

Mothers as Teachers
In Kansas City, Missouri, mothers taught their own children reading- readinecs
and beginn1ng reading skills using a structured program called the Tutor-Student

System in Beginning Reading (George, 1971). The program grew out of the belief

that a group of parents -- for the most part ponr and undereducated urban mnthers --
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coulu use a structured tutoring program tu. ~~h their own children hov tc read.
The parent trainers, who were other highly tr«.oed parents from the community, used
specific "say" and "do" Tutor-Student System scripts as well as a video demon-
stration tape which showed a parent following the "say" and "do" directions with
her child.

The training segment of the program wa.. caken trom the university to the
parents rather than visa versa. Training sessiuns were held in locatfons as close
to the parents as possible. For three veeks the parents attended six one-and-one-
half-hour training lessons for a total. of nine hours of training. Then the parents
demanstrated their ability to use the Tutor~Student System with their own children
in two one-and-one-halif-hour review, or practice, sessions. |

The Tutor-Student System consists of specific “say" and "do" instructions
for tutors, in this case the mothers o’ kindergarten chiidren. The "say" and

"do" instructions cover Reading Sentences, Reading Words, and Phonics in the

content area of reading. The instruccional system also includes response sheets, |
pictures, and othéf instructional material.

The reading instructional approach used includes grapheme-phoneme (phonics)-
instruction and other word analysis skill or word recognition skill instruction.
But instruction begins with the spoken language of the particular child and then
procegds }o the leérning of the sentence, the words in the sentence, the word parts, .
and finally the graphic-phonemic relationships within the words. The children
are taught to read the wo;ds and sentences with the fluency with which they use
their spoken language.

Three additional "say" and "do" checklists were used in this study in order
to mediate and faCi]itate the learning ot reading. One "suy and"dn" checklist

was on Building Concepts and one was on Reading to the Child. Another "say" and

"do' checklist which the mothers used but which has 1ittle to do with actual

reading ski11l instruction as such, was on Meeting the Student's Needs. The

ERIC
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Instiructions on the Neuds Checklist are based on Abraham Maslow's hierarchy of
needs and point out the importunce of meeting physiological needs, safety needs.
love and belonging needs, and osteem needs before attempting to meet cognitive
needs (such as the need to learn reading, writing, and arithmetic).

The groups of children from tiwree different locations in Kansas City were
p;e-tested with the Boehm Test of Basic Cbncepts. tFe Lee Clark Reading Readiness
~Test, the Wide Range Achievement Test (Reading Section), and the Wechsler Pre-School
and Primary Scale of Intelligence (Verbal Sention). The children in each group
were then randomly assigned tu experi:ntnal and control groups. Seventy-four
children and their mothers participated 1n?the study.

Parents in the experimental groups tutored their chiidren for two months
’during the summer before tlieir chiidren entered first grade. They were visited
periodically in their homes and. wars-ohserved working with their children. AN
children were post-tested at the end of the summer.l

The Tead in reading achievement of the parent-tutored children over the
non-tutored children was an average of seven months. A t test for statistical
difference showed that the children in the experimental groubs did bet*er in
reading than the children in the control groups at thev.01 level of significance.
‘No difference in verbal intelligence was determined. The study indicates that
parents, even though undereducated, can be an important factor in their children's
learning of formal réading and cah .provide a s1gn1ficanf head start for their

children during the first year of formal schooling.

Children as Teachers
Many children arrive in school and, because of an insufficient or inadequate
background of experiences, demonstrate almost immediately that they cannot acquire
the learning skilis which are taught in the regular classroom. As mentioned
earlier, a number of alternative measures have been used to enable these children

. to learn, such as mainstreaming, homogenevus yrouping, resource rooms, resource

14
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teachers, programmed instruction, and so forth. Studies show relatively little
progress in learning skill achievement for thesé children when taught in yroups,
regardless of the materials used or the quality of the instructor. But alwost
1nv?r1ab1y, as the following studies show, one-to- one instruction, even when
provided by students, can be an effective remediation approach for children with
learning disabilities. |

Jenkins and his associates conducted a series of studies comparing small
group and tutorial instruction in a resource room setting (Jenkins et al.,
1974). The children received tutoring on a one-to-one basis from older children
as well as small group instruction by the resource teacher. According to the
study, the children {earned more from a student tutor in a one-to-one tutorial
setting than from the resource tearher in a small group setting. They learned
more in word recognition, spelling, oral ?eading. and multiplication. The authors
also point out that tutorial instruction was superior to self instruction and that
tutors appeared tr benefit academically from the exberiences.‘ |

'Melaragno describes a program‘being conducted in a number of schools in the
1.0s Angeles Unified School District in which all children in the school are in-
volved as either tutors or learners (Melaragno, 1974). The tutorial program is
the primary reading program in the school and involves 1n§ermed1ate grade children
as tutors of primary grade children.\HCIassroom teachers serve as tutor trainers
as well a¢ supervisors of tutorial.insfFuct1on. A controlled study of twenty-five
pairs of first and second grade children and their fifth and sixth grade tutors
showed more than seven months reading improvem nL for the learners and more than
five months reading impruvement for the tutors during .a two and one-half month
period. In the same study, twenty-four other first, second, and third grade
children, described as low achievers in redd1n§, had pre-test scores averaging

1.8 and post-test scores averaging 4.3.

5
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Many other studies report similar results. As Cloward concludes in his
report ot studies in tutoring (Cloward, 1967), "It 1s clear from the findings
of these studies that to be effective, tutors do not need twelve years of
formal education and extensive training in reading pedagogy. Nor need they be
highly successful 11 their own school work. The avarage high school student
can learn to be an effective tutor."

In a year-long study by Pettegrew, first to third grade children 1n a
lTearning disability class were tutored thirty minutes per day by fifth graders
using the Tutor-Student System (George, 1973). 7The teacher, a highly skilled
professional, undoubtedly greatly influenced the jains the studeﬁts made 1n
learning as well as the teaching performance nf the fifth grade tutors. In any
case, the geins made by the students were impressive (Pettegrew, 1976). ®he
Peabody Individual Achievement Test showed a total averagé. or mean, pre-test to
post-test gain of 1.43, mathematics gain of 2.06, readinr recognition gain of
1.54, reading compfehension gain of 1.76, spelliﬁg gain of 1.28, and general
‘“information gain of 1.28. The Wide Range Achievement Test showed pre-test to
post-test gains of 1.36'in reading, 1.17 in spelling, and 1.53 in arithmetic.

The Gates-Maciinitie Reading Test showed pre-test to pdst-test gains of 1.87 in
total reading. 1.28 in vocabulary, and 2.2 in reading comprehension.

A similar proaram was conducted by Landes in Lee's Summit, Missouri, where
six firet grade children were identified at the beginning of the school year as
children about to have problemslin Tearning, espectially in 'the area.of reading.

" The children were tutored by.sixth grade students for seven months using the
Tutor-Student System. Again the children and the tutors in the program had the
benefit of a highly skilled teacher, but the gains in reaang comprehension for
the children being tutored were well above normal (Landes and Prugh, 1974). 7he
Durrell Analysis of Read1ng Ditficulty Test showed at the end of the first grade
year an average rcading comprehension grade level score of 3.0, |
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An experimental study of one-to-one tutoring at the high school Tevel in

Kansas City showed statistically significant results in favor of students who
Iwere tutored by other students (George, 1974). 0f thirty-six students in tenth
and eleventh grades who were identified as reading beluw the 4.0 grade level,
eighteen were randomly assigned to the experimental, or tutored, group}Qnd
eighteen were assigned to the ¢ontrol, or non-futored group. Statistica&tanalysis
showed that there was no diffarence between the two groups in reading abiiity before
the tutoring program began; The tutored group received one-to-one 1nstructiop
fromﬁthe Tutor-Student System one hour each day for ten weeks, whereas the control
group received classroom instruction in a homogeneous group setting for ten weeks.
The eighteen tutors 1nlthe stddy were nine 2leventh and twelfth grade high school
students and nine students from the University of Missouri - Kansas Cfty.

Results of the Kansas City study show that fhe tutored group made gains over
the non-tutored group at the .05 level of significance in word recognition, réﬁding
comprehension, and overall reading improvement acccrding to the Gilmore Oral Reading
Test, Form C. Vocabulary knowledge and attitude toward reading and education in

" general were not improved at a statistically gignificant level. In reading com-
prehension, the non-tutored group scored 2.8 on the pre-test and 3.5 on the post-
test for a gain of seven months. The tutored group_scored 2.8 on the pre-test and
5.3 on the post-test showing'a gain of two years and five months. In the area of
reading accuracy, the ndn-tutored grqup scored 3.0 on the pre-tes£ and 2.9 on the
post-test for'a loss of one month. The tutored group‘scored 3.3 on the pre-test
and 4.6 on the post-test showing a gain of Qne year and three months.

The one-to-one tutoring program provided in the Kansas City study as well as
other carefully conceived one-to-one tutoring programs do provide an altcrnaiive
to the many $chool learning disability programs now in operation in which many
children are not making the progress they should be making. The success of

tutoring programs, according to Melaragno, is due primarily to the carcful
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specification of reading objertives, the utilization of 1ustruc;10nal and tutorial
procedures designed to accomplish those objectives, and the incorporation of
specifﬂc training procedures for participating teachers and student tutors (Mel-
aragno, 1971). Pettegrew adds an fmporiani inqredient to the successful tutoring
recipe in her report (Pettegrew, 1976), when she says that a complete tutoring
program should contain not only systematic procedures for skill development but
also a highly structured tutor training brogram.

But perhaps the most important ingredient of all is the belief in and accept-
ance of the one-to-one tutorial program approach as one of the important and viable
ways to provide learning skill improvement to learning disabled school age children.
The time has come, it would geem. for educators, and others interested in helping
disabled children, to take tutoring programs seriously rather than thinking of
them as- a fad, an innovation, or, perhaps, "an amusing project that Ms. Carter's
first graders and,Ms. Gomez' sixth graders are engaged in." After all, the research
data do show that well-conceived one-to-one tutoring progrims consistently produce :
much improvement for learning disabled children -- which 1s more than we can say
for most other educational programs and innovations that have been designed to
help children learn.

In a word, then, what learning disabled children need 1s support. At home, fhey
need the support of experiences which will militate agafnst other constitutional
tendencies or environmental circumstances which produce leafning disabilities.

In school, they need the support of courageous and capable teachers, principals,
superintendents, and governmental agencies -~ not only those who are willing to
question on-going school programs fur learning disabled children but also those who
are able to institute programs which will move learningdisablea.!hildren as quicklx
as possible from where they are 1in learning skills to where they shou]d be.

Finally, the comments here on fécilitating evperiences for 1carning disabled '

chiidren provide only one perspective to a complex problem. There is no single

Q ' }
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perspective, prcgram, or answer which best f‘ts learning disabled children. The
more we know about learning disabled children the closer we will be to providingu
apprupriate experiences for them. | |
In conclusion, before we say that we have the best program, or the hest set
} of experiences, or the best of anything for learning disabled children, however, -
- we should realize how 1ittle we actually know about children. They are, we must

realize, at least as complex as their constitutional make-up and the sum of their

———

experiences, as infinitessimal and vaguely inter-related as the experiénces might

be. Nevertheless, there are insightful, perceptive, hard-working, concerned,

caring, and lToving parents, tutors, and teachers who are making impressive {mprove-
. ment every day for millions of learning disabled children throughout the world.

Unheralded in thefr work, they deserve support and recogmition for determining

and meeting the individual necds of children. As with all good parents, tutors.

and teachers.lthey continue to hone their sensitivity to and plan their teaching

around the child and his background of experiences.
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