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. ' ABSTRACT .

\\ The purpose of this study was to determine the degree of
congruence betwéen the procedures followed in Special Education anq

Adjafted Programs in two school systems®, one urban and one rural, in

Yarmouth County, Nova Scotla Canada and.the Nova Scotia Department

4
.

of Educatlon d1nect1ves and gu1de11nes goverhing such programa, as a
first step in bring1ng about constructive program change. The study,
primariiy a context evaluation was carried out in the 1981-8Z school

.year by one ‘evaluator. Department of Education off1cials adminis-

gfators and personnel of the two 'school systems and parents of children™

in progr‘ were surveyed by means of interviews “and questionrta'ires.

‘e
Spec1al education classroom observations were conducted and-students'

records were examined, Y, Kﬁ__ - :

- v

The study results indicated that statements of polfcy and 4

«

t
procedural structure for spectal, educatlon at the school gystem level-

were -limated. Procedures such as those related to diagnostic assess-
ment, perlodic re-assessment, parént consultation, parental consent
for student placement 1in Special Education and Adjusted Programs,

administration of fedication to students, periodic evaluation of TMH

~ 4 » - “.
students, teachers ang curriculum, and student record-keeping did not

appear ‘to be congrdent with the directives and guidelines. It wa¥

found that thirty percent of Junior 3chool Adjusted Program
students had left school on completion of\gfade mine with pa training

-
’

,or employment. . -

[}

Study results raised questions related to the aééquacy éf‘
’provincial directives and gpidelines, school system polisy:apd

‘admfnisgrative'procedures, communication between schools and parents
of chiidren w{th special needs and special education programmf;g
beyondqjunioﬁ hlgh schpol. A series of recommendations were made

related to each of these issues. -~

-

v

ad
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-
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i
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v
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-
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-

.
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e
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-
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LY

-
’

e
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-
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/\Grade 9 inclusive thus far 1m their operation.

- Introduction

-

IS

-

¢

-

5

. N Chapter 1 .
co k ¢ DI t. ,‘.'\
- - THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK OF THE STUDY
Do, o ,
) ’ (. M s L
. “ . - . . 'ﬁ

THe Special Educatien Programs of the School Syktems of the

.

. . L -
~ Town of Yarmouth and thé Municipality of' the District of Yarmouth
¢ v

» ’ - ]

wete developed 1p accordance with the newly déveloped requiréments

a
~

o

of the Education Act of the Province of Nova Stotja. Conseqhently{'
. T .

the programming for special education was still in the earl} stages
13

N .

#

'S
4 .

X - .
of implementation.” . .

14

% A [ -

In vieQ of this, 1t-'was censidered timely to gather such
- *

.3 .

* N . - -
data as was accessible Tegarding the Yarmouth Town and District,

X
.

., - - \

School Sysgtems' “Special Education Progrﬁhs for Grades Primary to_ .

IS

]

* -7

stated guideltnes. If there.were vdriances from intended procedures g
* - LY - -
and objectives, the consgquances

[ - - n
made. It was judged that sych a study, which was primarily a context

. b
v 1 - N

»

0

= 4

» Jhe study was intended té& learn the extent to whigh the systems'

.

¥

i
<
existing

*

[y -
R -

-~ X
§° s o [ 4

* A o o« 4

- M - e - N .

v s
. s - as . *

evaluation, could contribute to‘&mprq&emen; of short and long-tetm

~ .

programming thrpugﬂ 1déntif1catioﬁ of pbssible areas of weakness in
H s S

-

.
soa A

the guidelinés.o} in administfatiye dr other precedures.

~

-

-

*

N N -

THe provision of special education programming involves,the

*

feedugetional‘fdministtdfor in such g?sks as ident}iﬁiftion bf needs,

x

provision of appropriate facilitlei and adequate teaehing'skills.

'

.

Special»Edgcation’Programs'Met the lggal requirements under

would*be examined and recommendations

-

.

which they. functioned 'and to wpat extent, if any, they failed to follow

*

rot
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. Program evaluation prgvfdes & means of ensuring that the needs of

' K ~

¢ - ~

- »

exceptfonal students §ge being idgntified and'sugtable remedfation .
’ ‘ . «

programs provided. For_pﬁrp&ses of provisicn of speeial education, L.

’ . e >

exceptional children, whether categorized as learning disabled, .
N [S . L e
X 4 a -
behaviourally or emotionally distyrbed, educable, trainable or multi~ .

handicapped present the common characteristic of being learning .
v 4 3

disordered in varying degrees of severity. ' .
- ’ . « . .

. The criteria and methods used in speéial education for the - -

- + -~ \

V. o ¢

purpose of identifying stydents' learning disorders, assessing their .
’ s . ’ , . P ’

needs, and @evelopfng programs’ of remediation are based on various .

~
2 R . \k l A

. theoretical appréaches which will be discussed 1in,this chapter. Also

- -

1 ' 1
relevant program evaluation literature will be reviewed and definitions ,
y L -

df significant terms used inm the study will be é??gé::ed._ ;' &) .
2 I . PO a - " *

Theoretical Approaches to Learning Disorders ‘ - .
—— ey ﬁ L -7

1 - N

s Vighai perceptual appraaches.’ Each theor{st who proposes or N .

v . v

« €8Pouses a particular defjinition of-the probleﬁs of children w1£h .

‘

learning disorders reflects‘a certaim kind of appréachl;o the reme- ‘

“ .
N -

diatian of the dis:urbancés. ; .

M

. v d A\
“Strauss and Lehtinen (1947), Strauss and Kephart (1955) . .

- ’
SO, -

emphasized the visual-perceptual orientation. Algo stressing 3 -

’
\ [N

ﬁerceptual processes, Cruickshank et al (1961) argued that structuring -

" and intensification of the .stimylus are critical to improvement in

learning of the child with perceptual disturbances. Dunsirng angd N .

~

Kephart (1965) emphasized "ocular" features; spatial orientatian, .
. [} B .
1 i - )
and motor patterns for developing visual perceptual abilities. .

‘
’ . 4
: \ ¢
1




. ’ ' ‘ ) ) 3
‘- Getman et al (1964) degsloped a visual-motor madel for the
. streatment of learning problems. Getman and his associates developed

~ * -

a "physiology of readiness' program based on visual-motor.stimultatien.

Their program of visuo-motor training is based on the principle that

.

vlsual,pgrceptloﬁ 1s learneq, that 1s, visual perception has 1ts‘b3813
1n developmental sequences of’phy31qlog1ca1 actions, and stems from
actions of the entire organism. This method emphasizes body balance
and control, form recognition, and visual memory. Ge trhan p{?posed a

visuo-motor complex moedel to demonstrate development of perceptusl
skills and to provide a guideline for training the child toward

maximum cognitive growth. With his assoclates, he developed six

-

programs for developing perception-_practices in general co-ordindtion,

balance, eye-hand co-ordination, eye moveménts, form recognition, and

visual memory (1magéry).

"

Frostig and Horne (1964) also took a wvisual-perceptual approach.

Frostig's orientation derived from the developmental theories of Piaget

(1969) and Werner (1957), from learning theories, and from psycho-

analysis. Her Developmental Test of Visual Perception (1964) resulted

-

,
from observation of children with learning problems in a clinical

i N ’h

setting. Deficits identified by the test provide a possible basis for
treat;ent using tr?inlng materials for the amprovement of visual
perception as designed and developed by Frostig. The Frostig method
"involves evaluation in six main areas of development sensory-motor,

perceptual and perceptual-motor, language, higher %hought processes,

emotional development, and social development, The initial diagnosis

L T



~

'
- -

ig based on four standardized test instrumgnts.. Marianne Frostig's
Developmenta& Test of Visual Perception (1964), the Wepman Auditory *
Discrimination Test (1973), the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for -
Children (1974), and the Iliihois Test of Psycholinguistic Abiiitigf‘
(1968). Frost}g also developed a comprehensive program for the -

' developmént of gross motor sk111§. The aim of the Froa£1g procedure
is (1) to a%eliorate specific developmental lags through specific
practise activities, (2) to Feduce impulsivity and distractibility

through techniques of ¢lassroom management, (3) to teach:.subject matter

and skills, and {4) to enhance social and emotional development.

Motor déficit approaches. Among theorists who, perceive
learning disorders as'being due primarily to motor deficits, 1s

Barsch (1965, 1967, 1968), who proposed the movigenic theory of
T 1} 1

’

learning disturbances.' Barsch held that human léarning is closely

related to motor efficiency. Consequently, a remedial program for
\ o '
childré&n with learning disorders would have asg its goal to corsfct

4

whatever/perseptual impediments stand in the way of the child's taking

1l
H

full advantagg of the regular curriculum. According to Barsch,
N R '
perception is movement and movement is perception. In the curriculum

Barsch has design?d, the’ child with a learning difficulty ls given
'opporﬁﬁnities to explore and experience himself in space and to
integrat; his exp;riences intovincreasingly more complex relationships.
Anoth;r motor-based theoretical position is that of Doman and
Delacgto, Delacato 11963; 1966). Doman and Delacato developed the

patterning' theory of neurological organization which presented a

neurological reorganizational model. The method aims to establish

|

™
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. v ) ‘ * ’ . . . . N ‘* .
in, the impaired child the neurological developmental stages observed LA .
. in normal children. With this approach, after diagnosis, the‘néuro‘ ’ o ts

hd \ - - ¥

“loglcal stages found tb4 be under-developed are remediated by engaging -

[}

¥

- S
the child 1in aCtiVitliF intended to develop those particular levgls - . J

) ™

of neurological groyth. The stages towards attainment -of mobility aré.

1) rolling over, 2) crawling in a circle or backwards, 3) crawling’ /. .
) - L]
' with a pattern, 4) crawling homologous, 5) crawling homolaterally, ) "

6) crawling cross-pattern, 7) creeping without pattern, 8) creeping

‘

homologous, 9) creeping homolaterally,” 10) creeping cross-pattern,

1) cruising (walking, holding), 12) walking withput pattern, and -

% v - .
13) walking crqss-pattern. . . : :
- »
- Multi-sensory input approaches. Fernald (1943) applied tactual *
_ techniques to alleviate learning disorders. This method involves N -

simultaneous stimulation of all input modalities to reinforce, learning.
Thus, in order-to learn to read a word, the eyes, ears, touch and .o -
- ¢ - N » - ’ 14

’
motor avenues would be simultanesouly involved as well ag speech (i.e.

in spelling) in order to effect learping. Fernald drew attention to

the link-up of emotional and learning disturbances and suggested four - ky s

o

conditions to help to alleviate tHe problem. She cautioped teachers

not to call attention to emotionally-lpaded Edﬁttons, to discard -
‘ - ‘ -
methods by which the imdividual cannot learn avoid subjecting & .

s or embarrassed,

v

child to conditions which cause him to feel conspiéu

-

and tq try to direct the.child's attention his piogrgss rather than

to what he caanot do. In the Fernald method af teaching. beginning .

°

avithmetic, emphasis is placed on learning number combinations, use of

. T ~ M

’/' ) \/ ‘.
‘i .
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. ' corrcreté’ o‘b;ecta ian the teach“ing of facts;, arfd a'graspwﬁ, meaning .
- « i -

- ‘lw -

ratlter. than rote memorizatiom, . .. e e -

- - -
- 4
- . - - .

- - -

> - -

. ) <t Psycholinguistic gppxoacheSe “Batgman (T965) ‘Eo?ak ‘a psycho-— -

- - -~ - ]

M “
. ..

. . ‘"‘lingu’istie ‘approach based on\a psycholinguistl.é ?ﬁaﬁno,sis as~detet:mined» ‘“w* e L - .
- - ‘ Y a "rm « -

- - v

LT y means ‘of the. Iumols Teat of P’sycholingulstic Agﬂgchs (1968) ; ST T

- » - - .

- . Babem\an proposed a séxnes of stages in the -d].‘aghost* nemedi&'l process._ Lo T

y

- - L

P Bateman argued for giving ~ptiorm:y to the c.hlld ‘s, weakne!wes {p the \ -e 0 I

- . T ¢ ] -

remed;la’i prq:ess. A‘écording t;o tgman, the primary focus shbuid be “ .- <
= - - A} . ) .o, El

or; teaching the child r.o 'do what he cannot presen.tly do and usiﬁg N -

- - LJ
“' - - - -

v . those- techniq es which assi“st tn- eliclting.and sr.rengtheni-ng those . ..

X

‘ e . e . .

o be‘ha.,v,{aura. She peréelved two~possib1ekfoqrces of diﬁfi‘culty‘ iﬁ’ ’ ) / -

- - - . —

l

reIativeiy strong N

-

. ) allowing tfie child to more fully devel-op his al
~ P e

. oo, abiLitLés* (1) by 80 doi‘n “we increase the discr ) *among his .

. .- 5 . - . f
- “e

own levvels pf development and.,(?) the day ; ‘er the taek may c‘ome then the a

e -l -

disgbl?itt a;egél can no longgr be circumvénted ox-— ¢umpens:ated for- ' - .
(p..237). C e e R 4 ’~' L . o R — ,
( B y - . . - ., . . T

‘

i

i

"~ *

. Emotional‘ disorrder aﬂn‘oaches. .Some theoretical orieftdtfons -. . é
.

+
p

i

o ) » . - - N tyw g
. - . - -

- Are, cen.tere& on' psychogyna}nic development nersona'lgty stricture and J' - - .

. Y . N - 4 v A . - - T e
. : \ ego fguction}ng,,:all of which bear ory how a child will approach a - . -

- . N v
“ - ~ . - .. - ’
~ - - -

- : ieanihg task and the-degreé"of léarning'wﬁiéh will occur . Amongst cee T, e

- - . - -,

JLthose thgorists who‘bave t&ken a psychodynan’fié View of ths ‘1earnirrg ’ . - -,

~
& R - ar -y - - oy

digordered chilﬁ” are Bgtr.elheim (19557 Rappaport (1»966) Eisenberg .. .

- - .
- - - - - -

R w>cuﬂnU%w.m¢mnm(mm) Tl 'm;jfv

1 -
v v - - PR . - -
[ 4

he 3

Bettelheim (1‘955) noted that d‘.he’ blogkin th&t'p;:'eve_nts‘. . . - -y

"y - z
. Fl - - a - .
-

e o learning is closely relatq;i to the imp%rm&nt q{ intelli&ence by . T .« °
: » ..4 .. - -~ -

A‘cvl * - -

. . emotional disturbance (p. 497). Bettelheth's qMIHrgn'wcre c].aaa-ed - LT

- - 5 J -

. - -

g et o5,



as disturbéd but the close relationship between Iearning diaturbanceé : '":1:

. P . - .

and emotional disturbances’ hag heen noted by ethers, Cordon CLQ]O),,, "::}~

e Wy
- - LIRY -
s -

Griffin (1971), Rosenehal (1973), SiIver (197&) Deshler €t9783. -

< ‘- x

Rappaport (1966) expressed the vfew that ego functions an the et

.
s or . ~ -

learning disordered child are advetsely qffected betause .the central Lo~

R .. . L

nervous system is not maturing in a ndr@al magpgx, If the mgter and wn o et K

' ,‘. ¢ I ,: +
perceptual functions are disturbed the,child's efforts toﬂmaster Ve - e YT

age-appropriate tasks tend to be unsuccess'ful !nd as a: t:thequen'ce ) . -

N - -

the child experiences feelings of frustvatian and dimlnished selj» - -

“ 7.

esteem. His efforts do not elicit the‘reward of pareﬁtal pridé 1n him..~ ' C .

- -

Instead, his behaviours tend ta cause pgrental anxietyfand frustrations

- e oo . LT .

which in turn lead to te;ection or over-prntectien eﬁ'the child. Thus - .,

¥ k3
“ P -

the child's contacts with the environmenx-afe unrewarding and lead- to ’ ST

- \
- - v
P

feelings of insecurity and wiﬁhdrawal sfnce.he‘id not teceiving .- o
. ‘: > q ! t - *

affection or praise for achievement.”'The sghoor experience then". . . . . -

3 .
.
- S - . . N

becomes increasingly destructive to. thé personality.' With repeated - ~~'—"' -0
lack of success in daily efforts,,the child's helf-concept cannot '/f ) s
o e S
develop adequately. Since children with leavning dtsturbances frequentiy e, 0T
A . N R 3 ’

tend to shaw erratic, school performance, thefr ﬁucoeasful efforts tend

.y - L

to be misleading to the teacher who mighﬁ conelu&s'that the child is LT

capable of performing at a coneistently higher level.~ Cohsequently‘ "

'(¢. i - .
. - -

the learning-disordered child might be chast{sed beCause of his . , . .-

v 0 1
« . - +

occasional successes. 'Siﬂce such a chilq'could,bécome the zecipteﬁtm . ’

. 2 . N . - N

of many impatient remarks from the Qeébhe%'reéerﬁing’hié poor behaviour - -

- . - »

4 - -

and attitude, the child's'personality.could guffer a&ditionel damege.
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* - E1senberg (1969) noted thet if | thé teacher displays, K increasin

) 1mpat1énce and 1nd1cates to the child that 1t is bhe child's poot

attitude to learning that causes his.classroom difficulties, the

teacher” will only elevate the levels of anxtety, frustration and

]
4 - >

conifysion 1inm the child.

- 4 . \
Lo Giffin (1968) suggested thdt many df' the learning disturbance

‘-

that- become evident when the child enters the'school~sysfem ptohably

-~ -,

[ - N -~ L

The only reasonafor their not having been noted in the earller period

- ' w

is that the J}Pme is a more tolerant, accepting environment than the

-school. He argued that the school makes no_pIIowance for ‘the child'

- shortcomings and frequently the teacher simply does not understand th

v - £

2 v

. -

g

8

beéan to display thgmsel&es 1n less severe form-in>thé preschool period.

e

thild's difficultiess ‘ , -

PR

’ The forms of émotiondl disturbance related. to pfoblems of
learning tend to vary depending on the individual child's unique way

-
’

of responding to the environment and the nature of:the environment,

-that is, whether K it is supportive or hostile. Harris (1970) reported
a variety of emotional problems associated with learnihg disturbances

conscious refusal to-learn, overt hostility, negative conditioning to

% -
& .

learning, displacement of hbstility,,resistancé to pressure, clinging

to dependency, quick digcouragement, the attitude that success is

- . \

N

dangerous, extreme distractibility or reétleSSness, and -absorption. in
' e + ~

a private world. ' - r

Aylward (1971) expressed the view that it serves no useful

J -

3

purpose to attempt to determine whether the learning distyrbance caus

LY

the emotional disturbance or if the reverse is the case. He stressed

-

1 . .

ed

a


http://whether.lt

\ v

.

that the immediatg céncern is to provide the chi}d/élth ppropriate
academic support 1n order that experiences of success could result

which will contribute to the child's improved self-esteem d feellngs'
LY [ ~

of worth. * ’ -

Patten (1983) concl from her statistical 1investigation that
the i1ntegration of academic¢c and emotional remediatidn programs 1s
appropriate for young learning-disordered students.

,

Behaviour modification approsches. McCarthy and McCarthy (1969)

noted that 1in the field of special education and learning disorders,

' 3 4

behavioural modification techniques 1n remediatiph and assessment are

- .

being used increasingly. The behavour modification approach developed
out of early behavioural theory as presented by Skinner (1963). The
concept of operant conditipning 1nvolves the technlquérof causing a

desired behaviour to persist in a suéﬂect by the provision of positive \

’

reinforcement immediately following the display @f the desired behaviour.
Such techniques have been used to modify and shape human behaviour,
“
\ 1)
particularly jn relatién to unacceptable social behaviours. In the

.

application of behaviour modifidation to learning problems, the teacher -

\

determines the antecedent event of stimulus, behaviour of interest or

desired behaviour, and SUbQE?ueht event or reinforcement. The strongest

effects are obtained by immediate, positive scheduled reinfqrcements.

" -

The teacher sets out specific behavioural goals for the child and, for

each such goal, it should be possible to observe that the desired

learning accurs. Underlying causes are not the concern of the

;

pggctitioner of behaviour modification. Instead, the behaviours

R

which interfere with learning are i1dentified. Then the technique is !

: ‘ 3
s L ' .
™
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L)

’ ' ’ 10

'
~ -

determined whereby the environment of tHe child can be manipulated so

I3

as to eliminate the undesired responses and elicit the desired 4

.

responses from the child. To eliminate the undesirable behgviour,

.

a negative reinforcement 1s introduced. Extinction of the uhdesirable

2

- -
behaviour occurs when positive reinforcement 4% eliminated for that

behaviour and only négative reinforcement 1s experienced. Schedules

of reinforcement set out the plan for conditions under which reinforce-

ment will occur. The desired behaviour 1s shaped through a set of

s
/

orderly tasks. ~ .

v

14

Premack (1959) stated that preferred activities could be used

to reinforce less preferred activities. This notion 1s 1hvolved 1in

7

contingency management (i1.e. 1f a child prefers to read a stiory bogk

e
rather than complete a math task, the story book would be contingent
I3 - f

\ st
-
.

upon his completing the math task).

1 P ,
A}

v .

: Behaviour mpdlfii;;¢Qn techniques provide a practitioner with

[N

a method of assessment and remediation which does not i1ryolve assump-

s 7 - +

tions as to etiology (Lovitt, 1967, ,Trieber and Lahey, 1983). The

~

goal in~behavxour‘modifhcation,ls to gradually reduce the need for

reinforcers. Hewett (1967, 1968) proposed-a seven-level hierarchy of

behaviour which demonstrates this gradual independence from reinfarcers

(1) primary levelz-de51red behaviour is displayed on;y'for the purpose
\ A
bf recelviﬁgwlmmedlate reward, (2) acéeptance leyel--tea?her
communic;tes complete acceptance ofwéhe child, the child works without
¢ . ’ R
reward on a‘one-ﬁb-one basis with’the‘teachér, (3) order lewel--the -
child acce;ts the spec1fied‘copdition; for learning such as structuré,

' - - .

£



a Y
—

routine, and the set 11m1tsk9f the learming situation, {4) exploratory’
Y ¥ -
Yevel--the child 1s ready to investigate the environment through motor,
. sensory and perceptual exploration, (5) relationship level--the child

‘ >

- ' . T -
-perceives the teacher's approval and recognition as social reinforcers, .

- .

\
(6) mastery level--the child 1s now ready for academic learning and
learns the basic skflls of reading, writing and arithmetic, and (7)

achievement level--the chi1ld 1s now self-motivating through his o

behavgpurs, achreving and eager for new learning experignces without
» ) g 8 8

outside reinforcers. .

Educational strategies®approaches. Precision teaching developed

» ‘

ot of hehav1our modification. Ptecision teaching offers a standardized

system of monitoring behaviour and charting daily improvement  and change

s

* (Bates and Bates, 1971). According to Bradfield (1971) there are four

%bmponehﬁs of precision teaching (1) a specific system of recording
. . :

and charting data using a standardized six-cycie daily behaviour chart,
’ ’ r
(2) a precise definition of behaviours to be changed, (3 an emphasis

on the total learning process rather than.on reinforcements, and _ (4) .an ., .
4

-
organized attefipt to collect and distribute projects that "have used
. -
N

the precision teaching system. In precision teach1dg, improvement 1s ¢

\

, considered to be ‘the 1nErggsed frequency of the.desired behaviour.
- , },-‘ T ~
Moyer and Dardig (1978) reported that a behavioural approach is
v - W 0 ’ ' .
P%rtlcularly‘helpful in teaching severely handicapped ¢hildren. ‘'They

noted that task analysis setves two purposes, both as a diagnostic

'

:

function in helping teo pingoini the student's épecific fynctioning

level on the target skill, and in providing a basis for sequent1a1~

'

1
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Social-cultural approaches.. The ecological orientation to .

.

! remediation of Ie%Enlng disorders 1s socirally or gulturaliy oriented.
' - v B +

* Theorists who %eveloped this approach consider the child only 1in.the -
. 1

cpntext of the €cosystem 1n which he operates, that 1s, the culture in:

which he functions. The ecological approach 1s based mainly on the

- work of Rhodes/(l970) and aims tg restructuré the interactions which
11 -

- . dccur between the child and his cdlfure. *In tRis technique much
" N . . i

attention 1s given to 1dent1fy1ng the nature of social sanctions and

< ~

inhibitions, cultural tdeals, anff the sub-units within the child's ’

ecosystem (1n some- 1nstances possibly interaction with one other

P}

-
.

person). - o _ J .

y : ’ In applylné.tth approach, teachers use various specific

. »

v > o,
. techniques similar to other approaches,” such as behaviour management

. programs, group activities and i1ndividual goal-setting behaviour.

’ <

The schoél carries out ‘two functions according to Rhodes, attending to

- the cognitive development of the child and his mastery of skills, and

‘ , A

I3
becoming familiar with and‘commun1cating with the child's ecosystem,

s - Ld

(fris environment), in order to-make modifications to that_environment
' when necessary. ' d

>

¥
A succesgsful program using the ecological approach, Project

- ¥ " "

, Re-Ed, was developed by Hobbs (1969). Hobbs listed twelve important

- v

principles of the ecologlcai approagh. Amgngst these are involvement -

:of the student in purposeful activities with high success probabifity,



1

&

\

»

.
) - ) . 13
~ v
.

“«
‘ - L_J
[

maintenance of family contact, establishment of mutual tfust,
encouragement of, emotional expression and emphasis on physical R

adtivities and group relationships (p. 230, 231). ' .-

r

. .
Johnson and Morasky (1977) noted that the environhental-

’

écolog{cal approach differs from the behaviour modification and .

leducational strategies approaches primarily in that the ecological

[}

- r
v r”

gpprdach'puts strong emphasis on social interaction and group

structure:for the purpose of helping the child to. become a successful p

.
“

participant-in his culture. Therefore, the importanf reinforcers ’ ’

applied are likely to be of a social nature rather than material or

4

n ™

personal. * , . ’

- 1
S

Psycgpsoc{al approdches. The psychosocial approaches {end to; .

7

contrast w1t§ the traditional views and approache% to the‘Qr lems of
the learning-disordered child.. Theorists wh; have adégted a psycho-
sociai(approach have tfended to‘question, not oély the di;gnostic

téchnique§ and remedial methbds developed and used widely, but also * v
£h: very definition of the problem as somé form of learning disorder. .

R -

’ & .
These theortsts, in general, express alarm regarding the increaéin& %

>
-

numbers of children labelled as ‘ledrning disordered or mentatly

‘retarded, the increased use of tests, the questionable competence of

diagnostic perdonnel, the doubtful value oé s!‘2d¥31 techniques, and A
the possibly detrimental effect of the current wid;;;anging system of
1dent1fica}ion and t}e;tment ;n tge future ;ell-béiqg of today's

children. .Among thege theori;ts are Schfag and Divoky (1975) who /
q;estioned the pr;Etises in specialjéduc;tion, suégesting that

techniques used are primarily a means oflcontrollfng and managing

Es

P

-



children, and of reshaping their persgnalities for the convenience of '
n [ (S \ -
"institutions (p. 225). - ‘

’ : -
.

, ¥
Schfag and Divoky (1975) advocated strong parental 1involvement

- A

3

1n order to ensure that the individual -rights.of the child. are

’ '
recognized, to limit or qlxminatelunde91rab1e screening and testing,
, 4 ’ ¢ i3
to avoid special class placement, and tp prevent improper.labélling

. A .

of the child. They suggest to parents certain techmiques and
resources (1) parents should quéstion procedures that authorities

- . -

plan to" folldw with regard to their child, , (2) pareats should not

. -

allow themselves to‘feel awe of the community or school authorities,.

N p

\

(33 parents should demand written statements of intent'and recqrds

of testing and interviews, etc. regarding their child, (4) parepts

- v

should seek support of cemmunity groups when dealing with schools,

\

welfare or police authorities, (5) parents should not relax their
' PRV .

\

suspicion of authorities even if first experiences with them indicate

’
'

1 ’ Ll v
genulneness, (6) parentés should act first letting the school know .on

’

N N

initial enrolment of their chrld that they will be checking fréquently,

\ '

-

l'every Pzw’months,” on his recdrd,'and that no testing 1s to be

N
]

carried out without barentgl written approval in each jndividual
NE [ . . ’
instance, (7) parents, not the school, should ‘choose the specialist
s [ - ’ .
who will examine their child if such a procedure proves necessary,

(8) parents should seek legal advice ' »n all formal disciplinary

’

- \

confrontations with institutional representatlves;_ (9) parents should

~ ' s

familiarize themselves with all local statutes, regulations, and locgl
4 5

practices which may affect their child in ;chqol placement’ or

-

- ' . ’
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+

\\\\\\ disciplinary issues and (10)- parents should make every effort to act |

v

to prevent any formal *legal action rather than allow 1t to occur and
)

- ' .
» v

then attempt to plead the injustice of the decision since court

4

actions tend to result in limited restitution for the famlly. -
% Schrag and Divoky (1975) spoke out against the political .

implications of thé remarkable rise in.ingidence of learning disorders,

o

of labelling ¢of children, of special class placemenht, af high incidence

- amongst lower socio-economic groups, -of drug use for treatmeﬁ}, of the

»
o

helplessness of pdarents against authorities, and of the pressure

. . .

groups' involvement in the 1increase in idence, labelling and

. ‘

placement. . . ’

Also questioning the techniques of 'testing, evaluating and

treatment, Rubin and Balow (1978) noted that etassroom teachers acting

i
- 4 1

. - on their own judgement as to what constitutes problem‘behaviour are

the most frequent initiators of referrals for special services. They

argued that, 1f the teacher sees the ¢hild as a problem,*‘for that *

school year al} interaction between the teacher and the child will _

probably be affected by that interpretation with negative consequences

“

for the child. They suggeéted that the common belief of teachers thét
children are problems, as indicatqﬁ by their study, might partially -

*  explain Morsé}s (1963) finding that children's self-esteem drops

- sharply from Grade 3 to Grade 11. Balow (}971) also duestipnqd the

s v efficacy of perceptual-motor activities in the treatment of severe

. .
.

learning d1sab}11ties. He pointed out that the ,benefit of sugch

s
\ '

treatment is, nof indicated by research in the field, Balow, in fact,.

advocated careful research of techniques now in use in special

v
[



.

.

i ) . . i6

- o - .

education, of diagnostfc methods, and of recognition that there is no

substitute for éood teaching of skills. Balow, likeSchrag and Divoky,

-
\

directed attention to the fact that a 1arge‘portion of serious cases

of learning disorders come from the economically ard secially under-

-

privileged sections of the totdl population. He suggested, therefore,
that any techniques which tend to ensure coptrol eof groups which might
otherw1se‘dlsrupf the status quo of established power groups must

always be questioned carefully to ensyre thé integrity and validity of °

their practices and stated goals. b T

¥

-~

Coles (1978) was highly critfcal of the methods of identifi- .
cation of the learping disordered population by the use of the

. ‘ ) , |
generally-accepted standasrdized test battéry. He quoted extensive

. .
[

research which tended to indicate mixed findings for the valadity of

-

guch'tesg 1nstruments as’the Wechg}er Intelligence Scale for Children -
Revised (WISC-R) (1974), the Illinois Test of Psycholinﬁuistic

Abilitieé, (ITPA) (1968),:the Weépman Auditery Discrimination Test (1973),

the Bender Visual-Motor Gestalt Test (BVMG) (1946), the Graham &

~ .

) . . -
Kendall Memory-for-Designs Test (MFD) (1968), and otﬂhrzf as discri-

minating instruments for identification of learning disorders. He

‘questioned, not only the test battery, but also neurological tests for

soft gigns and the EEG. None, he argued, appear to be good identifiers

of 1eérning disorders. Coles held that the mqtiggt{on for-the

tpﬁditianI approach is, in part, political. The real direction to be

followed as indicated by the problems, in his view, is the modffication

4

of the general educational process, institutions and -social conditions
-

¢
’

< v R ™ T W LS,
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affecting the child, and the appropriation of more resources for
social use. ’ .
Coles suggested that another motivating factor for adminis-

tratidon aof the test battery is to allow for the prescription of such

drugs as Ritalin, the use of which, he noted, had reached alarming

proportions (1.e. in 1977, 463,000 prescriptions of thalln'were filled

3

by pharmacists in the United States, according to IMS America as quoted

by Coles), Coles also held that educators may seek to enhance their

profession by aligning themselves with the medical profession. -

/ AN
The questioning of the underlying motives of the traditional

- -

orientations tq the problem of the learning disordered child emerged
.
as a trend in the 1970's and continues. In general, 4at}ention was

-

being directed to social factors as the real underlying causal condi-

4
I

tions. Careful scrutiny of the environment, as represgnted by the
family, the social sub-group, socio-economic status of the family, and
comparison of the smaller group standards with the main social group

‘

standards Wwere recommended as techniques to elicit the most pertinent

- *

data for‘remediatlon of the child's diff;culties. Ames (1983) argued
that the label of learning disability is too often applied when the
problem 1s one of immaturity and unreadiness.

In the case of mindrity children, Schrag and Divoky (1875)
pointed out that studies indicate that a significantly larger number

of minority-group children appear in the claésif1¢ations of borderline

retarded and delinquent. They drew attention to a need for improvement

of education for minority-group children, arguing that existing

educatiorial offerings tend to point up the differences and negatiwve

S
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’ K N

-
characteristics of minority-group children, ‘that’1s, those character- ‘
f

1stics which tend to-be different from the accepted behdviours of the

larger population of children. o ) e V-

t ° -
Chi1ld advocacy approaches.‘ Since the 1970's, there has been

¢ -

an 1ncrease 1n court actidbns which have been brought by parents and

~

parent groups 1n the United States against the school systems for

-
v

perceived i1njustices 1in the meeting of the educational needs of their

¢hildren. (Brown, 1979: Townsend and Mattson, 1981; Bateman, 1982,

_Bersoff et al, 1982, Strickland, 1982). The introductiom 1n the
United States of Bill 94-142 (The Educafion of alllhandicgpped Children

Act, United States, 1975) and in Canada the Report of the Commission on
» » ¢

Emotional and.Learn1ng Disorders in Children, One Million Children,

(CELDIC hepprﬂ; 1970) resulted from the growing publlc'concern as to

)

the p0331bbe unmet needs of exceptional children:in the schools. As a

consequence, new legislation has been introduced in the United States

and 1n some ances in Canada. In the United States the educational

“ /4
systems must now provide appropriate testing for,bilingual children 1n

both their primary and secondary languages,.and test instruments Which ‘

N ~

are not ,predominantly verbal. In aaditioh, the minority group children -

1n special clasg'ses must be re-evaluated to detérmine if they’have béen

correctly placed. The reasons for high minerity group populations in

special classes must be questiened and investigated. Test nhorms (for

-

*

minarity group\ populations must be specially developed and speéial .

A~

transitional programs develéped in order to return tmproperly placed

minority group children to the regular classrpom. TParental partici- "~

J \
pation in educational decision-making for their handicapped children

1 v v



has been legally recognized while-the developmenl of appropriate
- - . AY . f .
»” community services to improve special educatjon is another aspect of
children's rights which has come before the courts. - v

- -

/Malnstreahlné approaches. ~ Out of legiglation in U.S. Bill 94-142

which stated 1n part that the child should -be provided wiEh the least
' \

restrictive educational enviornment; the model of service delivery ~
> - \ R

‘termed 'mainstréaming’ has deveiopéﬂ. The term 'mainstreaming' refers

- -

* to the process of ad&ptioﬁ and -assimilation of the-special education

’ ! - ' ‘

student into the regular education clagsroom. Those, advocating T
' * . i b '
mainstreaming argue that- 1) categorizing children by gross-diagnostic

1

labels 1s couﬁter-productive, 2) evaluatiﬂg children's strengths and
\

-
- [

weaknesses should be more related to specific fnstructional objectives

v

than to academic skills, 3) grouping childTen should be carried out

+ "t

according tp defined needs rather tban diagnostic classificatipon,

> ~

4) 1nvolving spec1q1ists ané consultants i1n the child's: remediation
program should only be allowed where direct student need was demonstra-

4

ted so that whenever .possible diagnoétic, prescriptive and remedial

activities should infolve common personnel and 5) segregating éevgrely

:haqdlcapped children should only occur when necessary because of

. performaqc? ability criteria not their hanéiéap classificatioﬁg

‘(johnsoq and Morasky, 1;77,‘p;‘127). ot e . -
co D;nn (1973)‘definéé four classes of ex;eptional children in

‘.isliflon to iptegrated'bpecial educaticon strategies }2 the mosg
integrated--those enrolled in the ;ééuiar grades and providsg only . -

-

needed special instructional faterials, equipmenthzi/;QggEltative
services, 2) the nex;.host integrated--students r ve all or,-

rl

:
%
g

.
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+ at least, part of theiL academic instruction in the mainstream but

-

. »~

" <their ihstrucéjon is supplemented with spegcial education tutors who

i4

. -
.- derve as-helpers to the regular instructors or who are resource room

~

B

or Special class teachers, 3) the quite segregated--students attend

- - -

self-contained special day schools arl classes and 4) the most
segrégated--student; are‘£n.boarding.@choolq, hospitals and/or receive
homebound instructf;n (p. S;I. - ~
¢ #
- “fﬁtegrating exceptionaIﬁéhildren into the %ainstream requireg

- ' L3

that teachers be flexiﬁle, }nowledgeable regarding exceptional

o~

™

children's probfems ard aware ofwxthe alternative solution& available

- o«
for thelr resolution. Heron (1978) described rescurces available to

-

'Y ., . [N
the schools* 1) personalize the leartiing enrvironment so that
individual learning ‘Style or behaviour are accommodated (provide a

model, incrtase teacheffgspdent cd&munication by seating arrangement,
> .
provide peer tutoring), 2) reteach basic or prerequisite skills if

om

necessary, 3) if academic and /or social problems are still +resistant,
- - . N
implement behavioyr modification- techniques, 4) if techmiques are'

- »
atil]l ineffective, ensure that 'notmaliﬂclassﬁates are understanding

of individual differences in their exceptional classmates by integrating
- -

- b " -
ghe_exceptional student in workirig groups, 55:retnforce-appropriate

A bl

soclal interaction by classmates towards the exceﬁi&onal student through
class or individual -student.gewards (i.e. free time). -
\ Heron noted that teacher behaviour cah be a factor in successful

s

i"‘rr;ainstreaming. To enhance the quality of teachi‘-student effect,
} . -y . , ,
teaching should demonstrate productive rather than reactive teaching

behaviour. Therefore, téacherg need to be provided with feedback or-‘»

i 4




cues from- supervtsers, principdls, parents or vefqnteérs in‘ rder to':’~

.
4 PP - 5

change. Teachets tieed the opportunity also to mddal ori skilled teaphers*’

. *
s - .o
- ’ - -

and to perform ‘the teaching task ynder the model* a,thervat}on in order .

a ¢ - -
i .. N ¥ N

to obtain feedback regarding.their'perfofmgﬁce.«,Léstlyfvﬁeacpers also

A

-

/ - b -0 “ ’ v: ' e
need in-service to provide them with Qpécific'fdnctidnal tegeh{ng ’ “:
» o, . - )
t .
skills in order to meet thé needs of ‘a heterbgenequs classroom student,
N 2" o, 0w . te o __" “'v
population. O R L N - %

» - . 3 .y - »
* . N F » -

Salend (1984) outlined six §a§tor§:which,heeﬂerceiyed‘ae - .

contributing to develdbment'of'successfﬁi'mhinstreaming. 1) developing
4 * - e > N
criteria for mainstreaming, 2) preparing Uandieapped stndents for -

-4 ,.. -

integration, 3) preparing non-thdicapped stu&en;s, 4y ﬁromothg o
; R .

communication among educators, 5) evaluating sﬁudapt.groggeps‘and "y

- . s
s > * ~ . <%
.

6)prqviding in-gervice training.” | L -

Current approachés. More precisg knowledge.bf the fuhétlon of

- - .

the brain has led to development of a heuxopsychologicel,gpproach to,

~

. T W

learning disorders (Obrzut and Hynd,~1983) ands to aagessment techniques -*

. - -
.

which provide a basis for individualized egpcatidh'programg (Hartlage

\

and Telzrow, 1983). . o T .

[ ‘ » . N T r -
Another emerging development resuLting frém: the Yapid

» -
o -

technologic 1 advances of our times is tha aﬁplication oi micro- »_«~' il

. - P

”
-~ - - -

computers §o the field of epecial education . Fhese deviceg ‘are seen,? -

- -~
i - .

to have applieﬂﬁ}oma which would‘improve'ﬁgqy aspeces’?f_fpecisl e

[ .
.
. , - Y

education sych as administration, assessment, ‘instruction, related
- )

% -
[ 4
- < 3

?

e y

services apd staff development (Bennett, 1982). Ofie computer

. *

- ~ - EY
application suggested by Bendett i8 to provide+accugate’ and timely >

. » . - . “ .
program informatfon for the ‘administrator. , o . -

-4
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t— . Siscussion—of the Various Approaches
":- . - The various thegretlcal approaches to learnting disorders have
’ Lo ‘;esulted in strategles for remedf3tion to be used by school systems.
‘C - T Lerner (1976) noted that Dun31ng and Kephart's (1965)
~ - ‘ perceptuaL-motor theory of learnlng disarders falls short in that it

4 -

. concentrates on perceptual and motor development and gives insufficient

- . <~ . .

. ’ . . attention td the.transition from that stage of development to academic

-

and cognitive development. This framework tends to lack adequate
gutdelines to carfy the child across the stages. At the same time,

. speeéh and languageé are fiot emphasized in the Dunélng and Kephart

L) 4

¢ e . ) ﬂ‘methqﬂ. Moretver, the stud&es‘as reported by Hammill and Wiederliolt
! (1973), Hammi1l' and Larsen (1974), Hammill, Gpodman, and Wiederholt

. (1974), indicate that motar, tratnlqé procedures do not demongtrate

”

- . that the techniques'slgn}flcantly improve teadiness skills, 1intelligence,

. oo ac;deMic achievemerit, or perceﬁtual-motor’performance, although motor ’
rd i . . . 4
- -

«development is an important aspect of the total devefbpment of the

- P 5

- L™ . chfld and should form a part of any program intended to foster the

.
- [ r

v . . child’s general .improvement.

- »

- .y The remedial approaches.of Barsch (1965, 1967, 1968) and

Donsing .and Kephart (1965) have been criticised for the limited role

.
.

. -of'languagg and auditory skills. McCarthy and McCarthy (1969) remarked

- . that Barsch's vaigenLc approach would probably be appropriate for some

;hildren but not at all effective with others, because of the different

¢

¢ caU!es‘of their’pqor school performance (p. 41). This comment high-

* . +1ights the need to recognize that €ach chitd is unique with a particular

- s » 7



-

noted by Balo‘(1971), does not result in direct transfer and

» ( ,
. )

complex of needs which must- be evaluated carefully 1n'order'to bring

about, beneficial change. <

~

Doman and Délacnlo‘s (Délgcato, 1566) patterning the;ry has
been cﬂitxpized\by medical, health and educ;t1ona1 authoraties
(CEU1cksh5;k, 1968). Robbins' <1966) sEudy cast doubt as to the
efficacy of the method.

Getman's (1965) visuomotor theory has been subjected to the

~ ¢

A

4 -

-

same type of criticism asﬂave the other motor-based ther;ries: l.e.

the theory lacks emphasis upon other hspécts of learning, a
‘\ i
] -
emphasizes the role of visual perception. Getman?s,model does not

ver -
v

ciearly 1nd1qp;p’how the child moves from motor deVelgpment to the

cognitive stage of 1;arn1ngh Moreover, the role of feedp k 14" "
t )

providing information, thus learning, to the child 1s not {ncluded.

Empirical ev1dence for the support of the concept ﬁz?ﬁﬁ*to ‘be

lacklng ¢Johnsorr and Morasky, 1977). .

The visual perceptual approach as proposed @ﬁ Ffostig and

Horne (1965) and others has alsa been criticised (Olson, 1968,

Hammt1l, 1972, BaYtow, 1971, Schrag and Divoky,\1975, and Kavale,

-

1983). Research data, on the whole, indicates that the Frostig Test

does not correlate highly with reading achievement and that the Frostig

training program does not improve reading skills (Vellutino, 1977).
L]

Lerner (1976) also noted that there tends to be a lack of evidence for

Al

direct transfer or linkage between the programs and school skills, in ’

¢

particular, to reading skill. However, including such programs, as

1}

-
-

)
consequently could not be readily measured in a typical -experimental

S
i

v
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\h\h;\\\\\/;hat mator perceptual programs should gener
- * [
curriqulum for all primary grade pupils.

,

¢

*

~

24

.

situation. In spite of the lack of positive indicators to favour the

.

ise "of ‘perceptual and motor training techmiques, the need for and the
3

benefit to be derived from such programs with®n the total training
- }
programs for children should not be ignored. Balow (1971) suggested

ly be added to the

pupils of any grade, who

have fserioug defiglencfés~in school skilll¥, becg‘.g of the emjoyment

and' developmental appropr}ateness, tbe
. . .

that' can come from perceptual activitie

rsonal recognition‘of success
- 4 -
, the accompanying ‘positive

-

attention from significant adults, the 5pbo:tun§ty provided to the
. R ,

child to improve visual apnd mdtor.skills and ability to follow

2

directions (p. 524).

Successful integration of exceptional chlldren into the

- -

regular. clagsroom is depepdent upon a number of fagtors.but the

r

importance of the regular classroom teacher as a facilitator in
b

integration was emphasized by Nesbit and Karagianis (1981) who -saw

peer acceptance as the most crucial concern im the process of
integration. The teacher who demonstrates an attifude of acceptance

of the exceptional student is providing a médel for the student's

-
’

classmates.

Cruiqkshani (1983) deplored the dismantling of self-contained

« ™ .

special education in faJ%ur of maingtmeaging. .He expressed daubt that
the programs of preparation of the regular general elementary or
secondary teachers or administrators havé equipped them to understand

the true nature of the problems of exceptional children or the

stratégies which should be employed towards their remediation.

1



qblllty that programs will be cancelled because of the influence o6f

I

.
. ‘ 25
- ~ +
R .

Thé need for improved preparation programs for general school

administrators was noted by Raske (1979) while Johnson,and Morasky
(1977) pointed to the need ‘for continuing and in-service training for -

the regular classroom te;Ehef to compensafe for preservice programs

which lacked adequate content related to special education.

Program Evaluation

4 ’

There is an ever-increasing demand 1n our modern society for
accountability at all levels of orBanization. At the decision-making
levels, accountability means that, unless programs in which professionals
are involved can be proven to be effective, there is always the possi-

-

pressure groups, economic or physical constralnté, al'ternative programs
of equal or greater current popularity, ;r because of pbrcei;ed future
conditions. ﬁmcountability, then, has resulted in the demand for closer
scrutiny~of institutional activities such as the provision of educational
services. Planned scrutiny in the form of evaluation is 4 process of

Eomparison of-clearly specified objectives with data regarding

performance.

o
7

Methqgds of evaluation. Evaluation has been defined in various

. na

terms. M. C. Alkin (1969) defined evaluation as '"....the process of

" ~

v

ascertaining the decision areas of concern, selecting appropr}ate
information, and collecting and analysing information in order to
report su;mary data useful to decision-makers in selecting among
alternatives." (p. 150). According to L. J. Cronback (1963),

evaluation is "....collection and use of information to make decisions

about an educational program." (p. 44). Malcolm Provus (1969) stressed

. ¢



the use of evaluation as the decision-waker's tool with which to

t . »
., & . PN
determine whether to improwe, maintdin or terminate a program. -He

v

described evaltiation as '"....the process of (a) agreeing upon program

standards, (b) determining whether a discrepancy exists between some -

» '

aspect of the program and the standards governing that aspect of the .

.
-

program, and (c) using,discrepancy information to 1dentify the

weaknesses of the program." (p. 172).

~ i ~ -

[

The~role of evaluation was stressed by Michael Sériven (1967)

’ -
N ‘

who referred to the formative role, when a new program is being

A -

evaluated, and the summative role when the information gained wull

v [ 1 ¥
' v \

determine 1f the program in 1ts modified and finished form is worthy

4

of retention or should be terminated.

~

Robert E. Stake (1967) argued that evaluation reports can only

¢

be fully understood 1f ‘a full description of the educational prdgram

i

1s 1ncluded. Oniy then could the decision-makers mgke sound judge-

A
»

ments. According o Stake, '"For evaluation of curricula, attentjon to

individual differences among students should give way tb attention to
~ >

the contingencies among background conditions, classroom activities,

. 4

and scholastic dutcomes." (ff. 108).

The decision-management oriented approagh to evaluation 1d

v \

represented by the CIPP (Context, Input, Process, Prdduct) evaluation

-

model of Daniel L. Stufflebeam (1971). He held that evaluation, -

»

should present information useful to decision-makers. Therefore,

s

evaluation is, necessarily, a cyclic, coﬁtinulng process which has

thrée main steps of delineating, obtaining and providing. These

three stepé fo;ﬁ‘the basis for a methodology of evaluation.

8



-

s

N ‘

\The delineatirig and providing steps are 1ntenf5ce dctivities requiring

- 4 -

‘ /
collaboration between the evaluator and the decision-maker, while the
1y - Y

obtaining step 1s mainly a technical activity executed primarily by

- : - N v
- -

r -
thte evaluator.

’ '

- -

Worthert & Sanders (1973) describgd the evaluation approaches

of Cronbach (1963), Stake (1967) and Scriven (1965)'35 compréhéﬁsxve

- i . ’

and objective. Althoﬁéh Stake's model 1s useful 1n developing an

’

) [
organizational framework for an evaluation study, 1t 1s not an

4 * ¢ )

eviluation recipe (p. 125). It does not provide adequate methodology.

.
.

Cronbach provided early guidelines hut not an evaluation model.

*

. “ .
Scriven (1967) pointed out that, although evaluation can play

.

LI <

many roles, it has one functional goal - ‘to determine the worth or )

rd

’ . I
mer1t of something. 1In its formativeé form 1t serves to impréve a -

. ty
program while it 1s still fluid by praviding feedback to the develdper.

. 2
However, Scriven's methodology has not beeq clearly stated So that it
: . vy o,

“

1s difficult to develop‘practical appliegtions .of Scriven's modei

i
.

» . \ N
(Worthen & Sanders, 1973). Moreover, amongst the limitations of the
& \ -

-

' -
[

model are the requiirement for wholistic program evaluation, the use of

v

scitentifie investigations, and the lack of methodology for assessing
. 4 v .~

the validity of judgements (p. 212 - 215). ° * -

i L
B

- Saylor and Alexander (1974) 1deantified Stake's congruence-

-
.

N

contingency medel, Sfufflebeam's CIPP model and Provus’ Discrepancy

-
i - f ’

Evaluation model as the bést approaches for curriculum evaluation

(p. 304).. ’ -

’
\
‘.

The evaluation model presented by Provus (1969) provides for -
\

,ongoing evaluation of af program for which standards have heen

-4 .

Pl f
[

\

*
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3

establigshed. Evidence of performance 'is then obtained. The data

gathered is then compared with the standard (Saylér and Alexéndér, 1974

¥ ~ N ’ A
p. 300). - , . . )
. ' The Provus model demands a 1engtb§ time commitment and tould be’

12 v

costly. This model provides 1inadequaté méthodoloéy,foq establishing

N ! ’

standards, requires a large, complex staff aﬁdl1s intended for complete
program evaluation (Worthen & Sanders, pi,Zl&). ' -
¥ « LS

Alkin (1969) presentkd a decision-management approach to

4
A LA

A .

, evaluation and tended to focus on provision of information on educa-
A \\( N ~ ['

tional sygtems to decision-makers. The evaluation domgin is determined

by the decision-maker.- The evaluation process -may be costly and

B [N . - '
complex ' (WoZthen & Sanders, 1973, p. 214, 215).-

’ . "Stufflebeam and his associates (1971) provide a clearly- -

X
\
’ s .

defined modeL,‘ Stufflebeam's (1971) CIPP"model 1s also a decision-
. I3 . -

- - ~

s

- management process. Again, the methodoLog& 18 undefined and, as 1n

W s . - .

the Alkin model, net all actwvities are olearly evaluative (Worthen &

IN

' Sanders, 1673). ¥t the éntire process were foilowed, it\too would be
. \ .
1 ¢

~

costly and-complex.. Howe{er, the model allows for ev§1uation‘to‘take

)
~ ’ \ <
3 '

place at any stage of the prqgram. Strict.experimental design 1s not -

5 R b
applicable (Worthen & Sanders,, 1973). ) - - ~ ‘

. 1

Stufflebeam (1971) in Biscussing his evaluatioh model reférred
t N .
to four types of educational ded1slon-makihg plannifig - to determine

£
\ R .

6bjgct1Vbs, structuring - to design prdbedures, implementing - to .
@

N *

- [N ~ 4

*

utilize, oontrol and refige procedures‘and recycling ~ to judge and

N -

react ta attainments. Cor?espond1ng to the four deciston types, in

i . ¢

the CIBP model are the four types ¢f evaluation « context, input,

- . v R I
.

. 0 LR T N
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\

process and product. Stufflebeam argued that the:CIPP model was a

v ‘ - R .

total evaluation model which would provide the regulaé evaluative

)

information requirements of the system and could respond to enmergent .
& ‘

’

needs for 1diosyncratic data. ,Hé described the context evaluation as

a continuous, systemdatié mechanism which delineares, obtains and

provides information to the planning body of a system to make decisions

e1ther to change the system or to continue with existing procedures

because they are judged effective and efficient in meeting important -

-
-

objectives. However, if the context evaluation indicated.deficiency

’

‘ -

or identified unused opportunities for improvement, "...'a rational

¢
decision-making body, would, probably decide to bring ahout changes."

- -

(p. 141). 1If the changes decided upon were large and there was an

4

inifial low level of informatign grasp on the part of relevant program

N

‘personnel, 'then an input evaluation study would be done to evaluate

strategies and procedures to effect the desired changes. Structuting

.

decisions would follow which could lead to a trial or pilot phase or

-

v

.to 1nstallation of change procedures,in the overall system. Process

and product evaluation would follow to aid in decisions related to the

-

trial phase. If_ as a result of the process amnd product evaluation
1 {

~

studies simultaneously conducted throughout the trial recycling

-
<

decisions are made whicH lead to installatibn off the innovation in the
. .

total system, then the context evaluation mechanism would be adjusted

to allow*systematic monitoring of the new element 1n the totgl system

to determine its impact. i

-

’

In carrying out a context evaluation of an existing prqgram, -

the evaluator would describe the proérhm, identify the problems or

.
.

. 2



needs, identify and state the objegtives wﬁlch, 1f attainéd, would

’

sat1sfy tha needs. An 1npit evdluation would assess the ﬁbtentxal

utility of several alternative strategiés for attaining objectives

to determine which would be mdst effective. Input and process

evalyation would necessitate developing a system for providing r

H

f
continual feedback about the effectivenedgs of the instruc¢tional

strategies. Product evaluation would involve delineatjpng program

outtomes, 1dentifying the information needed for each outcome, the

’
. ~ )

sources of this information, the method of data collegtion, those

Al

persons 1nfluenced by or influencing the program, and then collecting,

organizing, analysing and reporting the data.

Evaluation using the CIPP model. A first stage evaluation

would be for the purpose of geterml‘ning the extent to which the .
Ve

system's existing special education programming meets the legal

requirements under which 1t functions and to what extent, if any: 1t

fails to follow statedkguidelines. If there are variances from

intended procedures, and objectives, the consequences should be

examihed and recommendations Made. This 1s a context evaluation which

¥

D. L. Stufflebeam (1971) describes as the most Basic kind of evaluation

s t

¥... 1t defines the relevant environment, describes the desired and

.

actual conditions pertaining to that environment, identifies unmet

- L
’

needs and unused opportunities, and diagnoses the problems tyét prevent -

needg from being met and opportunities from being used. The diagnosis

. -~ - »

-

of problems prov;deg an essential basis for developing objectives whose

achievement will result im program improvement."- (p. 136). .



- A second stage evaluation would examine the effectiveness of ‘ ~

'
1 \ . .

the existing program and make appropriate recommendations for improve-

‘ '

ments and modifications to meet the long-term needs (1.e. vocational N
"\\_ 0

, ~ . oy
program integration). This 1s input evaluation which would provide
information with which to determine the most effective use of resources, .
N L4

to achieve project objectives. ’ ,

\ .

After the modifications are ip place, a third-stage evaluation ‘e

\
[

might then examine the,new program péxiodically to problde feedback to .

~

those responsible for program planning and implementétton such as data T

’

regarding the effectiveness, or otherwise, of special education teacher -

training to meet specific needs 1n pre-vocational curriculum presenta-

tion, or data regarding the correlation between prograr® innovations .
and student outcomes. Thls 1s process evaluation which has as 1ts

.

objectives to detect or predict defects in procedural desigﬁ or

~

implementation, to provide information for programmed decisions and to

- f

maintain a record of the procedure as 1t occurs (Stufflebeam, 1971).
P .

The CIPP model was judged most appropriate for this study for -

¢ ‘

the following reasons 1) It is a decision-management model intended ,

to provide data to administrators and decision-makers charged with

.

eonduct of a program. The goal of this study was primarily to provide

information to decision-makers charged with the conduct of special

education, 2) The CIPP model allows for evaluation to take-place at
any stage of the program. The programs being examined in this study
were underway, but t;ansitional. 3) The CIPP model allows for

focusing the sﬁ;ﬁy on certain aspects of the averall program depending .

on the types of decision for which the evaluation was intended .

B



. - . 32

1 to provide information. In this study the focus is on context, that

~ N

» -

’

18 deseription of the program, i1dentification of problems or needs
_ \ -

‘

that exist_1in the program and articulation qgf the objectives whaich,

D 1f dchieygd, would solve the problems or satisfy the reeds. .

»
. -

. [

Definitions ’ . ’ v

Significant terms, as defined for the
\ 1 > e

’ .

‘, Adjusted

r

.

'

alphabetical order.

A )
. " high school offerings do not pro¥ide a complete program of -
*

A y

)

stugy,(follow in -

1]
¥ , i3

-
, -

Program - .,.an alternativeiprogram‘gp meet the needs of

some students for whom the udual range of junior-senior

1 »
' f

~
- .
’

suitable tourses.:

’

Behaviounafly-dlsoqdeied children » childfen whe are emotiomally.

malaéjusted and for soéially maladjusted.
- 4 rd - \

- ’

4 ' Comtext Evaluation - defines the relevant gnv1ronﬁent, descr'ibes the
t

~

’
’ -

desired and actwal conditions pertaining Lo that environment,

- 2 *

identifies unmet rieeds-and unused opportunities, and diagnoses

. -y~ . N .

> -~ i >
the lems that prevent needs from being met and opportuni-
¥ »

»
.

t rom beipg used. Diagrosis of problems provides an

essential ‘basis for developirig objectives intended to lead

- - x

to program improvement (Stufflebeam, 1971, in Worthen &
€ 1 N

Sanders, 1973, p. 136).

‘

Criterion-referenced besfﬁng - a form of testlng, generally based on

-

" the principle of identifying operationglly-defined tasks in

a sqquential-skilis hierarthy within the subject area.

-

. 1
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a

Drop-out - student who fails to continue and complete the program for

reasons other than the following (1) ‘physical disability,
(2) alternative traiping (item 2 does not include casual , v

’ g

-

employment as unskilled labour). .t

Educable mentally handicapped child - ...one with a low score on an,

individual 1ntelligence test, who 1s also generalfy impaired ,

. ¥

in adaptive behaviour. s

-

-
Exceptibpal pupil - DUne whgse deviating physical or behavioural

-
-

L
<
characteristics are of such a nature as to manifest a

.

~ ’ 4
significant learning disorder and for whom it has been

. -t
v , - ; ~

[ »
determined that there.would be better adjustment and ,

he !

scholagtic’ progress with direct or i1ndirect special education ..°
» s 7

3
’ ‘

services than with only a‘typical regular school program.
- ¢ . N

’
-

’ 4
Identifying characteristics+- of the student - the student profile

» -

which provides a description of lehrgtng stybéi rate of

‘—c\ ]
learning, strengths and weaknesses, etc. y

- 4 -
~
¢

‘ Individual assessment - a diagnostic evaluatgion of the student based

P |

on the sfudenf's performance of skills sampled by standardized

tegts which are administered ¥m a one-to-one situation.

P
- ' t - ” -

Individualized education program - by examining information gathered

I3

in an assessment, a team which includes the parent, student
- " - I3

S . N

iy

, when aépropriateq teacher and school principal or his or her .
L . L4 “

| - v
A}

de31gnatg: and any other person as determined by the school -~

»

bIueprint, for an instructional prdéram

system, will develqy a

V3
- -
. ’ -

and “identify curriculum activities, materials and resources.

v .t ’
{Nova Scotia Department of Education, Supplemfentary Document -

.

- No. 34, 1981, p. 3). .
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~ Input Evaluation - provides information for deciding whethe# outside o .
& N

’ 8 .

assistance should be sought for achieving objectives, What

a
- o - -

strategies should be employed and what desfgn‘of procedural
!g 0=

ig\\\—a plans should be employed for implementing the selected )'

strategy, by describing and analysing available human and

i

material resources, solution strategies and procedural,
* " -

designs for relevance, feasibility and economy in the course

of action to be-taken. (Stufflebeam, 1971,’in Worthen & *

[

Sanders, 1973, p. 137,,139). ot .
~ v

- - ¢ -

(%]
Learning disabilities - ...a disorder in one or more of the procedgesd .

’ o “ -
- -

. involved it understanding.or using symbols or spoken language

bt - :-‘ - - ( » - k . . i it L4
o . resulting 1n a discrepancy between academic' ac¢hievement amd ‘ "

. assessed intellectual ability. - - -

- o

Mentally handicapped children -~ include two subgroups - . .

- x

(1) trainable mentally handicapped, and < T

-
‘ . (2) educable mentally handicapped.childrerr. R o .

. Multi-handlcappedvéhildren - children with a.LoﬁbInandon of handicappiné '

oo
4 - - L]

conditiéns such as severe visual, auditory or mé%or impairment ;

§ - » N

- and significant intellectual deficit. . .. -
’ - * . : .

N -

Needs assessment - every child referred for spécfal education in ghq

N a . - -
' - « P Y

’ province of Nova Scotia shq;}d have an‘appr?pfiaxe“&{hgﬁpdttéf "
. assessment by. a qualified ;;aminer: fh; lndividqgi.aasesst - . -
. ment spould include a ézandafa mé;;uge'?g‘generfl Ln;eliiéenb;,
R - diaggost}c educational,measurgﬁénﬁs, ééasuremeﬁés'of‘ - ’ :

¢ o~

perceptidén and motor fuﬁétloning, ;ﬁE classroom-teagher (s-) -

- »~ I3 . - -

” iadhegsmeﬁt(s) of. the child's needs, 1nfqrmatioh ggined from .

- ’

©
v
v
.
+
1
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parents during interviews, all significafit information in a

school history (e.g., §h9cgsses, failures, interests, social

and emotional factors, 1nteki!ctua1 functioning and adaptive
cﬂ{ -y

behavigur, medical factors, parents' widfiés), medical
L ] - .

S Ly,

.

evalu&tio; of any sighificartt physical problem, asse§smeng“ »
% - »
+ ’
of any hearing or vision.défects suspected,qr knoqn, and

report of any medical problem qr conditfons which cause stress,

-.r’~.. <

v tw - -

discomfort or fatigue, or whidh may require emergency action -
by tedchers or principals. fNeva Scbtta Department of 5.’ .

Education, Supplementary Document No. 24 1980, P 7).

v

- Physically-handicapped children - chtldren with impetfect speeeh

hearing, ar visiong as well ns.ortﬁopedically—handicapped

b

children and tbose with special'health problems.

-

Process Evaluation - provides project ﬁeezzzah-makErs.with AnYormation

3

.

a - . . .

neeéed‘for anticipating and ‘overceming procedural d{ffttqltieé,

oy

for making preprogrammed deqiéions and for interpreting out-

“ . cOmes by moriitoring the acrivfty'a pdteﬁtial procedural
barriers and remaining alert to unanticipated ones by

C -~ obtaining specifled information for progrcmmed decisiona.

.

and describing the actual process. (Stufflebeaq? 19713 tn - .

Worthen-& Sanders, Educationel Evahuat&on Theory and

’ - -~

. Practice, 1973, p.. 138- 739). . . K

. * ” a Y

”»
-

Product Evaluatjor - providee 1nformation for dectding to contiﬁue,
terminate, modify or refocus a-change,agtivity and far
. ‘. ',ft PRI . :‘ . .
linking the activify to bthér. phasés of-the change process, -

by defining operationally and méasuring criteria asgdclated
, A . ,

A
\

2



AR

Y

with the objectives, by comparing the measurements with
- - ; N
t n .
predetermined or comparative bases and by interpreting the

v - ALY
’ outcomes 1a terms of recorded context, input and process
>

information. (Stufflebeam, 1971, in Worthen & Sanders,

¥
By

Educational Evaluation  Theory and Practice, 1973,

p. 138, 139). N

Sensory impaired chldten - wvisually hanﬁicabped or hearingA
handicapped children. - .

éﬁec;al education - - %..educational prégrams‘and/;r servites de;igngd

1
- * ’

teret the particular needs of chtldren and youth who .

differ\from the morm in anyﬂschool'syqpém to suchtan extent

, .

' that they require additional and/or-different school

\

methodology, curriculum,' and /or services. T

Trainable meqially handicapped children - haye a full 'scale

' ‘intelligance quotient of below 50 (* 5) oh a standardized

.

intelligence test, display deficiencies in adaptive

* v

behavigur and may'exhibit one or several of-phe following

- 13
’ characteristics. significant .delays in develgpmental

milestohes in terms of }ocbmotlon, motor co-ordination,

’

‘

speech and language. ., ‘

.
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. Chapter 2
STUDY OBJECTIVES, DESIGN AND PROCEDURES . -
Introduction ' -
— )

In this chapter, the context withan which this study was carried

A t

A

out will be described. The aspects of the Special! Education Programs

which were examined and therprocedures followed 1in order to gather data

%

will be presented. s
g

7

Statment of the Problem

“

The general purpose of the present study was to evaluate the

Special Education Programs in the Town of Yarmouth and the Municipality

of the' District of Yarmouth School Systems.
The Special Education Programs of the two school systems were

developed 1n accordance with the requirements of Regulation 7c ¢of the

¥

Education Act of the Province of Nova Scotia. Regulgtion 7¢ came 1into

effect 1n 1973. However, directives for programs and guidelines for

-

special education were of more recent development (i.e. 1980 and 1981).
Therefore, the school systems' Special Eduycation Programs were in a
transitional state and 1t was decided to collect such.data as were ﬂ)

acceséible regarding the Yarmouth Town and District School Systems'

- AN

Special Education Programs for Grades Primary to ?ﬂlnclusive at that

point in their operation.

-
4 i

For purposes of this study, the evalupation model used was the

CIPP model (Stufflebeam, 1971), since it provided a structure for .

program evsluation at all stages on an on-going basis. A complete

program evaluation using this model would include evaluation of the

37

he]
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context (educational context), input (human and material reésources);

. A
N :

- process (curriculum design and procedures) and product (educational

-

outcomes).’ : .
- 'y - !

- The study was primarily a systematlc context evaluation.

.

There was also some analysis of input, process and product, but 1n a

less detailed mamner. More specifically, the study evaluated the

0
v ) '

~ a A
. extent, to which the Town of Yarmouth and the Municipality of the
. P - 7

District of Yarmouth School Systems were responding to6 the demdnds of

[N
P \ .
.

-~ speciat education in the areas of -+~

.

. (4 . ~ ' T e
‘ . l. ~orgamizational structure, ’ -
. ) - ’
1

. 2. assessment of.needs of exceptional students, - -

. N ~ v

PN

3. use of community resourges,
L]

. N H

f \

. . / .
. 4.. mnature of specilal educational classroom activities,‘ _ ‘

.
-~ N ~ ¢

- 5. students' records and dotumentatior, B ’ .

N .

.1nd1vidualized educational prﬁgramming;, )

<

7. perlodic re-assessment of special education students,

-

8. special education teachers' characteristics,

< 9. the numbers of students successfully completing the special
' education Elementary and Junior High School programs and the

disposition of students on completion of the Grade 9 Adjusted
- Program, : g

:

. 10. parental authorization, consultation and involvement,

11, administrator's responsibilities, and

! 12. allocation of special education funds.

:

In relation to these areas of interest, the study was designed

“
s

to determine the fdllowing
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’ -

.

. 1. Were the progfqﬁs‘fulfll}ing the. basic requirements get forth’hnder
1 H '
goyernmentél legislation for special educatlpn 1n each of the areas? ‘

- § 1

+ 1 { »

N
2. .What were the local school systems' interpretation of governmental

+ 1
guidelines? Where differences occurred between local ‘practices and

\
P S ~

government guldelines, what reasons were given at the lé6cal lewvel

.
- © .

U for these differences? -

3. To what extent did the school system function within the budgetary .

v -
' - ~ - . N

N limitations set by government? ~ - :
’ - . ) Bl
4. On the basis of study findungs, what recommendations could be made “

1 ’

~ regarding program changes? . .

( ' - v ’

Major Evaluative Questions

- . ‘
¥ s
N ~

[} - . . N .
» 1. To what extent do locally-formulated goals, aims, policies and .

4 '
procedureq correspond to prov1nc1al.Department’:F Educatiany ‘. f
¢ .
directlves“éhd guidelines? N \V . ) .
2. To what extent are the followi%g program procedures, as oﬁtllne& L
1n the prov1nc1;1 guidelines, fo{lowéd in the locai systems *’ | )
* g \
) (1) diagnosis and needs assessment oé the children, (é) provision
of counselling services, (3) utilizatiod of community resources ' ’
outside the school system, and (4) gstablishment of réview \ “ i
., - committees to advige on placement of children in the program? ' )
' 3. ~Ho; do classrdom activities as observed in special education class- ‘

\ » T
rooms compare with suggested activities as contqinéd in the

v .

provincial directives and guidelines? . '

. 4. To what extent 18 the documentation as outlined in the provincial
] U] ~
[ - * ’
and local directives and guidelines maintained on each student

. v

served by the program?
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A

5. Are individualized programs'prepared“for each child placed in a

Special Education Program .as outlined in the provincial guidelines?

{ L 3
6. 1Is regular re-assessment of children in Special Education Programs

3

. ~
: being carried out by qualified personnel in order that programming

[

for each chtld is continually up-dated as outlined in the provincial

- 1
’ . directives and guidelines? ) s

»

7.. What are the  characteristics which both regular.classroom teachers

-

and special education teachers used to identify students considered

3 - . ! . -

to be in need of blpcemeni in Special Education Programéuin the Town

]
N -

. and Municipality of Yarmouth school systemss? ‘To what extent are

these the same characteristics as desgribed- {n the problncial

-~

! + guidelines? . 1 .

[4

17
8. To what extent did Grade 9 students completing the Adjusted Program

during the past two scheol years fall within the categories of
< »

’
- opportunitiee listed flor such students in Teaching Guides No.s 53,
’ - +

63 and 65, namely ,

(1) entered an.intermediate industrial program within a vocational

-~

school, .

N (2) uyndertook an oceupational exploratory/intermediate industrial

\
s -
program in a regular secondary school,

~

-

(3 eﬁt;red the general program (possibly modified and with\
further supp&rt),

(4) =sought employment rather than continue in full-time achqol
a?tendance, or

(5) none of the above.

In addition, what was the drop-out rate of students in Grades 6, ,

~
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8 and 9 during the past two school years and the current year

7

’

to January 1lst? . b

" " AN
9. ,w1£h regard to parents oOr.guardians, to what extent do the }ocal .

’ 4

- 1 3
school systems carry out the'following procedures As eutlined 1n

. ‘ »
« . _ the provincial guidelines »
. * (1) obtain parental authorization for placement of children 1in
~ 4 A
. programs, o, .
PO 3 / . A

4(2) hold regular consultation with parents, and .

a N .

(3) arrange parental 1involvement in students' %earnlgg activities?

’ 10. To what extent do the school administrators carry out the proce- [

4 t

dures outlined 4n the provincial and local directives armd guide-
: \ .

» -

lines related to the following specific situations

A -

[} .

r
(1) children requiring oral medication during school hours,
\) 1
(2) informing parents regarding children's assessments,
(3) teacher allocatioh and clasg size 1n the Adjusted Programs,

.
(4) continuous evaluation and year-end reports on all TMH-.

.
'

students, and

(5) supervision and evaluation of TMH teachers?

+

. 11. How are provincial funds for Special Education Proérams allocated

’

in the Town and Municipality of Yarmouth School Systems? =

Sources of Information .

-

S

*
In order to provide a comprehensive view of both government.

.

) N directives and the lotal school system, data were gathered from 2
> L] N .
. documents deriving from government agencies as well as the local school
Y L)
, .
: systams' records. Significant persons in provision of services and

significant documents and records were examined as follows
o

.

JRN
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1. Government Pocuments. -
L3

' Regulations under the Education Act of the Province of Nova Scotia,

PP}

Program and Coutse Descriptions and Guidelines for Special

-

Education\Programmlng‘

Guidelines for. the Adjusted Program.
. o \
2. Local Programs*: -
Schgol systems' studénts records
¥

Classroom observation of special education classes \

Interviews of special education staff -
, -

' i

Interviews of Principals
Interviews of Superintendents

g Interviews of School Board members
Questionnaires to all parents of children in special education
f i
prograrns

\ Questionnaires to all classroom teachers in the elementary 'schools.
A . Il

3. Funding of special education- -

- ’

t

Budget .statements .

Interyiews of Principals, Superintendents and the Assistant

1

Director of Curriculum Development (Special Education).

‘ All questionnaires and other dafa-gathering forms used in the

L \

study were designed by the evaluator and all interviews were carried

»

. out QZ the one evaluator. Appendices 2 to 14 inclusive are examples

~

\ ) * -
of all forms designed ﬁ)thhe study by th$veva1uator.

t . 9
Community and Instructional Context of the Program
3The'T6wn of Yarmouth and thé Yarmouth Municipal School Systems

served  the town and municipal regions in southwestern Nova Scotia.

! .

A

'
ir



' boards’ as to how to implement those policies and could pipvide

>

»
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There were ten schools witliin these systems staffed and serving a

student population as shown in Figure L. -

\ -
f

The systems functioned under provincigl jurisdiction of the Ngva
r rr

1

-

Scotia Department of Education. Special Education Programs were under

)]

!

the Jurlsdlétlon of the Gurriculum Development section of the Department

-

of Education. With;p this section, there was an Assistant Director of

\ -

- . .

Curriculum Development, whose specialty was specigl education,

I8 «

The office of 'the Assistant Director assisted the provinciél

~ '
.~

govefﬁment in development of policies, provided guidance to school’

- r «

monitoring, investigative and evaluatf“ facilities through its

' -

inspectors. The Assistant Director's office was responsible for the” .

*

development of curriculum aspects of the programs. Directives from

-~

1

this authority told, in general terms, what should be done and the

guidelines amplified such directives.

¢ [

+ ’

At the’local level, the senior administrative-bodies were the
three boards, namely, the Board of School Commissioners for the Town
of Yarmouth, composed of six members, and responsible for Grades Primary
through 9 in the schools within the town of Yarmouth; the Ya;mouth
Regional High Schgal Board, composed of six membérs, which was respon-
sible for Grades 10 to 12 inclusive in the‘high school (the six members
of the Regional High School Board were,made up as follows® two were
from the muntfipal board and two were members appointed by the\
Governor-in-Council) and the Municipal School Board for the District

of Yarmouth, composed of nine members, which was responsible for

Grades Primary through nine fnclusive the municipality.
_.J‘

i



Schematic Reprepenution of the Two School Systems {n ermouth County, Nova Scotla,
Showing the Levels of Administrative Authority, and the Numbers of Tesching Staff and

Flgure 1

Studeht Populations in Eachyof the Ten Schools {n the Sludy

1 Board of S¢&hool Commissioners
{ for the Town of Yarmouth

[, 6 members (2 of these to)l)

Province of Nova Scotia
Minister of Education

[

Province of Nova Scotia
Department of E'ducg.uon

|

Yarmouth Regional
High Schoel Board

-

Superintendent
i

6 members (2 appointed
by Governor-in-Council

-

Canada,

3

1981-82 N

= T «
Municipal School board
for the Towh Ot Yarmouth

members

{2 of these to)

v ‘ Superintendent } ’
sa

PN

T
L Elemenury “ Junior High ” Senior ngh] ] Elemennry Junxor High
i
L
CGntnl mlton Sou " Yarmouth armou ons Arcadu Cnleton Hebron or aple C’°Ve-
- Centennul [ Jumor High Memorial High Haxtland Educ Cf:ntre
1 1
‘{ Pnncxpal ][Pr;ncxp‘] Pnncxpal rPnncxpal H Principal 1 [Pnncxpal HPnnczpal l Pnncnpal] Prlncxpal [ Principal ‘
T T S N
22 6 che Pr ]L Vice-Pr H Vice-Pr 1 22 8 17 9 Vice-Pr , .
4 . = i}
e ]
teachers teachers S{ % 1.2 teathers reachers ceachers teachers {{ . 1 . |
School lud ! 3 2 including 1nc1udm£ 34 '
craft x;cs:nmq teachers teachers teachers V Sp Ed E ' sp td ) s
|\ mem na . including including Al raq s 1 t\‘eaihzrs
e 9 : R - g Sphds 1hcluding
tAdy Prog } L <
by TEM . ! Rdg  Sp 9 {shared) Ly 3 Adjusted
|V RAg SPp 4 2 Ad) Prog ) Program tchr
[Shared) y Teachers * N oy
- _ | N \ - 5 :
-] 1 1 | 1 1 Nl L. | L ‘
Toral g6 140 25 31 70 469 1 77 ,
Student | 6 . 8 204 PRLA 3 €29
Population 1987-82 «
» " Note The Yarmouth Regional ¥igh School provides the len’or high school program to students of
- - - L

both the Yarmouth Junior High School and Maple Grove Education Centre )

- .
. L

-

a

<

-
N
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s o
- as well as the EMH and TMH students.

3

.

-

45

There was a special aldocation of funds for special education

progfamming with no specific directlsé for allocation to particular

programs within this general area. The programs considered to fall
Y '

within the special education area for budget purposes were ré&source

o ~
rooms, 4uxiliary and speclial education classrooms; which

accommodated

the iearnlng/behaviourally disordered stuydents in the elementary séhools

”

’
M ‘<

The Adjusted Programs were under

review .-by a special committee which was reﬁorting to the Minister of

-
Al hd - ~

. \ . X
"Education as to the appropriateness of intlusion of the adjusted Grade

.

7 to 9 programs within the special edutation section. The Adjusted

A 4

Ptrograms ;in _both the Yarmouth Junior High School .and in Méple‘Grove

1}

Educational Centre func?ioned as a/departmentalized system. There was

- \

\

il

1

one Junior and gne Senior TMH class-for the area, one Junior EMH class,

and four special education (resource room) classes. Two'Superlntendents,

-

f '
one responsible for the town elementary, junior high and

s

-

high schogls

’

and Maple Grove Educational Ceﬁtre, supervisged the fungtions of the

L Al

schools under the authority of the local boapyds. There was also an

s r

EInspector of' Schools appointed by the probinc1al Department‘of’Educationa

0

’

The documents which comprised the rééulaxions, directives and’

guidelines under which the schools’ Speciai E&ucation and Adjusted

Pragrams functioned are listed in Appendix 1.

Procedure

-

4

Pilot study - Decembei, 1981. A pilot study was

LS x

the Kings County School System i1n order to determine the

otherwise of the que&;ion;aires designed for the study.

conckuded that, with minor revfhions, the questionnaires

-
4

.

undertaken in
suit&bility or
It was

and ‘student
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1
' I

fhiominal list forms to be completed by school staffs appeared appropriate.

However, there was evidence that school principals might not be

. L]
comfortable completing a special educdtion student nominal list. The

school prlncipals stated that if principals were to complete the lists,

v
N -

they would have to seek assistance from their special education teachers.’
~ ’
Al
They also indicated that,completion of the forms would be time-consuming.
~ - N ' R
Nevertheless, 1t was-decided to retain this protedure for the perceiwed

\ ’, ’

advantages of more complete data gathering and for triangulating

t

opportunities thus,ov'ldéd, ‘that is, the evaluator was attempting to
o

{aformation about each exceptional student (i.e.

’
. ) v -

principal, teacher and parent) for cross chgcklng\of data.

tap three sources

“

A further study was carried out at Sandy Point Elementary -

School with the co-operation of the,Principal and the spe¢ial education
- - .

teacher 1in .order to test the suitability)of the ¢lassroom observation

« At

record form. The study aiscloild that ;herg could be wide wariance in

the observed teacher behavipur recorded by two or ‘more observers within '

« Vd

b ’ -
a_time interval of one minute of observation. 4As a conseqheqce, it was

1
» ' a »

decided that the observatién portion of each minute should be )

predetermined to ensure greater feliabtlfty of data from more thdn one
observer (i.e. teacher behavicur would be' observed within a specified

. 4
’ - -
,
s

5 gsecond interval withfn’each minute).

Main étudz. - The, main .study was conducted during the period

1 Augusé,’198} to’ 30 June, 1982.

On %'August, 1981, the investigator met with Mrs. Grace Beuree,

i 8

Assistant Director of Curriculum Development (Special Education) “to

obtain data regarding regulations and.funding. The Inspector of Schools

N

o

My *



.regulations and funding for special education. - ’
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4
for,.the two school systémg-also provided information-regarding current
47 - ~

> . r
~ [
M ¥ ¢ & >~

~ » - Yy * v -
. An 1ntrodu§tpry meeting of the evaluater with school staff *

v - <

member¢ 1nvolved with Special Education and'AdJusted Programs was

a;ranged for Wednesday, 2 September, 198]1. hTHis mekting allowed the - .

evaluator to’p;ov1de sdh9ol staffs witﬁ'an overview of.the general . -

evaluation plin.aqd.g?ve t‘p évalua;or an opportunity to s?e& the o E

t;achers’ assistancé€ on a voluhtary basis. It should be noted that 3 "‘ © -
“ . . -

4 -

as a result of the introductory meeting, virtudlly every principal and -~ ,
. : PRI SR .

t . q - . o~

every teacher -in the school dystem knew that some form of evaluation e

.

~

of the Sp%ciak Education Program would be carried-out. It is difficult ~ ‘

- v

to know to what extent, changé% 1in program’ procedyres cayried out in the .

s

- - -

schools since Ehat date were due to Eho&ledge of the evaluation 1tself.

- -
~ -

Superintendents of the two systems to be evaluated were -

interviewed in March,~1982. The two Superintendents acted as co- -

4 s

interviewers of each other to provide a reliability check of the

s s - . -
[2d ‘

evaluator's 1interview procedure. ,
. pa

~ ~ *
” ¢

Interviews of school staffs and classroom observations began

in the same month. Re%}ablilty checks of interview proéédhrés for

‘

[ Y - T
principals and special education teachers were carried out with the

-

14
assistance of principals and a secretary in one of the school systems.

« M 4

Comparison of the data fréﬁ the tﬁb sourées indichted that the primary

’ \
¢

differences were 4in length oflrecordéd'response. Although the eontent - .
of both interviewers' records vere ihe same, the word count was greater . A 3“
- A A ol ; - P!

S N - ¢ [

in the evaluator's report,’ the evaluator's beihg more a verbatim - ‘e
- n - . A
response, record, (The/evaludtor is a shorthand writer.) .
i A} - =

* s . >

- ) . e

. . . "

} - ’ r~ . ' -’.

' 4 ) - ! . P
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- -, *The reliaﬁlllty theck of the‘Special Eddé‘lion Classroom

h
N - - - ~ -

nObsarvation Form_Was carried out in two special education classrooms_ . ’ ‘

v . .

e
i

- in System 2 schools with the assistance of the Principals of.the two’ -

'
-~ ~ ~ ’ .

schools. As can'be‘seen'1n Append1x 29, the analysis of the aata

e ~

rendered a.Spggiman rank correlation of 079507 and 0.9892 resbectlvely, oo .

-

for the two ohservations cjfecked, significant at the .001 level.
Further checking of t form was not possible due to time ;estrictions. T,
Questionnaires for classroom teachers were left at each school

on the first visit.  Whenever it was'boss;b{e to arrange to meet with - . .

¢lassroom teachers to discuss the qugstionnai;es befofe distributing

them, this procedure was‘follqyed: Qxhe?hise, tﬁé*forms were left with

the principals for istrib&llon. All Questiohﬂaires had a brief sgt -';
. o . P’ -

of definitions appended and each set of covering eﬁvelopé, ﬁde%tiaﬁngiié£'

-

nominal list form and return envélgpe was, numerically coded for purposes
of deterhlning lost Or non-returned materials: ) Co ) \
As soon as nominal lists had been obtained from ailb;taff

_ . X N N . *

providing inpuﬁ from a school, arrangements were made with the approval

N
of the Principal to return to the school to examine student reﬁards. ’
. This brocedure continued until the end of the month of June, 1982 1
. buring the remainder of the year 1982, questionnairee were X s
sent to parents of ail children who were shown in nomihgl lists as "g
having recei%ed help which w;s funded through theyDepart£ent af '
Ed%cation of the Province of Nova Scotia. Students who wege recelving ) %

help through the federally-funded tutoring program weré included in

"

some aspects of the study, but their parents were not approa'.ad.

-




v

\

3

>

-

In November, 1982, ,thrée me'mbers.c;f_ system school boards were

\ , - .- - - < [ .

approached to be interviewed. The evaluatyr interviewed two.' The
. . P g o

-
A » - s

third wasrﬁnabl-e to provide’ttMe for an’ in‘terv'iew., but fequested a copy

-
- - . -

of the 1hterview questionna’ire to which response would be- made in

L - -b .
- o A

writing. The- corrl‘i)leted questiannaire was, evidently, lost in the mails.

Ny

- +

-
© As soon as schoolk visits were sta‘cted the helP‘ of a clerk-

D
L] - 5

.
- z

N »

. 5 v

cardex system fo; c.'oﬁ.a ing the (da,ta and to prepare parent quegtionnaires
’ . Ea LY . ' - [

o~ -~ *

< “ a » ey . e, P b v t. )
for mailing. Ir{ this w,ag“, Ey the fall' of 1982, -dawm were sorted by
queatiormaire question “ahd st\;d’ent nominal‘ 'ligt 1tem. In early 1983,

-

tbe task of tabulét!.ng the data 'by §tuderrt began. Appendix 15 is a
!' R . o

tabu’Iation‘ of the nutﬁbers of coﬁ,tdcts made for data collection.

AS

£

- * . -

Limitatiéng of the Stuay . e ANy

As the intent of the study was to examine ahd describe the

0y -

existing progran{s, to*iden';tfy and describe, if possible, existing

- I3

¢

3 % ¥

, brobléms or needs in th‘e“pi'c;gram and to identify and de@cribe suitable
objectives to meet the stated ‘t.ieeds, the study was limited to a context
evaluation. No attempt was made to asgess the potential of.alternative

. —r*

. techniques' for ;schievirig ‘program objectives {input evaluation). Nor
P *
* was it intended to évAluate the* procesaes follawed through a periodtc

fee@baék prodedu;'e‘(pnocess evaluation) Hor ta measure and compare

against standards the aohievefnents of fhe ﬁrocesses du'ring and at the, -

end’ of t!he‘pz-o‘gtat‘ (product evaluation). ) .oq

- - v ’
-

All evaluation'studies are comparative in nature in.that T

descriptiwe data are compared with either absolute or relative

v

_ Standards (Worthen & Sanders, 1973, p. 126). .o B

» 2 » £

-
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<

'
No relative standards were used in the study, that is, no

- .
attempt was made to arrive at judgements as to the worth of the

existing programs by comparison,of any aspect of the programs with
L v

\ 4

regular school or other'SpeQial Education Programs. s

S ¢ thi&. study, the Nova Scotia Departmeht of 'Education regu-
- : N

lations, difectives and guideline? were used as absolute standards in

.

the sense that these documents provided opinions or judgements related

~

to special education against which the Special Education Programs
studied could be compared. The use of the Nova Scotia Department of
Education documents as standards does not imply that ihe evaluator

consfdered the provincial Department of Education regulations,

- ®

directives and guidelines to be perfect standards for compariéon.

However, these docymments did provide a compléte and available mode!:

.

v




Chapter 3

— s -

v

RESULTS

Introduction
l [

Study results as related to demographicidata and to each of
.

. .
the eleven evaluative questions are presented in this -chapter. For

each of the evaluative questlons; the following will be reported

N
applicable references, method of data collection, study result{gy, and

discussion of results.

A

Students

Results. Tgkal student enrolment as reported by Superinten-

-

dents and Primcipals are shown in Table 1.

The Superirntendents' data regarding exceptional children, by

category, in the two systems for the year 1981-82 are shown in Table 2.
"When Tables 1 and 2 were compared, 1t was found that in System 1,

5.37% of the total gﬂuténtvenrolment were categorized as exceptional
students, while in System 2, between 7:22% and.l11.98% of the total
student eprolment were categorized as exceptional students.  These data
are reported i1n Table 3. The total numbers of children receiving-help
of some kind in the schodls as reported by Principals‘are shown in
Table 4, and the total studént enrolment as reported by them are shown

in Table 1. When data in Tables 4 and' 1 were cémpared;’it'was found -

, t

-

that in System 1, 13.31% of students were recelving help, while 1in
System 2, 11.45% were réceiying special, programming of some kind.

s
4

These data’ are reported in Table 5. o

’

- v

. 51 , ~/%\ .



Table 1

.

Total Student Enrolment in School Systéms,1 and 2

in Yarmouth County, Nova Scotia, Canada

o

52

T

As Reported

As reported by Principals

Superintendent.

.

S
by Super- —
Z 1n{endents Pr.4 | Pr.5 gbtil
Grade ' . ystem
£ 5 sc:zgt?tm/en I Enrolment
. :
n + ' ' .
Pre-Schoel 0 0 0 0
1 to 6 1,192 204 o] 1,191 .
7 to 9 596 0| 629 629
10 to 12 0 w| . of 0
J
Totals all ]
Grades t+,788 ' 1,820
Pre-School 0 -0 .d 0
1to 6 - 723 -0 0 702
7 to 9 356 i 315 0 315
, 25(ady) .
10 to 12¢ 683 0] 708 708
. \ ”l
k ' r
Totals all '
Grades 1,787 “,725
* NOTE: System 2 Adjusted added tdb Grades 10 to 12 Group by




Table 2

53

Exceptional Students - By Category - in School Systems 1 and 2,

Yarmouth County, Nova Scotia, Canada, 1981-82

Superintendents’ Responses to Question 23

“chi

ldren in School
System in the Superintendent | Superintendent] Remarks
Following Categories- 1 ** 2
(a) mentally T
handicapped 32 50-85% ‘* estimated
T 7 - %
(b) emotionaliy :
disturbed 8 ’ 7% *there never
) has been a
\ \ total to my
. . knowledge"
(c) learning ’
disabilities &40 50.100%* *estimated
(d) speech impaired 11 25 .
(e) visually
impaired 2 3 .
) A * =
(f) physically
handicapped 2 1
(g) multi-handicapped
(i.e. blind & deaf, "1 1% * game boy ?g
mentally retarded noted in (f).
above
& deaf)
*%* Note. Sthool System 1 Superinténdent reported the above numbers

of students distributed to EMH and TMH Categories as follows:

EMH
a) 22
b) 7
c) 40
d) 3
e) 1
f) 1

TMH
10
1

bt s s QO
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Table 3 b \
\
Exceptional Students by Category 1981-82' - Percentage\\\'
F]
of Total Student Enrolment Represented,
as Reported by Superintendents 1in School Systems 1 and'-
Yarmouth County, Nova Scotia Canada » q.
. EEZAN ’
. N P
* ¥ - r
Total No. of Total All
System | Enrolment Category Students Types %
* -
\\ 1 1,788 Mentally Handicapped . 32
Emotionally Handicapped ’ 8
Learning Disabled -~ 40
Speéch Impaired 11 //"
s 3
Visually Impaired 2
Physically Handicapped 2
L4 .
Multi-Handicapped 1
Total 96 5.37
. .
2 1,787 Mentally Handicapped 50-85
. ' Emotronally Handicapped i ?
- ] Learning Disabled 50-100
Speech Impaired 25 °
Visually Impaired 3
‘ » T .
X Physically Handicapped 1
- Multi-Handicapped (1)~ )
Total 129-214 | 7.22-11.98

L3
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. . 7 Table 4
' < ’ . .
\\ A
Number of § \dents 1in Special Education, Adjusted Programs, etc.,\
1981-827, as\Reported by Principals in School Systems 1 and 2,
. armtn\t’h County, Novd Scotia, Canada
~ S | S |[Reqular Part- Full{Full |Adjusted <
y | ¢ |{Classroom - time time | tim¢|Program
s | h |needing Special |EMH |TMH,
t | o |special Ed. ’ ' Remarks .
. e | o"|materials/ } .
hj 1l |or equip- .
. |ment { .
3 . .
. * vision impaired
el 1* 53*%% 4 1 0 ** Sp. Ed. 23, Schl.,Tut.
> . . 11, Fed. FPunded Tut. 19
e . T
* M ’ t .
i . 12 0 60* 0 0 0 T * 15-sp. Ed., 20-Rdg.
. : Sp., 25-Fed. Fynded
- . Tut. Prog. ' ‘
) T* d. impaired
) 1 Lo 13%4 0 ol au P .
3 3T 04 ' ** Fed. Funded Tut. Prog.
~ . ) o * rjumber, varies
‘ 114 0 20 0 0 0 (18~20) Rdg. Sp.
3 2, - 3
’ * 1 1n wheelchair, .
* * *hkk
15 2* | 56 0 0 34 1 aud. 1impaired,
- ** 39-Rem. Rdg., 25 Fed.
— - T i Funded Tut. Prog.
System 1 A *** ag at Sept./B1 (Gr.7--
Totals [ 4- 202 T 1 .34 12} Gr.8-12, Gr.9-10)
211 0 " 54 7{ -0 0 X '
2|2 0 ? 9| 13 0 ? .Could not provide s
- b
~ * Fed. Funded Tut. (No.
2 0 *|f 0 0
3 23 0 of Rem. Rdg.-uncertain
N \ —
. . *30-Rem. Rdg. (at some
214 0 32%* 0 0 0 *time’ *
* 2-Fed. Funded Tut.
2|s 0 0 0 0 26 : i
System 2 | o 109 | 16| 13 26
System 1&2 | 4 311 17 | 14 60 v
P S e Ve
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Table 5 , .
. . !/
Students chelvlng Help - All kinds (1.e. Special Education, T
- VL
Adjusted Program, Teacher's Ride, Federally-Funded Tutoring, ~ l

~

etc.) —‘Percentége of Total Student Enrolment 1981-82 -

as Reported by Principals in School Systems 1 and 2

y -

N »

\

.

Yarmouth County, Nova Scotia, Canada

\X ) Spé&}al Education
Systém | Regular Classroom’ | Part\| Full Time aAdjusted | ‘Total

Requiraing Special | Time Program Student,

Materials - MH | TMH EnrQlment

1 ., ‘4 7202 f\\\ 1 ” 34 1,820

-t . \

Percentage of \\\
. 11.10 | 0. . .
Total Enrolment 0.22 . 0.06]0.06 1.87
{ v
Total Percentage , . \
All Types - 13.31 i o ' :
.
2 . - 109 16 .13 26 1,725
Percentage of
. . -9 -7 .
Total Eprolment 0.00 6.32 0.93,0.75 .51
} N L

Total Percentage . ‘
All Types . 1 9.51 ' @ -«

- S - .
Systems| - . N T a
18 2 4 311 .. 17| 14 60 . 3,545 ,

- ¥
(]
Percentage of ’ : ‘
Total Enrolfient 0.11 . 8.77 0.48 10.40 1.69 ' .

— A =D
Total Percentage| *® ' ’ .
Systems 1 & 2 : |11.45 .

LY > ‘ -

Note.

¥

The Yata for Special Education 1include
tutoring program, teacher's aide and reading specialist.

federally-funded
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Discussion. It was discovered that the student counts
provided by Superintendents, Pr1nqipals, Special Education agd Ad tusted
Program teachers tended not to agree.* The actual gtudent 1ls£1ngs
again resulted i1n a different count from dny of the above.

It was assumed that although Superintendents and Principals
were asked to provide data as at 1 September, 1981, adjusted counts
were provided by Principals, while teachers were providing data as at

“the date of interv1€w (Teachers' data are shown in Tables 6 and.7).

The total nu&bef of students for whom the evaluator attempted
to examime student records were those whose names appeared on the
student listings which were provided by regular as well as special
class teachers and in some instances Principals. The count of studénts
gor each scéool was produced from these llsiingsland these rumbers were
used as the t?tal h?mber of students in the study. These data are
shown in Table 8.

As can be geen by Table 8, the number of chjildren actually

identified as receiving help in schogl-system-funded programs based on

N 1

the student listings represented 6.15% of the total student enrolment

1in System 1 and 8.41% of the total student enrolment in System 2.

Evgluative Question No. 1

To what éxtent do locally-formulated goals, aims; policies and

procedures ‘correspond to provincial Department of Education directives

‘and guidelines? N

hY
-

»

Referehces. Appendix 1 - List of Province of Nova Scotia

~.

Department of Education and Yarmouth Town and Municipality documents~

‘ ’
governing Special Education.
3 ‘ 8 " y
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Table 6

1 ~ N -

Student Enrolment 1n’Spec1al Educatio

as Reported by Special’Education T

58

n Classrooms - 1981-82

eachers, in S¢hool

Systems 1 and 2, Yarmouth County, Nova Scotia, Canada

‘ . .
’ ! - - .
.

o 4

»

-
- »
-

Reported By © | part v > .
. Time Remedial '
Sys-] sehool | 8 ecial special EMH | TMH| peading R?marks
tem ucation Y
Teacher Education ] - .
: Remedaal .  _ - 30+ | *Not availaple -
Reading : totals from
. . ' ~ - - reports: 12 to 30
1 r 1 . 30% 2 | - - *Total ‘
. (varying) Approx.
- 30=~as many as 20
- daily ,
“ Voo *Gr.S5 - 3, Gr.4 -2
1 2 1 14* - - ! - '
/ . . Gr.3-5,Gr«2-4
System 1 44 2 - 0 -7 .
Total . i \ 3
' . i
2 1 1 - 7 =] - 3. girls -~ 4 bdys
2 2 1 1 41 - -]
. \ ]
’ - - - By two's or indi-
2 . % 2 . ’ 16 vidually as a rul
NEE ’ - mainstreamed
-
2 24l 3 - G -
2 2 4 - - 4 -
2 2 s N .- | 6 - .
2 2 6 r - - 3 -
-.‘\
s ‘ ‘ \
System 2 A 16 |13 16 '
: : iy . -
Systéms 1 & 2 LI . ’ oy
Totals - 45 18 |13 46 .

» H ‘

Totai Population of Studénts - In $pecial Education Programs - 1981-82

all types - both system

.

“

4 \

s - 122
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Student Enrolment (as

Table 7+

at September,

ot

- Adjusted Classes

as Reported by Adjuséed Class Teachers in School Systems 1 and 2

Yarmouth County, Nova Scotia, Canada

1981-82

-

k)

System School

Adjusted Class No. of Students
Teacher No.
1, 5 1 1M
’ L3 "
2 11
! 3 1
System 1 Total '
No. of Students 33 i
& > 1 8 b
2 . 10
1 >
System 2 Total P ’
No. of Students 18
System 1 and 2 .
Total Adjusted Enrolmesnt 51
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= . table 8 °

.

. Percentage of Total Student fnrolment, 1981-82 Receiving Help

\

’

in Programs Funded by School Systems~1 and 2 , ‘

23

s

o L.k
Yanmouth County. Nova Scotla, Canada )
' - ;\ * N '
tal " | art-t ‘ * ¢| Total all
System | Tota ! ar ime her'sl adusted otal a
- Student | EMH | TMH | Special Teacheris|Adjusted,| . es'of
" . . Educatipn Aide | |Program
L Enrolment . - and Reading’ . . tgelp ‘
- - ; q- Specialist . 0
- ¥ \ f ' . ,‘ ’
1 1,820 [ 1 1 70 ] 11 29 T112
Percentage of » ‘ )
Total Enrolment " i . . v |- .
System 1 0.06 [0.06+ - 3.85 0.60 ., 1.59 6.15 v
‘o s ’ ; ) ' N ) '\
2 W 1,725 16 13 | 91. -+ ¢ 25 145 "
+ i . K N
Percentage of . . !
Total: Enrolment . .
| System 2 0.93 |0.78 .5.28 0.00 1.a45 8.41
' ’ ¢ ) Al »
Totals . N ‘1.
- Systems| 3,545 17 14 g6t A T 54 257
1 and 2| ° {1 ° . S . .
-' A N .
- N , . ®
Percentage of . LR i
Total Enrolment . (0.48 |0.40 ~4.54 0.31 1.52- ° 7.25
Systems 1 and 2 ° P . . v 5 T
¢ ‘a ‘ I " " - t ¥
“ > ’ . v ' oy
. R A . .
- - v
. N 7
- B A \ 1
3 ’
] ? '
. v » \ -~ # I
- ) !
! 2 Ld * - -
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. ‘ 7
. Method.. Members: of Schoo}-Boards, the Superintendents of the
Af ’ » R - N

two systems add the Principals of the s¢hools jin the systems were
¢ . [
Y
wterviewed individually in order to establish what, if any, local

y .
Ed
-

statments had been set out.

' A
' .

Question 7 of the School ‘Board Member's Interview Questionnaire,

'Appendix’Z, read as follows. '‘Has the Board approved any locally-
A

formulated ‘'statéments of philosophy, aims,, goals and/or procedures

regarding any aébect of Spec¢1alll Education?"

L 4

Questions '4 and 5 i1n the Superintendent's and Principalls
p

Interview Questionnaires, Appendices 3 and 4, read

.

4, Are there apy‘locally-fofmulated statements of aims, goals, policy

- - - -

and/or procedures governtng Specia% Education programs in general

-
-

ot some aspect of Specral Education programming in particular?
5. If you answered "Yes!, could copies of the documents be made

avallable for examination, please?
Ly

»

Resultd. Analysais of,responseé to the above questions indi-

R4

cated that there was a statement of policies and procedures coveriné
classes for trainable mentally handicapped as listed in Appendix 1.

. \
In ¢onjunction with this statement, there was an Admission Form to be

-

" completed for TMH students, Appendix 16.

4
’

In addition, there was a statement of criteria and procedures

1 S

for admission'pf pupils to' the Adjusted Program (Appendix 17)

related to this statement, a set of forms had been developed -

facilitate the procedure (1) recommendations for the Adjusted Program

. (Appendix 18), (2) coveéring letter tg parents with coneent forms

(Appendix 19) and (3) the parental consent form (Appendix 20).

[V S Y
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B

In some of gh'pelamehtary schaols the'hegistrhtian Form,

Appendix 21, completed at the commencement of each school year ‘ .

included data regarding the student's current_hegalth status which,

were considered to be relevant to significant health Eonsi&érationf/iﬂ/
the case of exceptional students. .

Piscussion, The procedures covered by the local statements
_serve& to provide the school administratorg, with clarification of P

& -
requirements and some structure for intake of .students in two specific

.
- v »

,categories fi.e. TMH and Adjusted Programs). .Iﬁ qddition, in’ the vase’

of the TMH students, the statement of palic} and ﬁrdhédgres also set
P ‘ 4 «
out criteria for shared costing for'theﬁprqgtam?.tpe composition and

v < e
function of the TMH advisory commﬁttg;, the maintenance of the- -

v

student's personal file, the enrolment authority and application of -

provincial regulations in relation to¢ class atten@ance; cLQQé hours,
’ " v

dn , -

supervision and evaluation of Fe&cheta, programs and students.

~

It was noted, however, that\there wege no local statements of

-

- . . "
policy or procedures cover{ng special education prdgramming ip geheral, s’

. £

educationally handicapped students, or students ip part-time Spectal

IS
’

Education Programs. . - . ’ . ) . \\\
L]
Evaluative Question No. 2 ‘0
To what extent gre the followipg progtam procedures, as '{ :

* A

. P e

e S

outlined in the provincial guidelin€s followed in the local systems-: ~

(1) didgnosis and needs dssessment of the chiid;dn,. ) L

(2) prowision of counselling services,

" (3) utilization of community resources outside the school ;iétem, and ~
‘¢

- N 1
R -
P LIS
.
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- (4) establishment of review:committees to a@viee onh p‘lacemén of ~

.t

-+ ¢hildren in the progranis? L N ’
. ) A References. gppii,calble sections of. docqﬁ!en.g:g-lat:e showm in - = . "
endix 22. [N S :
) "Method. Superintendents and Princiﬂhls were questtone 1L SRR T
o interview- regarding each of items 1 t:o 4 i.nclusive uf t;his .ques ior\‘. ) - ‘ '.“

Superintendents were queétdoned regarding reviqw conpn.itt

I3

- procedures for, Special Education Program placement i.n genera{

P

TS

queried resatding review comitt.ee procec!ures for Adjusted Ptogr

’ oty o

LY studants (Prihcipal's Rxerview‘Quutidna Né& 17 (a? (b) (c') and “(dd

H 1 i

L . . In order to determine the exteﬂt f.o uhich thé‘;hildpen idgn 1,- te

help, Principals regular c'lassroom teichers"‘ ’special educatior\ te
El w2y
and reading specialio-ta were asked (P:incipal'saQue,p‘t;ion 10, ,Reg&‘lar

! E

Clauroqm Teacher A Qudotiou 2, md Specj:e-l Sductt.ion!‘l‘eac!iet'

;
-t i t 3

, Q-eation 6) to complete record aheete list,;lng all students ;l éntified . N
Yy - b . 1 1

- . as jnegding help and t'o -indicdte alse whethet ﬁeeds aaaeoamen\:s had bgen S

» PR - RN e . v . -

. harvied out, 1f he - Btu’d’ents had begn plnced in p&ograma and the kind *

4 ¥ L] ‘- -
vy . ‘ ,V.' , . :

PR AP ) prpgx;hu Sampie‘cf‘ h«g record uhects which were to be cémpleted T
[ LT

. s

' -M‘sﬁmrh is’ Appendatc’eq‘5 ‘%, md 11. . - - . .
Al . ., . 400 . -
"t 0‘ - .,

. . ,‘ Uutns the ’Ittfdent lictu Provided h! ench ochooi 8 at,afi\ the : ey,

3 I

", tnve-tj.gntor dmlopgd s uoluirnal 14.¢t of ltudenta for ?ch ;choo‘l to o

v -amre l'.p,ﬁ ﬂiu aaﬂ' student repottéd by t\'o ;e;chert. or'a- tcacher nnd

« % W

-~ i

’
‘e
* . ” X ’ * ) . \
¢ [ ' e ® .
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N Resulta. (1) Diagnosts and needs assessments pf the cWtldren-

r

Superintendents' responses to Interview Questién No.v 14 tndicated that }

o
the pnocedﬂre followed for diagnasing problems and assessing needs

¢

tended to be non-structured and that a variety of diagnostic proce-

dures .were being used. < -

. S

- ‘4

. Principals' responses to Interview Quéstion No. 14 ten&ed to

be consistent with .the Superintendents' statements, that is, a variety

’
-

of methods were used. In some instancesé, there was' some question as

.7 to the unéeraiandiné or- {nterprgtition of terhs such as '"diagnosis"

_  "and '"needs assessment,"

(2) Provision of counselling services: Superintendents'’

+ responses.to Interview Quest}oﬂ No. 15 indicated use of a variety of

“

services whiéh was’ponsistent with the directives of Public School
¢

r.
. Programs 1980/81, 1981/82, p. 6.
T8+ (3) Utilization of community resourcea/éutside the school
w‘_‘ ', N Y »
e System: Superintendents' responses to Interview Question No. 16

2

L] A -
indicated that the schools were availing themselves of a variety, of

LI .

qpmﬁunity resources such as YMCA facilities, service organizations

\]
»

z?qg;seums. In addition, they;yndicated ‘that they were using

. sociaL and héalth agencies' diagnostic aqd counselling services.

N R . ) . .
%f . « + (4) Establishment of review committees to advise on placement
. A3 v . = ”

: '”. of children: Although responses by Superintendents.appeared to

. e

&

v ’

< 1ndicate thav two different pr“dcedure% re being fouowed',,it was

. . b \ ’
) later cdnfirn‘d by the Superintendgnt of’School System 2 thgt; 1n his
"" . N ' . . M ; . N i «1' . .«'
. '. Y- 4 '.' s “ ' L1 - P
~ - o "o . |m - "
e - N§‘. - .
0 , » - { - ‘ . -
- * ' v \ ‘: N
. t » . - N .
LI .y ‘, " » 4 -
M IR "ﬂ L] - + L3

.
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response to Question 18, he was referring to TMH students onlx for

which the procedures .of a committee for placemert was set out in the

local statement of policy and, procedures.

<«

Thé Principals' responses to Principals’' Interview Question
No. 17(a), (b), (¢) and (d) indicated that the System 2 School, had an ’
established proceaure whereby formal meetings of a committee composed

af the Guidance Counsellor, Adjusted Program teachess and the -

[y

Administrator were held twice yearly, and informally on a once-a-week

basis. The System 1 School Principal stated that the composition of

‘

the committee, which met informally as the need:::g;z;?hroughout the
year, was approximatély the same as for System 2. However, once
» \ » *

annually, at the end of the }ear, this committee met, as a promotiié/,
o P

committee, supplemented by all teachers who had teachin& input to the

-~
v

Ad justed Program students,; to decide on each student's status for the ‘

- A y
up-coming year. L, fEk A

- o ‘s i

- . s

The Adjusted Program review committee met for purposes of -
re-assessing students' progress and setting educational and vocational

Y, :
goals and appeared to,be consistent with tlie intent"of the guidelines. .

In analysing Qhe data contained in these records, it appeared
* oL . .
in"a few, instanceés that the respondent had not understood the meaning

‘

of the term '"needs ;ssesameqt" in spite of verbal and written defini-~

tions (Appendix 10). Consequently, the term was possibly ﬁ'tgrpreted " ,

2

A}

as "this studert will need an assement on and a fyture date ‘
inserted." Future date notations were ihterpreted b§ the evaluator. -

as - '"no-needs assessment completed ."

-
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{ .
In some cases, students reported as regeiviné<tutoring_he1p

i

N »
were reported as having had a needs assessment, but the assessment

+

referred to was indicated to have been completed by the tutor. The

\ a

tutoring program used an instructional technique ‘called the Andover

method. This program had an assessment method as part of the puglished

.
v

material which was administered by the personnel in the program. As

th'e assessment was not considered to be within the meaning of the term

» A

"needs assessment" and the test administratora' qualifitations were '

uncertain, 1t was decided by the evaluatdr to clasgsify such cases as

. -

'"'no needs assessment completed.'" -

1 Il .

The responses of’school Péinqipals t6 Questior’ 10 were limited

with only five of ten Principals completing the fopms. The prihary”

. v

reason given for not completing the forq was that,‘in pqder-to fill it

out; the Principal would consufﬁ his regular and’speqial class teachers

-
P

to aobtain the .information thereby making his repori a mere duplication

1 N '

f their submissions. - -

» - * 4 hd

Analyéiq of data by systeﬁ and school is shown in Table 9. ¢:

"Part-time Help",‘aé shown in Table 9, .groups tegether children who

t P

received part-time help from an EMH teacher, a speciél edugation

teacher, a remedial reading teadher or from a reading specialist.
The total of six hearing-impaired children ‘included in the
total count- of chiLdfen identified and in .the '"Miscellaneous' section

of" '""Other Programs' are Partially integrated in the regulér school

program, but the dlass is undet‘the jurisdiction of the Atlan

Provinces Resourée Centre!for Hearing Handicapped, Amherst,

4

[
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w-Number of’Students ldentified ds Needing HWelp and Their Status as to Kasessment of Need and Program Placement - By System and Schaol -
‘ . .
(qa.,r.portad by Principals, Ragular Classrool Teachers Special Education Teachers Reading Specialists ang ﬂd]usked Progyam Teacheys)
Pl “In Schoql Systems ' and 3 Yarmouth County NOva Scotla *
» . - . -
- . 1981-82 - T
] ) 4 _
- ~ .
N
g > - . y
- Special
Total No  INo for Whom ‘ cation| pare- | Adjustes Other Programs No
System |School § Studénts | Ngeds A time Program Program Remarks -
» ified |meffw Completed: Full time R‘ln. Federally | TeacheY's{ Misc
B funded .
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A cpmparison of the number of children identified as requirlng

’ “ P - * . -~

help with tite number of thildrbn placed in‘programs as shown in Table

10 indicated that appréxtmately 7.5% were in fuli-time TMH or EMH
Programs, approximately 397 were in\ﬁart-time Special Education Programs

or receiving -help from reading specialists, apbroximgtefy 2.5% were
[ - - =~ ? ~

being helped by teacher's .aides and approximatgly 13% were in the

* Adjusted Program, Thus, approximately 62% of children, identified as

“
.heeding help in the 1981-82 school ydar, reeeived help funded and under

-

the jurisdiction of the school systems. Of the remaining appﬁoximately

38%, approximately 27% received help.from a federally-funded tutoring »
prograﬁ.not under the jurisdictioﬁ of the provincial Department of
Education, and approximately ,2% were receiving other provincially funded

v

hefp (i'.e. the class for the hearing iﬁpaired,‘; speech therapist, or a
health facility therapist). Approximately 9% of children listed as
- - - A - » l

lqentifled.by teachers as needing help were not receiv11§ hélp of any

1 - . -

kind. It should be noted that the perqéﬁ{?gg'of children’;ot'yet

recéiviné help was,hpproxlmatel§ 3%% if vhe }ederaliy~fu;ded program

was disreéardgd. ‘ -t

]

Fhe number of siudents placed in programs, as reported in
0 * o

Tables ‘9 a;d 10 were compared with the number for whom neetls assess-

ments were carried ohtirs reported in Table 9 and the percentage

¢ r~ - - S
" relationships are showﬁ itnh Table 11. ~Approximhte1y 58%, or,slightly'
,. -
more than half of the total number of students receivlng help (from all
. . . .
- souscea) in System 1 Schoofs were reported as.haVing had a qggds

e \

-

’ »

’ assgssment eompleted. In System 2‘ much the1samg picture appeare%\

with upproximately &GZ*of\the childreﬁ'receiuing help of one kind or .

[y
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Table 11 . 70 -

Number of Students Placed in Programs Compared with Number

- - -

for WhomPAssessments of Needs were Completed - in School

Systems 1 and 2, Yarmouth County, Nova Scotia

¢ »

Canada, 1981-82 . B

5 Numbers of Students | Number Reported | Pefcentage of, ° ‘ .
- in Programs (all for Whom Needs Number 1n .
System [School tyges) or receiving | Assessment N ,
~ help (all types), Completed Brograms - .
g 7
1 66 a7 . 71.21 . '
‘ 2 | 30 NEV R 46.67
v ] U3 .16 > 12 75.00
! oA
4 13 3 * 25.00 ’
5 36 18 ' . ,50.00 . ,
Totals » ¢ ' . N ’
1 . \ , \
system 1 61 94 58.39 )
. 1 49 34 69,39
/ ’ [
2 ; 69 45 65.22 . o,
2 3 22 . 4 18.18 -
a 52 ’ 37 71.15 ‘
- . i
5 28 2 - [0 «.8.00 C .
Totals - vt ’
217 . 56:2 . .
System 2 - . . 1220 56:22 ) .
', ‘ ¥ 3 ¢ L
N M 3 ) - A ”
System 1 and 2 Totals.= . - - .- . ] N
) Number of stud%ntsmin Programs\?‘a‘rlft;y\pes‘);' . 378
- . F 2 4 ‘ ’
r 4 M -~
« Number Reported for Whom Needs Assessment Completed: 216 -
% . . »
Percentagerof Total in Programs: ) = 57.14% , . ) .
) ' “ ) o .
° 3
“ . . v . - - . LY. 'l .
KJ. ‘ . v .‘ ) -~ * ) . - Al
» v, ' * " ‘: s ) ! 7o P2 * v s 'o‘
* ’ " 2 ’ O .A * . ) b7 ’ ’ ‘/:‘
A - - " . . \ “
. . . ! . et . ' v a ,j
', . ’ « Te * " ¢ “ﬁ\ s ) \‘,;’5



71

another having been reported as having had a needs assessment

completed.

-

The percentage relationship of number for whom needs assess-
ment completed to number of students 1n pyograms or receivang help -
all types - was approximately 57%, slightly more than half the total

number 1dentified as needing help and receiving it.

¢ -~

. Evaluative Question No. 3 .

)

How do cTassroom activities as observed 1? special education

classrooms compare with suggested activities as contained in the

-

r provincial directives and guidelines?

Refergnceé Applicable references are shown in Appendix 23.°
, _— - :
’ Method. A classroom chgervation record form (Appendix 13)

“ 2
was develqped for minute-interval observations of special education

v »

classroom teachers and rémedial reading teachers. Fourteen categories

» of teacher activities were developed by-the evaluator based on the

. . . -

~ implicat;ons,df the Department of Educatioh references presented in,

¢

: Append1x-23 and content of a teacher evaluation check-off list as
;s presented by Glpéon (1979). Through pilot-studying the use of the
Pl L4 [ \‘\)

' wform, 1t was decided that the first five seconds of every minute of

¢ . ! observation would 'be used to check the category of activity of the
Y R Vtaachnt during tﬁat minute.t‘The remaind®r, of each minute served to
[

. recérd particﬂlars regarding student groéup composition, materials,
* “ . R LA | i ,
4 . 5subject matter, teacher activf&iei and movement, general method of
} ) M O )

. predentation and, when possible, the teacher's description of subject
4 ;

N ) < R -

“
(1]

" .

. matter and activities for the period observed. .



T
2 -

-

Eight spé¢ial education teachers, which included 2 EMH and

) ) , N
3 TMH classrooms, esource room teachers and 1 remedial reading .

r :
teacher were observed for one mornimg ‘'Bach-by the evaluator. Reading

-

specialists were also observed for varying periods of time but these

data were not included as they were not classified as 'special education

-

teachers.'

The distributiomsof special education teachers' time across

-

the fourteen categoties‘of activities as observed during the periods

of gbservation were analysed and are shown in Table 12, and the percent-
3 o .

age of each teacher's tétal time devoted to each activity was then

calculated and tabulated in Table 13.

- - ! ‘ i
Results As can be seen from Table 13, teachers' approaches

tended to vary markedly. For example, teachers' time allocation to

category 1, lecturing to the whole clagb varied from a minimum of 0%

(resource room teacher) to 16.24% in the case of an EMH classroom
teacher. Teachers of EMH or TMH classrooms in which,student populations
. -

did not’chaqge significantly throughout the observation period were

observed to spend a minimum of 3% to a maximum of 16% approximately -

4

and an average of 6.73% of their time in lecturing to the whole class.’

' A minimum of apﬁroximately 11% and a maximum of approximately
47% of teacher time was spent in one-to-one- instruyction, tategory &,
Afd analysis of time distribution to this item suggests that at least

] -

two of the teachers devoted almost half of their time td one-to-one

hd *

instruction, while 8 of 9 teachers spent 207 or more of their time inthis

activity. Categories 6, 7 and 8 which inwolved attending, to students .
. .

and clarifying their ideas and feelings showed a more llmited range of °

.
. < :
. N



A g

12

Table

~

Special Education Classroom Teacher Ubservati n Analysis
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Table

1961-82, in

’

(3

Schools Systems 1 and 2, Yarmouth County, Novs Scotia, Csnada

.

Classroom Observations of Speclal Education Teacher

.

Pescentage of Total Time of Observation

’

for Each Catsgory of Activity

.
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betueen 0%’ to'19% approximatelyvof tehcher t1me being devoted to these -
M y -’ ¥ ? 4;-';..
activities. Praising or encouraglng, category .9, ,was observed to -

occupy a,minimum bfv3% to a*maxgmqp of '22% of teacher-time, the latter v -

. v . b .-

(i e. 22%) being obsetvgd in the casé” of a remedial reading teacher.
. ) B - L] »~ -
A limited\tihe _range was hotéd for category 10 which might

. .~ PR

indicate ghat classes wereﬁwell sg;ucxpred so that little time needed .

- -

»

R . . . . " . . . - e -
“to be spent-in‘incidental student requests.- (Kange _ 0% ®o 7% approxi-
- mately).” ° t o . R 5 " *
- . € > »

. Analysis of. eategdry-il disclbsed that the time sﬂ@ht in * |

¢va ~ *
-

criticizing dr reprimanding rdnged frem 0% to a maximpm of IOL . .

» ~ . .
N ,‘ . 14

approximately of a teacher's total obgervpd time. Further analysis

- - v
> - -
- . - - v - £l

Jindiéated that collectively those’teaqhers who crit}cized or repvimanded

. . v vy

P

students for non-acceptable behavioyrs dfd_so 78% of the time. ' »

. ’ L8 [ - -

(approximately) before the whole class, 13% of the time (approximately) - .

.
3

to the student individuélly and approximately 9% of the tife in a smail .

. - N - ~ f ¥ . -
- .
3

group setting.' No teacher was observed to spend time in justifying Y ‘.

’ « . ' . .
*t s -

his or her own actions (category 12). In observations of six of the . . -

- \ -
- N
» -

. - N . [ A
nine teachers, there were no observations of periods.of silence ot

. . - .,

i
confusion with no directed activity under way'(categofy 13). The « he M 5
1 N .
.1 . R s : 1 . s
highesy incidence (approximately 3% of teacher time) was judged to be -
. ~ | . i
related to the remedial reading teacher's student grqups' turnover . .

- ’

times. Periods of silence with planned organized activity under way ‘ .
(dategory 14) occupied a minimum of 1% to a makimum of 19% approxi- - ’ €L
mately of teacher time. .

Data were interpreted tos suggest that generally the emphasis

-

was on one-to-one instruction, that student talk was not extensive




/

»
A

and that prbgrams tended to be sfroﬁg}y séructured, .

"It was 4i§§'noted that in general,'during*ﬁggiods.of @bhervgi

#

~

-

e T

-«

tiéns, subﬁect‘ﬁatter covered ranged from readiness skills (coléurs,

. -

—<geomettic ghapes, numbers, aLphabet weanhet, days of the week, etc.) - ~ Lo

. "

2oty

to nzhding, language, spelltng,.mathematica, sociaI stuaibs person&l

A ¢ x
«
» ! +

awareness and Tife skill§ such as personal groomdng, simp[e fpo&

- . e
- N VI -

preggration, table setting and clean—up taabs. e .

4
]
¥ . 4 ~ 4 " ',' - - .?;
. In presentatien, the teacher%" methbds 1nciugeq‘lectugiqg, . . -

- . ..

X

N

chalkboard presentatid'k’use of small médelﬁ?or }étﬁal.objécts,, .

Y 4
flash cards, skill-building games, ﬂ’Eiures, posters, snack foods and

4

_eating utensils. : 7 " . )
+ * .

Students were-observed to engage in listening to teacher or

1 4
% 1] -

tapes, responding verbally, completing written assignpents; oral .

-

reading, independently féading or game playing, drawing, colouring,
[

cutting, gluing, sorting, assembling parts, action singing, reciting,
model building (group activity), mural painting (group activity),

preparation of snacks, table éetting and servimng, clean-up activities

and Personal grooming. - ’ ) )
Evaluative éﬁed‘ion No. f ~ ) ‘k ‘

" To whet extent is the documentation as outliqed in the @
provificial and local ;irectives and guidelines maintained on each t ‘
'atudent'served by‘the‘programs? ., ' * R

‘ Réferencea' References applicable to Evaluative Question -

QNo. 4 are discualﬁd or quoted in Appendix 2&.‘ ” . " v )
’ Method: The subject of documentation, was raised in

interviews of Superintendents, Prirncipals, special education teachet;,

”

L4
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and reading specialists, and questions relevant to this subject were

contained in .estionnaires completed by regular classroom teachers and

. , -
parents?’

. Check of Documentatvon in Student Records. For the purpose of

checking each school's documentation on a student, a $tudent* tecord

check-off list was pregéred as shown in Appendix 14, Student’yecordé

14
‘

cheéklng was carried out by the evaluator between 1 June, and

31 July,,1982. ' '

.

The evaluator followed the same’procedure for obtaining access

to student reéords in each of the ten schools. The Principal, in each
instance, was presénted with a copy of the nominal list prepared by .,

the evaluatoy on the basis of listings provided by staff of the school

3

on_%orms«provided 2; the evaluator. S8tudent files as ptovided by the
Principal, or staff under the Primcipal's instructions, were then
examined. If files were pot provided for all students listed, the

disctepancy was drawa to the attention of the Principal or his delegated

. N
.

staff. If the file could not then be located  the fact was noted. In
‘several inétances, when students were in transit between Schools,

missing files were IXcated at other gystem schools. Urder no circum-

[
~

stances did the evaluator apprdac§<fn individual teacher for a

student's records. Records of students which'could'not be accessed
through the Principal'é or school's maintadministra&ive office /
- '

following the procedure indicated above were judged to be not available

“to ‘the evaluator. ' s

L)

Files were scrutinided in the.same ﬁanner for all students, that’

-

*is, all items in the file, cumulgtive recdrd c¢ard, reports, corregpon-

dence or examples of work, were noted., ' .
< -

l"
-

b e~

o MEE s &
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' The d?ta,ob{ained from examination of students' files were
' ~
recorded on the check-off list in deta:l as to nature of material,
N .
(i.e. cumulative card record only, term report, progress report, etc.).

Table 16 shows the data for the two systems as analysed and compared

with that dacumentation considered to be significanE in relation to
\

" children in need of special help as described 1n thé directives and

1 3

-
‘

guidelines. . . . .
> -, . -
Results: Nature of Documents as Indicated by Questionnaire

v

.

Responrses Supérintendehts' responses to Question; 24, 25, 26 and 27

’ ‘ .

indicated "that & Bre-school assessment gaé carried out in most cases.

s .t N

However, in the case of School System 2, it was indicated that a child

could be admitted without the prefschool assessment. In System 1, lt

.
’ (] -

was noted that the assessment had previously been.thé‘responeibility

of the Public Health Nurse, but in 1981 had been assumed by the Primary
» . .

qﬁade teacher. The System l response indicated that the pre-schooi .

1

assessment ‘was intended to pick up only gross deficiencies and was.

administered in May or.,June. In System 2,.the Primary Grade teachers,,

1
+ Public Health Nurse and secretaries were involved in carrying out the

LY " . .
assessment which was intenhded to determine the readiness\ of the child
e [ LI . -
. . , .

for school ehtry. , o

i

A}
.

As to the documents covering the initial referra® of-:the tMH

students fdr Special Educatfon Programs as noted in Reference No. 7 of
»

Appepdix 24, the indication was that the documents were held by the

, ¢

school resp6n51b1e for the TMH program presentation in, System 2,

althougl¥ the'System 1 Superintendent indicafgﬁ that he held documefits

* for’ gtuderits of System 1. T e s 3 -
. - v
. : -
v ' - -
-~ i .
. . . .
‘ ’ ¢ “

>

-
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Further questioning 1in relation to chlldﬁfn 1n Special Educatpon’
+

’
Programs, 1n general, disclosed that System 1 Superintendent maintained
\
. A

demographic data only, as did the Superintendent of System 2. In .

addition, System 2 Superintendent held copies of minutes of TMH meetings.

v . -

In response Lo Question 12, '"What records do you keep on each
.
ch11d?", a variety of responses was received from Principals of Schoofs. = .

3esponses ranged from 'mo records, personally," to cumulative record: \ v
L] @ 0

] 4 '
cards, progress reports (term), report cards and a record of the ! ‘»

teacher(s) who ate seeifig the child, results of formal testing, notes
teachers may have written, samples of work, all correspﬂhden{‘, reading
3 ’

test results, standardized test results; tutoring record, etc. -

- + o .
As written directives from parent or doctor to Principal

) ¢ . - .
and for Principal to teacher would, presumably, be filed in the student's

>

main recond fi}e, the responses to Principal's Question No. 14 were

examined. Again the responses varied. N

. To inform teachers regarding students for whom there 1s a risk

.
- %

. -
of medical emergency and the action which must be ;aken should the
&

emeréency arise, Principals' responses indicated that Principals in
5 i +* -
System 1 tended to rdly lar on thg annual registration form for
’ - ‘ .
jhformation from parent as to any significant medical conditian. TIh

.

-

some,instahces, 1t was indicated in the Principals'&responses, tHat .

such information was®recqorded on the cumulatlve%;ecord card. In no
2 .
instahce was written direction from Principal to teacher'indicatéd as
. 13
the procedure. Instead, most responses indicated that the Principal

®

would pass such information to the teacher verbally. There were fio

indicatfoné of a formalized procedure with any specifig written

- )

\ -
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-

record form other than annual registration or note on cumulative
¢

.
. -

regord card. R . oo \

In relation to children who must receiye oral medichtion during
"

- ne N

the school day, again procedures varied from requiring a doctor's "o

' ‘ S
letter and Public Health Nurse assidtance, to parents' written or

~

verbal notification. Supervision of medication also varied from control
4 > *

of medication by Principals under lock 1n réfrigerator, to berhg keépt . . w

- .

in the teacher's desk or, preqsmably, gtudent's persoﬁal responsibility. \.

Aééin, there appeared to be no general system procedure with established .,

format for recoralng and passing such 1nformation£froﬂtpafent.and/or ) ~
doctor 'through*Principal to teacher. . ..
Analysis of special education teachers' responses to Qd;stion 7

of Appgﬂdix 7 suggested that with the exception of two responses, the . & .

indications were that observations of students were formally recorded. *
®

In the other two instances, one teacher used a book and the other 4

indicated an 1n§?rmal method. Seven of the ten teacﬂérs }nterVLewed - - ¥

stated that criterion-referenced tests werq}used, all ten stated that
* [ 4

A

. . e {

teacher -made tests were administered/ and four indicated the use of

standardized tests periodically. Responses to Question 7, 1in general,

!
suggested that special education q}ass student files should contain a .

i
variety of test data.

a0 Regspdnses to Qestion 7 were of 1nterest in relation to .
.
o

\

congsultation records. When responses to 7(c) were analyzed, it was

found tHat alk+indicated some consultation in some of the special el

education student fileg. g .

’

o,

oy
w + EN

- 4

= i 4
‘- .
3 =, = ' 3
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Responéés t® Question 14 of Appendtx 7 indicated that all

- ’ .

special educatioﬁ teachets were ﬁafﬁiaininﬁ records, with one 1ndfc§£ing'

’

“ ,
xecording 1n a bdo%:and another, réferring tb "just yersongi records
t “ » -
R g .
deviged by m¥self.'" HoweVer, sesponsed in general, again indicated
3 d s .

that student files should reflgct sthe on-going agsessments which the

.

- v ' -
special gpucatlon teachers stated that they were:completing. .

L4 3 )

Regular tlassrepom Leachers'responses to Question 4 of Appeﬁdi

9 indicated that, amongst many ather records kept, -many teachers
1

Y, .

retained the curmilat ive record card which was judged to tmply “that the

variety -of records described by ‘them should, for tﬁe most ‘part, be .

retained in, or at least by the end of each school year, find their way«
3 r3 -

. v
»

into 4he students' main files al;;§/with the  cumulative record card.

4 ) ’
The regding specialists'®tesponges to Question 13 of Appen%ﬁx 7
*

also 1ndicated maintenance of extensive records which -included dai Y.

. »

recatds for eachgghg}d. .

L3

]

@ The Adjusted Program teachers' responses to Questions 7, 8 and

.

14 of Appendix 7 indicated that, with the exception-of one,'éll Ad justed

~ [y -

Program teachers used recorded teacher observatiens, criterion-

-
¢ .

[

¥

qgferenged tests, teacher-made tests as well as curriculum-based testa.
]

. .

, 7.
and the records of these evaluations would, presumably, be recorded or N

filed 1 the student's file. . * )

.
-

&£

A
* Question 8 responskts by Adjusted Programiteachers suggested
that there were, in three ingtances at least;‘;iztnt consultatigns

which should be recorded in student files. Oﬁly three of five Adjusted
~ £

Program teacherg responﬁed to Question rg. These indicated that dnly

limited record;>wereﬂkept by two (i.e. day book), while the other kept

]

M ‘

1

s,

4
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- ‘ M
‘ fairly extemsiwe on-golng progress records both academjc and social, \

* The extent to which such tecords,-as described in Question 14 ‘responses,

would f}hd thdir way 1:to the student's main file appeared unclear.

¢

» . .
“/ - <* Parents' responses tq Question No. 4 of the Parents' Question-

“ \

)’natre; Appendix No.>12, were analysed by system, school and kind of
help which student received “and are shown.in Table 14. The data
«

. N
, of the parents wﬁb\:espeﬁééd by returning gpmpleted
- »

&uegtfbnahares, thq&ﬂgé, of 45 _parents in System 1 who respon , 60%
’
of those whose childre® receirved part-time special education,

#

ind 1c'ate6 that

v

. 'approximatgly 50% of those whose children Tpceryved help from the

-

. ° reading specialist and 757% of those whose children were placed in the

i * N N
Adjlusted Program indicated thﬁt they had givefl written cottsent. 1In

- System 2, of the 48 parents who responded, 40% of those whase children
P N e :‘

were in EMH classes, "approximately 10% of - those whose children were, 1n

TMH classes, 60% of those whose children were in part-time special

¥
education, approximately 37% af rhose whose children were receiving

~

*

. .
help from the reading specialist and 50% of those whose children were

o N PEE
¢

‘placed 1n ihe Adjusteé Program indicated that they had.given written
co;;ént. i
As shown 1AoTab1e 15, analysis of parents' responses to Question .
~ Pd ’ .

No. 6‘indicated thagj of the 45 parenisrwho regponded iwr.System %, theﬁ v
| s;hoolgl staffs had initiated contacts with 60% o% parents of children
receiving part-time specia}’educgtxon hglp, lOoiipf parents whose

[y
- &

///ﬁ\ children had help from a temcher's aide, approximately 39% of parénts

of chrldren who had help from a reading specialist and 50% of parents :
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» . Oof 225 students in

Ty ' - . 85
whose ohllqr;n were in‘'the Ad]uated Program. The numbers of contacts ;
' " -
varied widely fgém once o; tyigf a zfar to weekly coﬁtacés. :
‘In System 2, the analysis %ndicated th;i;‘in relation to the %8 f’“‘,
- . .

4

parents who repgled, the schools' staffs had initiated cgntacts with L)

60% of parents 1}h child;en 1n TMH programs, 40% of parents whosge

LY - .
etifldren rec::ved part- -time special educdtion help,'approﬁlmately 21% | N '
og parents whose children had help from a issding specialist and ’ A

a 7
25% of parents whose thildren were in‘the Ad)hsted Program. -‘
+ ' Sigce the proportioms pf pérent; cont;cted, as‘{ndlcéted py

-

parentg® respons‘s, varied to-:such an extent on thg\?asis of. parent *
Q ; .

tegponses, 1t ¢ould be assumed *that echools' documentations of parent .
N ]

- LY
! 4

[N N y
contacts would also be varied. . ’

s 0f, 185 students identified as needing help or receiving Help in
the 1981-82 school year 1ih System 1 schools, the student files were
Ay " - -~ .

examined for 168 (approximately 91%). Records were not available, for
examinatipn and could not be located within the tdme set aside by the

. M v ‘ ' N
evaluator for the record check for the reﬁaining 17, or approxlma&ely -
9% of the student; Of the 168 students, 5 (or- approxlmétely 3%) were

EMH students, 70 (approx1mate1y 42%) were r&ivi‘ng f)art time special‘ .

4
education or reading specialist hélp, 29 (approximater 17%) were in

‘ the Adjdsted Program, 7 (approximately 4%) were being helped by

teachers' aides, 50 (approximately 30%) were receiving help in tHe

‘federdily-funded tutoring progtam only, and 7 (approximately 4%) were

‘

not receiving help (Dataare shown irt Table 16).° -
‘igysﬁem 2 s¢hoels who.were listed by sehool’
2

staffs as needing help or recdeiving help of some kipd, Student files
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Table 16 v
Legend . .
XKind of Help Recejved (Students for whom Recdrds were Examined)
~ .
a - EMH .
b - TMH -
c -4Part-time Speci#l Education or Reading Specialist
d - Adjusted Program . pe
e - Teacher's Aide
f - Federally-funded Tutoring Program .

of - Yo help received e yet
e

Disgnostic Assessment N - B
0 = none 1in student's file or noted on cumuhtlv?card in any
school year up to Jgne, 1982 . "
1 = group or routine ac8demic testing in any schoel year up to
Jupe, 1982 (i e. Reading Level Tesating, "group™ - I Q and/or
general achbievement testing ) "
2 = individual diaqnb‘{}c assegssment in any achool year up to 4
June, 1982 even if only record sighted was on cumulative card

o

Yearly Program Plans

Yes - A np&Eilic statement or IEP covering program far student,
No - Cumulative card notation only or no record, s

-

‘ .
Methods attempted - Success/Failure Rate-

Yes - Specific summary or statement on methods attempted & succeshk/
failure rate (Reading Specialist report, special education
. teacher's report ) .
No - Term or grogress reports only, c ulative card notation only
or no record ‘

Personnel Pnvolved and Functions in Development of Student

Specific fisting of or reports from such personnel

Dated Summation of Parent Interviews

Any sepatste {,pqrt or record of parent intervfiews .
. -
Copies of Correspondence -
To of from parents or agencies regarding student
. ; ¢
Report of Specjalisgt services [ §

! ]
“Specialist” interpreted as outside the school system an8 including
medical, psychological, “speech/hearing, social agency, etc. reports

Profile Graphs on Which to Record Educational Growth
ALl
A specific profile - not the cumulative card record.

- .

.

Medical and/or Clinical Data R
T = none
1 = cumulatiye card notation only ¢ .
2 = separate’ record or report including Public Health prerschool
assessment

Speech, Hearing & Visual Defects - Medical Reports .

*0 ¥ nbthing a - .
1 = cunmulative card notation
2 = separate repprt by medical authority
. by

Repdrt from Commupity Health Nurse " -
T
Separate report by Community Health Nurse ~ hot a cumvlathg:ctrd

notation

"

.
Abstract of Relevant Information from Cumulativé C.rd(gg

Any summary or photocopy of cumulative card data

Completed Admission Form Signed by Parents >
Any form of written parenZal authorization for TMH class placement

. . .

[4
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., 88
, were examined for 213 students (approximately 95%)." The remaining

14 files (approximately 5%) were not available within the evaluator's
) * ]

scheduled checking time. Of the 213 students of System 2 sohools,.

»

whose récords‘were checked, 16 (approximately 8%) were in EMH classes,

13 (approximately 6%) were TMH students, 99 (approximately 47%) were (

13

receiving part-time help 1n special education or from the reading
specialist, 25 (approximately 12%) were i1n the Adjusted Program, 52
(approximately 25%) were recelving helg frgm‘the federally-funded

tutoring program only and 6 (approximately 3%) were receiving ne-help.

“" * Diagnostic Assessment  Provided that some kind of record was

found of administration of an individual I1.Q. test, with or without
, .
additional tedts (1.e. tests of perception, academic achievement or

»

-
visual-motor coordination,) thlslwas counted as evidence of individual

testing of the étqdent.to determine hi!«or her specific educational
* »
needs.
-

All-;:}prds of testing which would have been group-administered’

»

or formed part of general testing programs such as Primary level I.Q.

IS
-

tests or (Lorge Thorndike Intelligence Tests, Metropolitan Achievement

) fests, Differential Aptitude Tests,) were counted as group or routine
academic testing if record form of tumulative card notation was found

.

" in sthe stud'file. Records showing only Reading and/or other sgkill

level testing which formed part of a particular published program in
that skill were not considered ag fal{}ng within the meaning of the
1

term ''diagnostic needs assessment."

.

A file was recorded as having no evidence of diagnostic

assessment when no record was found of general intelligence and

v

b
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general ach{evement testing in the form of. test, record forms, or cumu- v
. , - . eﬂ’ . oy .
. lative card notation. . ’ T . . ° ¢ '
, Data ind1céted?thdt, in“ﬁystem 1, of tQﬁ 168 children wh?se . LY
. ’ e “ Al
. . . N
records were examined, 68 (approximately, 40%) had had some form o{ﬁ ’ .
¢ .
individual diagnostic assessment at some point within dheir school '
‘ ., e .
. years from Grade Primary to the 1981-82 school year, 77 (approximately &
- - . " L}
46%) had been tested in a group—testing procedure once or more since : )
beginning school and ‘23 (approxlmater 14%) appeared to have received d \\\*\\L\\
»e " 3 -

no diagnostic assesgsment of any kind-as defined on ;he evidence é% the co

N
. ) records which were made available. e i
", . . .\ e

. B g - v - ‘-(
The System 2 data on the 211 sfudents whose records %gre examined * -

-
)

- A Y
. . indicatéd that 89 (approximately 42%) #ad had individual diagnostic '

. assessments of some kind carried out at some time, 74 (approximately - »

35%) had been assessed once or more by hmeans of standardized group= - -

4 3
testing instruments and 48 {(approximately 23Z)Qappeared not to have ° )
& . o7 - v . ..
. received diagnostic needs assessment of any kind. . .

’ ) - 'W .
; . Yearly Program Plans: Yearly program plans in the form.of a
'geparate and §gécific summary of the student's status at sommxﬁbint fa

. H:; school’ career with a statement of goals for that or subséquerit i f‘f
académic years was found im 5 records (approximately 3%) of System } .. . Tt
- ¢ 2o [ - ¢
» -
schoal records. No évidence was féund in any student record examintd
* Y M

- . I
in System 2 schools. . y

R
Methads Attemg_gd Success/Failure(Rate The guidelines were

«
* \

ihterpreted to mean a specific statement in the form of an anecdotal

4 -

. '}

’ Y. report of thp methods attempted by the claastqpm and/or special class . o,
- > ¥ f L N . i : a ‘
o~y R . y \ #

#* e
. . . -
~ - « ~ .\r - ! ? i
3 ‘e ¢ -
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01'~specialist teauhets item-izlng ptceedu;és follqyed 1\1 attempting .

* - <« ™

Lo guide the child in 'akill development vtth 8 :ecozd of she .

A S -~ «» . .

-
Bulcess or fatlire rate- fn &pglication of thosg method"s. Any

. + .

separate report of a tlabsraom or abecial class or nqyecia‘liat

B

teacher -of the natura 1ﬂdicaf:ed was counted ds fallipg within ahis

. A

category, V“ery brief cmqta’tivi* card notations werk not cmsiﬂgrad tp
'Y A [ 4 £’
do so. ‘However, inic t:he ‘case of recqrda of a gtroup of juni{zr high -

-~
X

students who had recetved reading speciaust help on‘iy, it apmre?

' )
-

that thd cumulat.We card anecdbtai comients by ihe reading maghr:
e

5 -

LA -

were the only record on filé of th¢ teacher's assespment“.ﬁonw- -

"o » k] v S
. T

- quently; these were couqted as fani.ag within the meanfng of the® '

a
» X} - P N

. - . o,
-

guideline@. p | - .

2. ¢ . L y o

4. - . t v

“The standatrd Lerm report of iuterim progress repart T

. . “ 5 . ‘ ) 2
. completed on every student i the a;sal:ems at gegulay iater‘vafé was

L

nut judged to fall within the méanins of thmai@elihe‘s ‘tor spegial
"

becords for the child needing heLp heyond thay E‘g

v L A .

idpd. in t;he

- e
‘ - . B

I

sy

te

- . 4, o . w -
regular classroom. Nt o sﬁ
. Y.

]

. Data indicated that, in 23 gappzoximateljg 14%) of the (% °

reéor.d.s chrecked in' System 1 sc¢héols, t}lez{qﬂnb »sofﬁe § oxm ;of
record of the methods dttempted, vl;{le 26 tiles (qpprcximtei.é 12%)
- o

of the System 2 records ccmtalned some evidende of such, m(‘.ord.- <

> . ~

k&ep_ins ., . ) ’ ©

Personriel Invol'ved\%nd i‘uﬁdtlone m Development orf the v

"Student: A specific sumnariged 1ilt or tsbul.atioﬁ fotm was' found

in no imstance. Cumulntive ¢ard recbrda atao did not amar te -
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v

provide an essential structure which was to be followed of necessi%y

.

' for maintenance of complete records of all persomnel -involved in the

development of the student. Therefore, for purposes of the study,

.

i1t wag judged that, if the evaluator found in the studept's record
file a specific repért which had been coﬁpleted by a specialist teacher

or other specialist, whose function could be clearly defined through

the nature of the report, the record would be counted as Ea;;}§%>fithin
the meaning of the guidelines.
, - In System 1 schools, 25 (approximately 15%) of records were

« . juidged to meet this requirement, while 59 (approximately .28%) of

> " 'l

1

. of the petrsonnel involved in the student's development

’

Dated Summations of Parent Interviews Any separate report

Y

- or' clear record of parent interviews which was contaired within the

file or on the cumulative record card was'Judged to fall withan the

\

* - ° meaning of the guidelines. '

In System 1 files, 10 records (apptoximately 6% of the records

4

checked) contained such records or reports, while in System 2 files,
1 (apﬁroximately 0.47% of the records checked) contained such

eviderice.

+ ‘
’ 0

. Copies of Correapoﬁﬁ%nce. Any correepondence in the student's

file, whether -of a routine, demogriphic'nature ot relevant to an

academic or behawicural prgblem, current or otherwise, was considered

-

to meet the requirémente although, 1f the directives were more specific

-?
.

3
)
-9

. . System 2 schaols' student records were judged tp contain clear evidence -

-

)

e
-
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it was assumed thaé some cétrespond;nce such as form letters telling
parents and students to read school directives governing student
regulations would not be within the intent of the directives.

Using the broad interpretation, however, 107 files (approxi-
mately é&%) of System 1 records contained correspondence, while 29
flleq‘(apgvox1mately 14%) of System 2 records contained correspondence.

\ A

Reports of Specialist Services  The, term "specialist' for

purpgg;s of the record check was interpreted as meaning a person with

v '

special skills whose help was sought or provided from outside the ’ r

school system. School f?stem staff such as special education teachers,

reading specialists or guidance ‘counsellors were not considered to be
within the ﬁeaniné of "specialist" in this context.

In System 1 recaords, 40 student files (approximately 24%) were

-~

found to contain specialist reports as defined, while 1n System 2
h ’ -

. ¥
records, 22 files (approximately 10%) were found to contain specialist

reports.

Profile’ Graphs on Which to Record Educational’Grpwth. The

¢ )
"profile graphi ag referred to in- the guidelines was judged to be a

gpecific .graphic p;oéile form of the student's academic record. This

would display his or her competency 1evels'aver time to provide staff

respongible for the child at any giveén time with a rapid-gcan record
of the student's skill development particularly in the specific sub-
skill areas in which progress and development ghould be charted. The
cumulative card record was not judged to be within the meaning of thg

reference. . ;

L2

S
A

b IR
A
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i

. In System 1 records, two files (approximately 1%) were judged

to contalh a record which met most of the writeria as noted above, .

5 -

,wg}le in Systém 2 recoerds, no pfbffle graphs kere fournd.

\ a - Medical and/or Clinical Data Medica} or clinical data within l

4

the file was judged to fall within two categories, <(1) an actual
. Z
medical or clinical repert or note from the parent regarding a medical
N .

concern in relation to their child dated any time Huring the student's

-

* school years and including the Public Health Pre-school Assessment and

'

»
(2) .umulatﬂle card notation only regarding the child's physical , .

.

. status made any time during the child's school years.

. In System 1 records, 39 files Chvﬁigximately 23%) contained

category (1) records and 32 files (approximately 19%) contained .
»

-

- category (2) records, while in System Z records, 4 (approximately 2%)
contained category (1) records and 111 (approximately 53%) contained
e category (2) records. o / .

TMH - Speech, Hearing and Visual Defects - Medical Reports

. In the SYsteﬁ 2 TMH student records, no actual speeé¢h, hearing, visual

4 * * : .
or other form of medical record ::;\(gfnd in \a student file. However,
o

11 of the 13 TMH files examined (approximately 85%) had cumulative card ‘

L

notations regarding the child's physical status.

'

TMH - Report from Community Health Nurse Nofie of the 13 TMH

files examined in System 2 vontained community health nurse reports.

TMH - Abstract of Relevant Information from Cumulative Cards

None bg the 13 files examined contained abstgacteﬂ informatior.

FMH - Completed Adm{ssion Form Signed Ey Parents  None of the

[y

13 files checked contajned a completed adfnission form.

—
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Combined Systems 1 and 2 Analysis In the following summary of
’

the combined two-system data, all percentages are approximate. Overall

‘o

1n combined System 1 and 2 schbol student records, 92% of the records

of the 410 students 1dent1f}ed as needing or receiving ﬁélp of some
L4

kind 1n the 1981-82 school year were examined., Of these, 42% were-

+
.

LI ‘
found to contain some record‘of some form of individual diagnostic

-

assessment while approximately 40% had beem assessed at soﬂg time id a

o .
- i

standardized group—testihg procedure.

~

' Only 1% of files contained yearly prograﬁ plans, 13% contained
. . . -

a record of methods attempted with sucgess/failure rate, 22% contained
t

’

adequate evidence of personnel involved and their functions in thé

development of the gtudents, 3% contained dated summations of parént .

- . N

interviews, 36% contarned copies of correspondépce, 16% contained

reportij%f speclalist services, less than 1% contained profailke graphs-

on which to record the student's educational growth, 11% contained
actual medical or clinlan/reports as defined by the evaluator and 38%

ébntldned ‘cumulative card notations tegarding the student's physical
: ) .
status. Information relevant to TMH students of both systems combined

»

has been discus®ed under the System 2 analysis.

Evaluative Question No# 5 -

Are 1ndividualized programs prepa}ed for each child placed 1in

-
” -

a special edu¢ation program, as outlined in, the provincial guidelines?

. '

References ‘Supplementary Dogumeht No. 24 (1980) stated
€ ' \ -t l
. Program < ' Y ‘
. - - :
Regardlgss of the meEPods selected for delivering serviges to-
. - ¢ " .

a child, each child receiving special.education and seryices

, .

* > -

.
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should be placed® on &4n i1ndividualized program for remediation 4
‘ - N

) =
and /or development. The level and nature of this,program
should -be based on the information. gained 1n the assessment

and should begin at the child's present level of functionzrgs—
5
AN
The program should be designed to 1ncorporate appropriste
. . \
sequential steps to mdve the child continually toward regular

-clasé programs, and should be hased on appropflgke educationgly ~
) -y #
‘objectives consistent with those enunciated in the Nova Scotia ,

~ .
Public *Sthool Programs document. (p. 9)
»
. The reference states that the yearly program plans with othér
ARSEN g
’g;evant information such as personnel involved jn the child's develop-

\

’

ment and methods used 1in presenting the proérhm should be 1ncluded 1n

the student's recqrds. ’ .

~ ~ -

&

LY e '
Method AlL special educatron teachers were requested to

4
. . ¥ . .

complete a Record of Childrenm-in Special Education Classes. In this
» L

P]

Pl 1]

tabulation, tHey were to list, amongst particulars relﬁﬁed to each
' ‘\ A F . .
ch1ld 1n, their class, whether or not the child was on an individualized

Y,
.

education program. Table 17 i{s an analysis of the data reported for
this item. These data were then compared with the documents recoqded

1n the Students' Rg¢cords Check-off Lists by the evaluator for evidence
of , Yearly Program Plans, Methods Attempted_Success/Féiiure Rate, _

Personnel Involved and their functions in the development of the student

y oo “

and the results are tgbulated in Table 18.

]

N % -~ ¥
Results Shb comparison indicated that, on the basis of

N v

definitions of documentation presented in Evaluative Question 4, 6

. %
students (approximately 17%) of the 36 students in specigl, education

£

- -

.
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Question No & - Re

N

wf‘bl. 17 ¢

Tabularion of Special Education Teachers' Responses to Intarview

Record of Children ip Special Education/Adjusted Classes

‘Spacial fducation Study, School Systems ! and 2

Yarmouth Tounty Nova Scotia, Canada, 1981-82
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Table 18

o

¢ (3

1

«
- o » N
.

. * 3 - . kS - B
Lomparison of Number of StudeNgs for Whom Individualized Educatjone

Pro§rams have -begn Prepared as Reported by Sﬁecxal Educatxan Tcéchers

N

with Actual Docuhentation Sighted by the Evaluator in

’

s - Studerit's Records in School Systems 1 and 2 “
. . N
. Yarmoyth County, Nova Scotid, Canada
- &
, . » 19871-82 P .
1 Ty Yy
- - - : . — =
b 1 - v
s ['6 |No, of Students by Pragram{ No. of Students |No’ fozhwhoh Records of
¥yc ™ Reparted MEP,s1ghted by Evaluator
sinl Part=-Time eported by 1n’ Studept Recérds
T fo| EMH [{MH Speciél Special Educa- 5 . .
a d h. Al
i 8 i E uchi? tion Teachers. '{Yearly | Methads |Personnel
’ + |.(vote students | 28 having IEP's fpfog, Atwn;'gtec/l Involved
- receivi al Pla Success/ |& Fanc~
' 1 from Ra%?’ggfg ‘WHS ailure [tions in
-4
, . v ‘g e « te. dev. of
5 qu 4nc ud .’ ; t Student
r ' . ’ N R %
SR AN B o - v 3 3 1 2
« 3 + - -
r,z - - o~ 28 ! P v % ; k. 2
o 2 «; I ) ’ 4 . - - ] R 9
L3 S — - ~ —Tr
. M L‘ ¢ ! a N
N T "+ ~ T -7 N g 5
q - B . - - - Z - -
5 “ 1 e 2 S vl -~ v ‘4 -
System: 1| ' . . ' ¥
Torals | Y 34 . 6 'l a2 10
ol g -1 - ) 7 1 A -
12 ) - -, 9 - - ~
2 2 - 13 - 12 - - =
- T - . -
2 - - 214+ 16 - - -
k| A '.) - ¢ - - - 9 -
4 - - - - - - .
) - 'v’ . T * - - . ‘- N -
Sys 2 . "
Sen el 13 21 © s 1 vl -
System 1 Total'in Vv for Whom IEP's:| % for Whom There was®
Re d R a4 0 fied -
Special BEducation N porte “aPy ecor gricie
P . v 36 “
rograms . ’ , 16.67 11.11] 5 %6 27 78
System 5 Total in ' ' X
Special Ed Programs 50, ‘ " 88 00 .2 G0) 208 0 00
] ¥ N
System 1 & 2 Total in
Spocial Ed - Progemhs 86, . . .58 14 S 81| 3 49 1" e3
* - 1980 Yearly Pro'g’am an Prepited by Out-of-Pnovince School g

“Y - NO record availabl
**+ - dev ‘-~ Abbreviati

N 1

6 of these-students when evalystor aid

or Development  ~’

B
\

T

-~

.
regerd cheok.

-

LN

v
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- %

» programs 1n $xgtem 1 schools were reported by spec1a1 education
teachers to have lndlﬁlduallzqd education prqgr@ms (IEPS) while the

records” check indicated that documentation was in, the students!

LM [ 4

“ records for Yearly Prbgram Plan§ for 4 (11%),” some *fecord of fethods

e

¢ . 3
*

- atteripted with success/failture rate for 2 (approximately 6%) and some
t ' ;

] %
- récord of personnel involved for 10 (approximately 2y
. rw s ¥

kY

In System 2, ‘sp"éc;ial education teachers reportfed *that IEPs had .
. Y ' beem prepared for 44 (88%) of the 50 studerits 1n special® education o
. . ¥ "y
programs while the records check carried out by the evaluatortindicated
-—-A N £
<2 » ‘ .
1 12%) of the files which c;ontainedf‘a yearly program plan (this plan
s » 5 : ’ ki
‘ was fo‘ the year 1980 and completed by an out-of-province school),
- * ’ w .
‘ 1 f1le (2%) -which had a recoérd of methbds attempted With success/failure
rate and no files which had a record of personnel Invplved and ~theelr
[ * ) “" £ W
/\. ) ' b . »
f\}mctlons in development of the student. - -
R [ ot ‘
It should be noted'that student records were not available for

¢ R 1

6 (12%) of the students inm part-time special education programs*in

~

- System 2 schools when' the evaluator was completing the records check.

. ’ .
b - * -t r

e For the combBined tétal of 86 children in specifically -

designated special education programs, full of}part-time,'yn both}
”sysiems, the‘i special ;du.c:;ti;n“teachera«reported ‘that IEPs had begn

* prepared for 50 (appt‘oximst’ely 597) while the records check dls'closed
L documént,ation for 5 (approx;mately 67%) yearly program plans, 3, (3’/°

f ‘ 4 .

methods attempted with succeds/failure rate, and 10 (approximately

. 12%) re’co.rcli of personnel invélved and their ‘f\‘mc‘ﬁion in the d\evelop-

y ) = ! s

s». ment of the student. . N o

.
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Evalua Question No. 6 .

) .
Is regular re-asseesm%pt of children 1n special education

programs being carried out by qualified personnel 1n order that

~

programming for each child 1s tontrnually up-dated as outlined in the
s,

.
» a

provingcial directives and guidelines? .

Supplementary Dacument NoLR;£/(1980) stated

References

Every child referred for spéc1q1 education in the province
.of Nova Scotia should have an appropriate diagnostic assess-
ment by a quéllfied examiner. The i1ndividual assessment
should include a standard measure of general intelllge;ce,
diagnogtic educational measurements, as well as measurements
of perception and motor functioning, depending on the child's
' D

In addition to the ahove-listed psychoeéG::?ional evalug-

A

needs.

\ 4 tion, each child's needs should be assessed by-.-his ,or her

classroom teacher{(s) and also through \nformation gained

'
’

from parents during an interview (p. 7).

.

ALl children placed in special education programs should

T

have his or her condition reassessed within a fwo-year pertiod

of being placed 1in the program and every two years there-

after until his or her re-entry into the regular school

.

’ N

program. ... ’
Ag in the initial assessment, the reassessment should be

carried out by a qualified examiner and should ingclude data
v A

»

2 v N
which can appropriately compared to that’which was

T
/ .
gathered in the initial} assessment. Following reassessment,
a



s

100

the school should again discuss the results of this
] )

asgsessment in full detail with the parents and, 1in light .

- »

of the new information, a decision should be made as to

N

whether the child will remain at the same placement, given
an alternative placement, or be returned to the regular

schoal program (p. 9).

Needs assessments and re-assessments requirements were assumed

to mean thorough diagnostic evaluation which would include measures
of intelligence as well as visual motor, visual and auditory perceptual
skillg, specific abilities and achievement measures. Comparable re- -

assegsment would then be required in order that values could be’

compared “with the original needs assessment~for evidence of the degree

,of change which had occurred in the student gver time.

. .

Method~ In the Record of Children in Need of/or in Special

Education Programs in Regular Classroom (Appendix 11), regular

clagsroom teachers were requested to indicate for each child listed,
the dates of needs assessments and the date on.which each child was
AN

placed in the program. Principals were requested to report for each
Y 4 -
child listed ¢n the Record of Students in Special Education/Adjusted

+

Class (Appendix 5) the dates of needs assegsments and the time 1in

Program (years, months). Special education teachers were requested

to report on the Record of Students in Special Education/Adjusted

Class (Appendix 8), the dates on which needs assessments had been

— 1

carried out. , s <
These data were then tabulated and compared with the Students'

Records Check data related to needs assessment for each of the students
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listed in Special Education Programs in order to determine whether
(1) diagnostic assessments and achievement records were current and
(2) 1f, for those students who had been 1n programs for tw¢ or more

years, re-assessment evéry two years had been carried out. Preblems
arose in analysis of these data because of the evaluation format, the

limited completion of student listings (Appendix 5) by school Principals

and characteristics of the Students' Record Check.

In the evaluation format, the evaluator had omitted from the .

form to be completed by the special education teachers a requirement
to report either the length of time the student had been in the pr;gram
or, alternatively, the date of ‘entry of the student intoc the program.

.
The deliberate omission of this item from the format would not have
presenteq a problem had all of the school Principals, of schools with
special education students, completed the student listings. However,
of the four schools in' the two systems with designated Special Education
Programs, only one Principal completed a student listing. As a pon;e-
ggente*\for a number of dtudents, in particular many of those in
full-tipgle Special Education Programs as well as some in part-time
Spécial Education Pragrams, lt was not possible to determine whether
or not the students had been in the programs for two or more years.
Consequently, a judgement could not be made as to whether or not they
ha; or had not had their,needs and progress re-assessed periodically.
Another factor which contributed to weakening these data was the
non-availability of sgme students' records or the limited contents of |,

some students' record files. These weaknesses are indicated in the

analysis (Table 19) in the category - In Program 2 Years or More -

-

T
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Table 19
. P -
A‘al)ﬁx f Nepls Assisgment ani Peridlic Re-Frvaduation Data by System S hoaol
ahd Type pf Special Fducatton Program in 5chool Systemsg t ani
- Yarmquth County Nova Scotia Canada v .
A .
1981-82
=
gg:ﬁ::}on 818 Total Pragnostic Assessment pIn Program 2} Years gv In Program Insufficient Information I Data Base
Type ; ﬁ No of Achievement Record. | MOFe -~ Re-assessed Less than a - Reports of Schoul Staff
Tlo Students rent ¢ every 2 Years 2 Yeass . ‘ b - Ex:lﬁato"'s Students Record
<
E O -
%L . . | ’c Both
Yesg No ?) Yes No ) b <
. L : €
Educable ] - *
Mentally 111 L 1 - - - - 1 - 1. 1 - - 1
Hendicapped ‘ )
T [
Trainable
Mentally (AN 1 1 - - - - 1 - t 1 . - - )
Handicapped \ n - 5.
art-time N 0 i
cial 1)1 28 12 16 - - - 3 25 3 3 1 24
Edueation -
me [N S .
P‘rt-:i t 2 1 3 1 4
Speca 4 - 4 - - - - - .
Bs:catxon e j‘—;_ . 9
part-time / . .
Specia) 1165 2 - 2 - - - - 2 - - - -
Education - ¢
0 3
Educable s . 7 .
Mentally 2 1 7 3 4q - - 3 -~ 4 -~ - - 7
Handicapped
eaftaple i
Mentally 212 94 2 ? - - - ] - 9 - - 9 |
Handicapped &
Trainable -
Mentally o 212 Rk) 8 S r - - 13 - 13 13 - -
Hand:capped 2l | 4 -
Part-time ~ . {
Special 2 2 21 13 3 5 1 1 « 8 (I. 15 10 - Tty
ucation - r
System 1 Torals E@ 'a 22 - - - 6 . 30 6 3 1 17
N , -
System 2 Totalg 50 26 19 | 5 1 - 4 30 15 T 317 23 - ’27
* s N 3 - . -
System 1 &2 Totals 6 40 41 5 1 3 | 36 45 43 ~26 1 59
Ld ¥ T -~ I - =
Percentages of- ) gygtem 1 8 B9 | €1 11 - - - 16 67 g3 33 16,67 g 11 278 a8 89
Total Special yste 3 3 .“__,fi> JB WSS QD SRS Sy _ 1
Education Student) Syscem 2 %2 00] 38 00} 10 00 | 20 00f 80700 60 00 30 00 L . g 06 - ___54 00
Populations ) Systed 1§ 7 46,51 | 47 67 | 5 81 | 20 opf 80, 00 a1 86 52 33 50 00 '3&23 1216 68 61
\ NOTE Only 5 confirmed in * .
Prdgram 2 years or more ' -~
~
r—i
. > . o
f .
. 3 [and
. f -
. ., L
' « v
. -
. - o~ T -
I N =
» ) : [ . ‘
- -~
» . ° - i
. A TN .7
—— R . . .
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Re-assessed Every 2 Years, by the students counted under the column
- ¢
A L *

headed* 'question mark' (?), as well as the student counts in the

column: 'Insufficient Infogmation‘. ’

»

. The data also didclosed that, for several Students, a WISC-R
had been administered within'the past-two years.: ?he judgement was
made by the-evaluator that the WISC-R alone d@d‘gst méet the intent of

the guidelines far adequate re-asyessment. Cénsequen;iy,,wﬁéte there
- ’
)

vas a rq‘ord of WI§C-R onbqug:§;been,administered, adequate needs
Y . .
re-agsessment was judgedrmot to Ravé been carried out. Group tests

-

of. a comprehensive nature such as a pombination of the Lorge-Thorndike

Inﬁelligence Test’ togetlier wikh a Meﬁrppélitan Achievement Test (MAT)

-
-t

were judged to be*éatisfacto}y.

»

N ~
Regults* The summary of data shown in Table 19 imdicated

e »

that, in Syst;m 1, apbroximately 39%, 14 of the' 36 students in some
4

»

form of Special Education Program, were reported by scb601 staffs

]

and/or confirmed by the evulua%or's check gf the students' records as

having diagnoatié assessments and ;chieQemeht records which were
current while 61% approximately (22 of thg 36 sfudgnts) did not. of

the 36 students, the reported data 1n¢Lcated that 30 (831 apptoxlgately)

had been in the program less than two years. "For 6 (171 apgrdkimntely)

i

* there wlte 1nsufficient data to make a Judgement about LengrhAof time

in program. ‘Determinations as to whether or nat requtrementa had’been
met were based, for 3 students (8% approximately) on.data provided ;fﬂ

solely by the school staffs, {that is, th .;gq}uator's reco:d dheck &

did not disclose confirmatory data); for 1 student, (3%. proxfmntely)

I3

“a

s xit'a

.
Eal Wt

*
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solely on data obtained through the evaluator's check of the student’s

records, and for 32 students (89% approxamately) or the combined data

%

from school staffs' listings and the evaluator's check of studenti-

records.

In System 2, data were judged to_jndicate that 26 of the 59 ) - .

-

L

<
'

students (52%) had diagnostic agsessments and achidvement records

¢

which were current. Limited data prevented a detisfon being made on

5 students (10%).

. -*

programs less than 2 years, while for
. v
possible to confirm time in programs.

data were complete enough to indicate

had been adequately re-assessed while

[}

Data indicated that 195 students (30%0 had been in

30 students'(60$0 1t was not

-

Of the,5 students for whom the

length of time in programs, 1 (20%)
&=

~4'(80'/‘,5 had not.

s

In System 2,

for 37 students (74%) there was insufficient information. Determina- .

s

.

tions as to whether or net requirements had been met were based, for .

23 students (46%) on data prqvided solely by the school staffs and for

27 students (54%) on the combined data from school staffs' listings and

-

the evaluator's records check.

-

]

The combined data for both Systems 1 and 2 indicated that of

86 students in Special Education Péogr@ms, approximately 47% (40 B}

students) had diagnostic assessments‘and achievement xecqrds which

s

were current.

Data indicated that of .the 36¢studehts in the t;o

systems, 45 (approximately 52%) had been in the programs less than 2

Years.

"

»

For only 5 of the remaining 41 students was the data base

strong enough to determgpe whether "or nat adequate re-assgessment

»

4

procedures had Been followed. Of these, 1 (20%) was judged to have

-

been adequatély r¢-assessed. .

~

=

*
o
~

’ﬁ % < -
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There was insufficient information to make satisfactory

determinations regarding,43 students (86%). Determinations were

based on.data received solely from the school staffs listings fo
s .

* - , )
# 26 studemts (approximately 30%), on data obtained from only the

) .

. evaluater's recotds check for 1 student (approximately 1%) and on a
“ B -

Lt . % _ combination of both sources for 59 students (approximately 69%).

% - ¥

oo d Evaluative Question No. 7

. What are the characteristics which both regular classroom

teachg;s and special education teachers used to identify students
. 'y

s

, considered to be in need of placgment 1n Special Education Programs

1 v

. ) in the Town-and Municipality of Yarmouth School Systems” To what

L

- extent are thegse the same characteristics as described 1in the

provingial guidelines? . ,

' ' «

- References: References applicable to Evaluative Question No.

+

. « T are shown 1n Appendix 25.
A — Method: The regular classroom teachers were requested to
. include 1n the listings of students rehuiriqg special education help,

(Question No. 2 of the Regular Classroom Teacher's Questionnaire)‘
- " < . <
i" . those characteristicd which identified the student as requiring help.

. . : Special education class teachers, adjusted program teachers (Question

’

No. 6 of the Interview Questionnaire) and Principals (Questxonnaine'
, ) "o .Question No. 10) were also requested to provide thes“data. However,

PR the Principals of schHools with Special Education Programs or Adjusted

Programs either did not complet® the item or did not provide a

student fisting.:

»
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A Brgad set of deficit areas which would clover the ideqtlfying

characteristics of students rneeding special help wa developed'Qy the'

' -evaluator fdbr purposes of sorting the response data and 1s shown on -
hd L

page 108. The deficit areas selected were based on the directives and ~

)

gurdelines. . When the teachers' responses were examined, 1t was evident

that terminology and quality of response varied. Consequently, 1t was

necessary to make decisions as to the meaning or 1intent of the responses.
L]

Representative responses distributed to the categories .of

deficit areas are shown in Appendix 26.

-

Results As‘caqybe seen from Table 20, in System 1, 26% of
- .

responses related identification to reading problems, with another 167%

each being related to language deficits and mathematics defidits.

Almosi 8% were 1dentified because of psychiatric and emotional disorders.

Only 5% of responses indicated that general intellectual functioning

level was 4n identifying factor.

In System 2 responses also, only/s% referred to general

'

NAb; *
eriterion for i1dentification. In

intellectual functioning level as

System 2, the largest number {(of responses, unfortunately, fell into,

the c;tegory of "no entry". Attentron-related deficits were identi-
%iers for 11%. %etause‘o} the TMH population; almost 19% indicated
physical, ;nd medical problems as identifiers and another 10%.of
responses indicated psychological and emotional disorders as identi-
fiers, Reading deficits were identifiers for another 10% approximately.
Language deficits were identifiers for 8% while another 8% indicated ‘

behavioyr problems. Almost 10% referred to general achievement as

identifiers.

/ |‘h
'y \ !

'

-

.
T~
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- Table 20 -
) Identifying Chatracteristics - peficit Areas Reporiéd hy"Spm 12} E\dULatlnn PlaLtyrs - ~ . ’
- =
- Adjusted pProyram Teachers and Prancipels 1in - ¢ N
Sthool Systems 1 and 2, varmouth County, Nova Scotia Canada 1981-82
Analysed by System, School and Educational Category .
I 1
N e ~ H .
518 Geh Phys Psychi- Atten- | Mem- { Per-
Yig |Ne Educational !:“1_ Motor 4 ,);ed nt¥£c « ktion ory | cep- Perceptual farguage y Read- | Math | Pre- |m@eha-| Gen No
S|HK of Category lect Abnor- | Bmotion tual \is- | Audi- | Gen- | Recep- [Expres~ | 179 VIOUS | vi0Ur | achieve | Entry
T10 | stu- Funct maili- 4 Disor- wotor | ual {tory | erel | tive sive <Acad ment
t
5 2 dents Level Grods | Fine ties ders " e
- -
1 v o T 1 - -1 - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - -
7
. 1 [ EMH 1 - - - - \— - - - - - - 1 - - - e -
1 28 Pe-time - % R
| sp Ea .z - 5 |. - S b 1 - 3 1 -1 3 - K] 31 22 7 2 3 -
2 4 Pt-time - - - 2 2 - - 3 - - .
sp Ed - - - - - ] - - - - -
5 2 Pt =time - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2
Sp Ed N N > S
] A3y Prog 3 _ o _ P 8 1 2 3 \ v 2 B _ - 12 2 e v 3 1
™=
Totals | g5 7 - s 4 ) 3 2 s b 2 2 1 - 1 as 28 7 9 7 3 -
Syst 1 &,‘4‘
Percentage of a 09 - |2 92 2.4 ? 60 175 | 117 351 J1 17 117 1819 8 19 |26 52 [16 37 409 5 26 a9 175
Jotal Responses - - . -
1 ? EMH - - - - - - - - - . - - - . - FY - . 2
4
2 13 | ™H 2 3 - 8 - 1 - -1 - ’ - - - 1 - - - 1] - 2
22 9 |, EMH - - - - 3 N - - - - K - - - 3 - 2 2 -
2 21 Pt-tive _ _ _ ~ _ - 2 4 9 [ - 6 3 2 -
sp Ed N 2 1 4 7 S
== —w =
H 25 Ad) Prog 1 - - 3 6 4 2 - 2 1 - y 1 3 - - 4 8 -4
L e — . — » /
Totals ~ . L«
syst 2/ 75 S _ 2 - 12 13 14 7 - 2 1 1 34 [ 12 1 6 10 12 16
L 1
Percintaqe of 4 00 2 40 - 9 60 10 40 1720 5 60 - |2 40 0 B8O 0 80 4 80 4 80 9 60 Q BO 4 80 8 90 -"3 o0 12 80 |
Tota) _Re e i
(All Sp E4 & 1
Totals 12 3 5 16 26 17 9 6 S 3 15 3 1} 57 29 13 13 19 19
syst  ftap | M) Pros) ; 2 N :
1s 2 pe;:;ngaqe of 405 | 101 [1e8 5 41 9 78 574 ] 304] 203 [168 | 101 [5,07 1 01 6 96 | 13 26 | 9 80 4 19 | 6 42] & 42 6 42 |
i z t
Total Number of Respohsés Cateqorized System 1 171 ~ ; 4
» System 2 12% .
Systems 1 & 2 296 -
¥ - - ’ -,
. - = E
v N o
f . s S0
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