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A comprehensive view of secondary learning disabilities
programs is not available in the professional literature.
Previous studies have been limited to certain program aspects
and often to single states. Therefore, a more integrated
investigation is needed into what high school LD teachers do;
what their needs are; what teachers and supervisors consider
important for their programs; and the impact of these
variables on consultative practices.

The purpose of this study was to provide a more complete
picture of secondary LD programming by investigating LD
teachers' and program supervisors' perspectives on their
programs. Surveys were used to gather descriptive data on
program practices in seven states: Pennsylvania, Delaware,
Maryland, Kentucky, Tennessee, Virginia, and West Virginia.
Questionnaire items were based on summaries of open-ended
interviews with teachers and supervisors in Virginia and
information from the professional literature. Questionnaires

were mailed to a random sample stratified by state and



district size. Response rates for teachers and supervisors
were 72.0% and 69.0% respectively.

According to the findings of this study, content area
instruction and basic skills remediation are the most
frequent instructional emphases in these programs; time
devoted to paperwork and non-teaching duties is excéssive;
and minimal time is devoted to consultation and program
planning and development. These findings are consistent with
research of the past ten years. However, teachers and
supervisors in this sample seem to want more emphasis on
learning strategies instruction and consultation and less on
content instruction in their program. Lack of time and
flexibility were identified as the greatest barriers to
consultation.

Both teachers and supervisors indicate a need for more
comprehensive programming. However, differences in
perceptions of what teachers' needs for assistance are, how
to meet these needs, and teachers' lack of involvement in
pregram planning and development may contribute to the static
quality of these programs and prevent sufficient change in
working conditions to accommodate teachers' and supervisors'
priorities. Implications of findings for developing action

plans in local school systems are discussed.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION AND LITERATURE REVIEW

Since the passage of Public Law 94-142, a dramatic
increase has occurred in the diagnosis and placement of
learning disabled (LD) students (Twelfth Annual Report to
Congress, 1990). An increase has been evident over all
handicapping conditions (22% from 1976-77 to 1988-89), but
the growth of the learning disabled population has been an
overwhelming 152% over the same period. The number of
learning disabled students nationwide now totals nearly two
million. The number of LD students that are aged 12 to 21
is 1,134,059 or 60% of the handicapped population in that age
range. With few exceptions students aged 12 to 21 are served
in secondary programs.

The body of literature about secondary learning
disabilities programs has grown along with the population.
However, issues related to program design and content have
not been adequately examined. Available research does not
provide a comprehensive analysis of secondary program
practices within the context of their organizational
structure, teachers' needs for support and assistance, the
perspectives of program stakeholders, and the implications
of these variables for consultation and comprehensive

programming. The purpose of this study is to provide a more



in-depth view of these programs through the perspectives of
LD teachers and special education supervisors.

The following review of the literature first examines
the primary instructional options available in high school
LD programs followed by the perspectives of teachers and
supervisors; perspectives of researchers and recommendations
for comprehensive programming; outcomes for LD students; and
unrealistic expectations that may present barriers to
comprehensive programming. Second, issues related to teacher
consultation are explored in an in-depth manner because
consultation represents, not only an effort to expand
instructional emphases, but to incorporate an alternative
service delivery model for doing so. Many of the findings
reviewed in this section do not specifically address
secondary LD programs but provide some understanding of the

issues involved in making program changes.

Instructional Options at the Secondary Leve

It has been over a decade since Deshler, Lowrey, and
Alley (1979) described five program options that were
available in secondary LD programs. The two options
emphasized by most programs at that time were basic skills
remediation (45%) and tutoring in academic content areas
(24%). Basic skills remediation primarily focuses on
academic deficiencies such as reading and math; typically

addresses these deficiencies at the student's achievement
2



level and often with elementary level materials; and is
intended to improve the student's basic academic competencies
(Deshler, Schumaker, Lenz, & Ellis, 1984). Tutoring in
academic content areas requires that the LD teacher help the
student succeed in or at least pass regular content classes.
This approach often involves a shift in responsibility for
teaching content subjects from the regular classroom teacher
to the LD teacher (Deshler et al., 1984).

Other options receiving less emphasis in Deshler et
al.'s study (1979) were functional skills (17%), work-study
skills (5%), and learning strategies instruction (4%). A
functional skills curriculum emphasizes those skills
necessary to function in society after students leave school
(independent living skills) and may include "consumer
information, completion of job application forms, mobility
skills, community awareness, and pre-vocational and
vocational preparation" (Zigmond & Sansone, 1986, p. 15). A
work-study curriculum emphasizes job skills and on-the-job
experiences and may be provided either by regular classroom
teachers or LD teachers with vocational education training
(Zigmond & Sansone, 1986).

The final option described by Deshler et al. (1979),
learning strategies instruction, has received a great deal
of attention and support in the research of the past decade

(Deshler, Schumaker, Lenz, & Ellis, 1984; Deshler &



Schumaker, 1986; Wong, 1987). Deshler and Schumaker (1986)
describe learning strategies instruction as "instruction on
how to learn and how to perform tasks" (p. 584). The purpose
of teaching these strategies is to enable the student to
become an independent and active learner (Wong, 1987).
Learning strategies are not intended to replace existing
curricular goals (Billingsley & Wildman, 1990) but are
intended to be integrated into the instruction of basic
skills, content subjects, and vocational and functional
skills.

Another approach, consultation, has been a major focus
of attention in the professional literature but was not
listed by Deshler et al. in 1979. Consultation is a process
by which a special educator (consultant) collaborates with a
general educator (consultee) for the purpose of improving
academic outcomes for mainstreamed students (Idol, 1988).
The consultative process consists of indirect services to the
student rather than direct instruction by the special
educator with the general education teacher retaining primary
responsibility for instructing the student (West & Idol,
1987). 1I1deally, the process also involves a collaborative
effort in which the individuals involved share expertise and
responsibility for student outcomes; voluntary
participation; and a problem-solving orientation for

preventing or resolving student problems (Idol, 1988).



Teachers' Perspectives

Since 1979, secondary LD teachers have reported that
they not only continue to devote most of their time to basic
skills remediation and direct instruction in content
subjects, but also consider them to be their most important
responsibilities (Wells, Schmid, Algozzine, & Maher, 1983;
Houck, Geller, & Engelhard, 1988). The same teachers
reported that they devote little or no time to other skill
areas or to consultation with regular classroom teachers.
Additionally, when secondary special education teachers have
been asked to make recommendations for program improvements,
the response has been mixed. 1In an Oregon survey, teachers
reported that "more and better vocational options" and "more
time to consult with regular teachers" would be least likely
to improve instruction (Halpern & Benz, 1987, p. 127).
Secondary LD teachers in Virginia on the other hand, most
often recommended increased emphasis on vocational education
for program improvement (Houck, et al., 1988).

These findings provide supporting evidence that
secondary LD teachers are maintaining their focus on academic
instruction in a traditional service delivery system. This
emphasis on content area instruction is confirmed by
observational data from secondary resource classrooms in
general (Rieth, Polsgrove, Okolo, Bahr, & Eckert, 1987).

Rieth et al.'s investigation also revealed that teachers



primarily use instructional approaches that are associated
with regular high school programs such as large group

instruction and paper and pencil tasks.

Supervisors' Perspectives

Little is known about special education supervisors'
perspectives on secondary LD programs or teachers' roles and
responsibilities in delivering services. Some older findings
suggest that state and local special education administrators
stress the importance of career and vocational skills over
basic skill competencies for secondary LD teachers, but have
mixed opinions on the importance that should be attached to
consultative skills (Miller, Sabatino, & Larsen, 1980;
Bagwell, 1982).

More recent findings (Houck, Engelhard, & Geller, in
press) suggest that local supervisors in Virginia see their
programs as being responsive to the needs of secondary
students with most instructional time devoted to basic skills
development and content area tutoring. However, the program
improvement most often recommended by these supervisors was
more emphasis on vocational education for secondary LD
students. Virginia supervisors also recognized needs for
improved eligibility criteria and procedures, expanded
curriculum foci such as study skills and problem solving and
more individualization. The practice that Virginia

supervisors most often thought should be discontinued was the
6



expectation for secondary LD teachers to teach content
courses without appropriate endorsement. Other concerns were
related to the coordination of LD and regular education
programs, inefficient use of time and program emphasis, and
inadequate preparation for life after school.

In a synthesis of survey findings of state department
representatives, university faculty, and students in special
education teacher preparation programs, state education
representatives acknowledged that consultation skills were
becoming a priority for special educators, but that
institutions of higher education were often unresponsive to
the need for teacher preparation in this area (McLaughlin,
Valdivieso, Spence, & Fuller, 1988). McLaughlin and
colleagues also report that state department representatives
expressed concern over teachers' lack of preparation to teach
cross-categorical classes, develop IEP's, and manage other

required paperwork.

Researchers' Perspectives

Researchers have consistently recommended a more
comprehensive secondary program for LD students, one that
draws from all effective program options (Deshler, Schumaker
& Lenz, 1984; Deshler & Schumaker, 1986; Torgesen, 1986;
Zigmond, 1990; Zigmond & Sansone, 1986; Rieth et al., 1987;
Halpern & Benz, 1987). Torgesen (1986) stresses the

importance of drawing from a variety of theoretical models
7



in developing interventions for LD students and encourages
the development of programming theories that emphasize
factors other than academic and intellectual deficits. These
theories should address the social behavior, motivation, and
attitudes of LD students by identifying factors that are
critical to long-term life adjustment.

Other researchers who have devoted years to the study
of secondary LD programming take unique approaches to
describing what these programs should look like.
Nevertheless, their recommendations contain a common thread:
secondary LD programs must incorporate components other than
traditional academic ones to prepare students for life after
high school.

Deshler, Schumaker, and Lenz (1984) recommend a
comprehensive intervention model with the following
components:

1. The motivation of these students to acquire new
skills must be addressed considering LD students'
history of academic failure.

2. Specific instructional practices must be included
so that teachers can teach targeted academic and
cognitive skills to criterion.

3. Once a skill has been learned, the student must be
taught to appropriately generalize that skill to new

situations.



4. A content component should be included to enable
students to meet the goals of their educational
programs.

5. Procedures should be implemented to insure
communication and consultation between LD teachers,
parents, regular classroom teachers, etc.

6. A transition component should be included to assist
the students' move from school to community life.

7. An evaluation component should also be included to
provide feedback on the effectiveness of the
program.

Years of work by Deshler and his colleagues at the
University of Kansas Institute for Research in Learning
Disabilities have produced an intervention model that
emphasizes learning strategies across curriculum areas
(Deshler & Schumaker, 1986) and that incorporates the above
listed components. The Learning Strategies Curriculum
includes strategies that help students get information from
written material, identify and store information, and
facilitate written expression. Strategies are also included
that address social skills, motivation, executive skills, and
transition.

Zigmond and Sansone (1986) recommend a high school
program for LD students that draws from several service

delivery models. These researchers recommend a resource



model for teaching "basic skills, school survival skills, and
learning strategies, with time in the resource room limited
to not more than two class periods each day" (p. 16).
Consultation with regular educators should be an integral
part of the program as well as vocational education for
students when they reach the eleventh grade.

At the 1990 Spring Regional Conference of the Council
for Learning Disabilities in Williamsburg, Virginia, Zigmond
elaborated on her concept of a comprehensive model by
identifying four essential components of a program for ninth
through twelfth graders:

1. Relentless instruction by the LD teacher in reading

and math that incorporates learning strategies.

2. Explicit instruction by the LD teacher in survival
skills and strategies for developing social skills,
behavior control, teacher-pleasing behaviors, and
preparation and tracking of assignments.

3. Successful completion of required high school
courses. Content instruction should occur in the
regular classroom with consultation from the LD
teacher.

4. Explicit planning for life after high school.

Rieth et al. (1987) submit that secondary special

education programs must provide "high levels of direct
instruction and active student engagement . . . in the

10



context of curricular activities that are most relevant to
student needs" (p. 118). These researchers studied fifty-two
secondary resource classrooms and found that, despite the
need for social and vocational instruction, special education
teachers primarily focused on traditional academic subject
matter and typically did not use methods associated with high
achievement such as small group instruction, direct
instruction, or corrective feedback. Rieth et al. recommend
that teacher education programs prepare prospective teachers
to use effective practices and train them to extend their
instruction beyond traditional academics to social skills,
community living, and vocational skills.

Finally, Halpern and Benz (1987) addressed issues
related to maintaining a balanced curriculum focus for
secondary programs. These researchers expressed a need to
balance the emphasis of basic foundation skills such as
reading, computation, and language arts with other basic
skills such as communication, study skills, and learning
strategies. Another concern was for the balance between
basic skills and community adjustment skills. Halpern and
Benz state that,

On the one hand, it is clearly desirable to focus

on the basic skills, whenever there is a reasonable

hope for effective mainstreaming. Such policy,

however, can be self-defeating in two ways: (a)

11



the student may still not succeed, in spite of our

best efforts; and (b) the time and effort spent on

basic skills acquisition may come at the expense

of not learning the community adjustment skills

being taught in other parts of the curriculum.

When this happens, the student is a double loser.

(p. 128)

These researchers do not suggest that basic skills
remediation and content area instruction should be eliminated
from high school learning disabilities programs. However,
they all recommend that high school programs expand their
emphasis to include functional and vocational curricula that
will prepare LD students for life outside the school setting.
Most recommend a learning strategies approach for teaching
both academic and survival skills and to enable students to
learn more independently. Finally, consultation between the
LD teacher and the general classroom teacher is considered a

means of facilitating student success in mainstream classes.

OQutcomes for LD Students

Whatever focus learning disabilities programs are
taking, they do not seem to be meeting the needs of many LD
students. According to the United States Department of
Education's Twelfth Annual Report to Congress (1990), only
48% of LD students who were required to take minimum

competency tests passed them (257 were exempted) and only 48%
12



graduated with a diploma (compared to 71% for regular
students). A high percentage (43%) also drop out or leave
school for some other reason than graduation. The report
cites other research from across the nation that estimates
drop out rates for LD students at 42% to 53%. The report also
identifies counseling, guidance, and vocational training as
the services most needed by LD students who are exiting from
school.

The findings of Edgar (1987) and Hasazi, Gordon, and Roe
(1985) serve to illustrate the lack of preparation that
mildly handicapped students receive for successful and
independent functioning in the community. Edgar investigated
the drop-out rates and employment status for mildly
handicapped students in 6regon. The drop-out rate for LD
students was 42% compared to 16% for all other students.
Only 30% of these former LD students were employed. Even for
LD graduates the employment rate was only 60% with 82% of
these graduates earning minimum wage or less. Hasazi et
al.'s findings were similar in Vermont where 60% of students
who had graduated were employed. The employment rate was
higher for students who had participated in vocational
programs than those who had not. However, a higher
employment rate was more related to the former students'
having been employed in unsubsidized part-time or summer jobs
prior to leaving school. Participation in work-experience

13



programs seemed to have no relationship to employment rate
and 849 reported finding jobs through a self-family-friend
network.

When LD students leave school they encounter job-related
problems such as filling out job applications, following
directions, and interviewing as well as difficulties with
daily living skills such as handling money and keeping track
of time (Hoffmann, Sheldon, Minskoff, Sautter, Steidle,
Baker, Bailey, & Echols, 1987; Minskoff, Sautter, Sheldon,
Steidle, & Baker, 1988). The former students in these
studies had received little or no vocational or career
education. In the same investigations four major social
problems were reported for these adults: talking and acting
before thinking, using free time, dependence on others,
making and keeping friends, and making conversation. In the
emotional realm, these LD adults displayed lack of
self-confidence, lack of control over emotions and temper,
and often felt frustrated. All these characteristics
restrict LD adults' capacity to cope in their work and
personal lives.

These studies underscore the need for more vocational
and functional skills emphases in secondary programs.
However, Edgar (1987) and Hasazi et al. (1985) submit
different programming approaches to the employment problem.
Hasazi et al. (1985) suggest that vocational training in an

14



integrated setting enhances the employment picture for LD
students. Whereas, Edgar's solution to the problem is a
"radical . . . shift in focus of secondary curriculum away
from academics to functional, vocational, and independent
living tasks" (p. 560). He warns that this change in

curriculum could result in separate tracking.

Unrealistic Expectations for LD Teachers

The need for comprehensive secondary programming seems
apparent. However, the expectation that teachers expand
their instructional focus may not be realistic under existing
circumstances. Special education teachers have expressed
numerous concerns about their jobs. Teachers have cited lack
of support, particularly administrative support, as a problem
(Halpern & Benz, 1987; Houck et al., 1988). Other concerns
have been related to excessive paperwork (Bensky, Shaw,
Gouse, Bates, Dixon, & Beine, 1980; Billingsley & Cross, in
press; Dangel, Bunch, & Coopman, 1987); poor accommodations
and lack of cooperative planning for students in regular
classrooms (D'Alonzo & Wiseman, 1978; Houck et al., 1988);
insufficiency of instructional time; inappropriate
identification and placement of students; readiness to teach
cross-categorical classes (Houck et al., 1988); and heavy
student caseloads (Billingsley & Cross, in press).

Findings also indicate that unrealistic expectations are

often held for special education teachers (D'Alonzo &
15



Wiseman, 1978; Bensky et al., 1980; Brozovich & Kotting,
1984; Friend, 1984; Greer & Wethered, 1984; and Houck et al.,
1988). Haight (1984; 1985) has pointed out that LD teachers
may also be uncertain about their roles and what they should
be teaching due to a lack of emphasis on theoretical models
to guide program practice. Other sources of role uncertainty
may include undifferentiated preservice training and
certification of elementary and secondary teachers (D'Alonzo
& Wiseman, 1978; Miller et al., 1980; Bagwell, 1982) and the
primarily elementary level preparation of many secondary LD
teachers (Z2igmond & Sansone, 1986). Additionally, formal
job descriptions often do not reflect the comprehensive
nature of administrators' expectations (Friend & McNutt,
1987) so teachers' roles may evolve randomly in response to
immediate needs instead of from comprehensive and consistent

role definitions (Bensky et al., 1980).

Consultation

The prospect of providing comprehensive programming
becomes even more overwhelming when LD teachers are required
to consult with classroom teachers in addition to expanding
their instructional emphases. However, consultation is
viewed as an important component of special education
programs (Friend, 1985; Evans, 1980; West & Brown, 1987;
National Joint Committee on Learning Disabilities, 1987).

Consultative services provide an alternative to traditional
16



service delivery models and are a means of providing a truly
least restrictive environment for mainstreamed handicapped
students (Idol, 1988). The following sections will briefly
discuss research related to consultation effectiveness,
address proposed benefits of consultation, and discuss the

research regarding barriers to consultation.

Effectiveness of Consultation

Although research findings have generally supported
teacher consultation as a viable educational alternative for
mainstreamed mildly handicapped students (Polsgrove &
MacNeil, 1989; West & Idol, 1987), more evidence is needed
regarding consultation's effectiveness in improving student
outcomes (Lloyd, Crowley, Kohler, & Strain, 1988; Huefner,
1988). Only a few studies have addressed the effect of
teacher consultation programs on student academic performance
(Miller & Sabatino, 1978; Wixson, 1980; Knight, Myers,
Paolucci-Whitcomb, Hasazi, & Nevin, 1981; Lew, Mesch, &
Lates, 1982; Tindal, Shinn, Walz, & Germann, 1987) and only
one of these studies is of secondary students exclusively
(Tindal et al., 1987).

Miller and Sabatino (1978) found that students who
received only consultation services performed at least as
well as students who received resource room instruction.
Further, Wixson (1980) provided some evidence that students

who received indirect services were more likely to return to
17






































































































































































































































































































