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ABSTRACT -

1 ' ' 
i The purpose of this study was to determine the degree of 

congruence between the procedures followed in Special Education and 

-Adjusted Programs in two school systems'", One urban and one rural, in 

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

of Education directives and guidelines governing such programs, as a 

first step in bringing about constructive prog-ram change. The study, 

" primarily a context evaluation, was carried out in the 1981-82 school 

.year by one "evalu'atqr. Department of Education officials, adminis­

trators and personnel of the two "school systems and parents of children"*' 

in progrl""1'''''! were surveyed by means of interviews and questionnaires. 

Special'education classroom observations were conducted arid-students' 

recor_ds were examined, * , ^—«* 
r " 

" The study results indicated that statements of policy and ' 

procedural structure for special,, education at the school system level* 

were climated. Procedures sach as those related to diagnostic assess-

ment, periodic re-assessment/ parent consultation, parental consent 

for student placement lp Special Education and Adjusted programs, 

administration of medication to students, periodic evaluation of TMH 

students, teachers and curriculum, and student recordkeeping did not 

appear to be congruent with- the directive's and guidelines. It was* 

found tjfrat thirty percent of Junior Hrgh School Adjusted Program 

students had left school on completion orvgrade nine with n^ training 

,or employment. 
- . - * 

Study results raised questions related to the adequacy of 

provincial directives and guidelines, school system policy'and 

<administrative'procedures, communication between schools and parents 

of children with special needs and special education programming 

beyond junior high schpol. A series of recommendat"io"ns were made 

related to each of these issues. ^ 
\ 

i 



xvi 

ABBREVIATIONS 

The meanings 

Adj. 

Adj. Pr.f Adj. Prog. 

Assess. 

Aud. Impaired 

Cum. Card 

D M Y 

Elem. 

EMH 

Fed. Funded Tut. 

Gr. 

I. E. P., I-EP 

Mos. 

No. 

/ 

Occup. Explof. Inter. 
Indus. Program 

< 

Pr. 

Rem. Rdg. 

Rdg. Sp. 

Schl. 

Sp. Ed. 

Sup j 

Sy., Sys. 

Tchr. (s) 

of abbreviations of terms used in the study follow 

- Adjusted 

- Adjusted Program 

- Assessment 

- Auditorily Impaired * ' 

- Cumulative Record Card, Student Is 

- Day - Month - Year 

- Elementary • 

- Educable Mentally Handicapped 

- Federally-funded^ Tutoring Program 

- Grade-

- Individualized Education Program ,. 

- Months 

- Number 

- Occupational Exploratory Intermediate 
Industrial Program * 

- Principal 

- Remedial Reading 

- Reading Specialist 

- School 

- Special Education 

' , • 
- Superintendent . *"** ,-

- System » 

- Teachers ' ,' *•,. •*"-"' 

\ 

f _ 



TMH 

Tut. 

Voc. 

Yrs. 

xvii 

- Trainable Mentally Handicapped 

- Tutoring 

- Vocational 

- Years • 

\ 

\ 

'I 

c 



i. • ^ xyiii 
f * 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

Throughout the extended period of.development of my doqtoral 

program, research project and dissertation, the continued interest and 

support'which" have been provided by my Chief Supervisor, Dr.JW. A. Draper, 

department of Psychology, Acadia University are gratefully acknowledged. 

*Dr-. Draper's patience, understanding and helpfulness were sustaining 
. -* * -
when the tasRs yet*to\be completed appeared too numerous and, at times, , 

'"" » i - * 

somewhat overwhelming. - , 
" " • * ' . • " . > • 

*- t % am alstr'indebted to Dr.-T. Tillemana and Dr. J. Fasano, both 

of the Scnool of EdtfcaVion,> Adadia. University who, with Dr. Drjaper, 

formed my Supervisory Committee. Their sound'criticisms and valuable 

suggestions assisted me,'in clarifying and integrating the goals of my 

investigation and" the report.of my s'tudy. 

For his consistent helpfulness in ensuring that I met the re-
9 V I 1 . 

quirements-'of the.doctbral program, lam indebted also to Dr.K. Sullivan, 

Coordinator of the Open Access St;Udy Plan, Dalhousie University., and 

formerly of the Atlantic Institute of Education. 

The kind co-operation of others must also be acknowledged. In 

the provincial Department of Education, Mrs. G. Beuree, the Assistant 

Director of Curriculum Development, who generously gave of her time to 

permit me to interview hereon one of her visits to Yarmouth. Mrs. 

Beuree and her staff in Halifax were always most willing to provide 

assistance. Alao of the Department of Education, Mr. J). A. Bbudreau, 
v * 

Inspector of Schools, Argyle, Clare and Yarmouth*, prpvided me1 with 

informati&n related to his area of responsibility. Mr. Boudreau and 

hjts staff were helprul on more than one occasion. . 



' " , ~ <- xix 

rFor their kind assistance in field testing materials designed 

for the stuiy, I must express "my.gratitude to Mr. J. Keith,', the"-

Superintendent of Schools in Kings County, Mr. G. Ross of his staff, 

-the Principals and teachers of the Kings County School System and the 

"group of parents in that area, with children in special programs, who • 

' *" ' , ' 
were part of the pilot s^udy. Also In Shelburne County, to the 

* t\ 
"Principal and Special Education,teacher who assisted in field testing 

r , > 
study material, m ^ thanks. 

In Yarmouth Town and Municipality, where the study was conducted, 

the kihd co-operation-and openness of\the Superintendents and the 

willingness of the Principals and teachers in providing(the data for 
, i -

the study are gratefully acknowledged. . » / • , -

; N ' ~v 

I also wish to acknowledge with gratitude the.co-operation*of„ 
, \ 

those parents -of children receiving speciaL help' in the two Yarmouth 

School Systems who responded to my questionnaires. ' . 

Finally, to Miss E. Melanson, whose assistance in the numerous; » -

routine clerical and often tedious tasks -which form a necessary, part 

of such a study, my thanks. < 

,, . < . . 

To my Chief Supervisor, "my Supervisory Committee, provincial 

» "Department-of Education representatives, staffs of -School Syatems in 

Kings- County, Shelburne County," "Yarmouth Town and Municipality,' the 

parents of children receiving special help who were interviewed or , 

responded to questionnaires and to my clerical assistant, to all of you 

whose contributions to this undertaking were significant - my thanks." 

% G. R. M. 



Introduction 

Chapter 1 

- THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK,OF THE STUDY 

\ 

The Special Education Programs of the School Systems of the 

* 
- Town of Yarmouth and t h f M u n i c i p a l i t y of* tfcie D i s t r i c t of Yarmouth 
" ,. >• » r -

were developed lp accordance .wtth the newly developed requirements 
- . S 
df the Education Act of the Province of Nova Stotj&. Consequently, 

the programming for special education was still in the early stagesj' 

of implementation." » 

In view of this,, ltj'was considered timely to gather such {^' 

data as was accessible "regarding, the Yarmouth Town and District, 

.School Systems''Special* Education Programs for Grades Primary to . 

/\jrade 9 inclusive thu"S iar in- their operation. t 

^ Jhe.study was intended t& learn the extent to which the systems' 

existing SpeciaL, Education |Prograhfs"rt!et the lê gal requirements under 

"", which they, functioned and to what extent^ if any, they failed to follow 

stated guidelines." If there>,were variances, from intended procedures 0 

and objeciti-ves., the co'nsvequemces would-be examinecf and recommen*dations 

' • ' " - ' \ ' ^ ' " " 

made. It was judged that such a study, which was primarily a context 

evaluation, could contribute to''improvement oi short and long-term 
**" ,* * r 

programming through identification of possible area* of weakness in 

the guidelines 1 or In administrative or other procedures. ** 
fc.*v * " ' -V 

TTie provision of special education prdgrammin'g involves,the 

r 'educational adminis'fcra't'or in such tasks as identriication bf needs, 

provision of appropriate facilities, and- adequate teaching skills. ' » 

*. .' ' ..' 1 " ' * ' 1 ' 



V 

:- ' v . • - " - • ' '2 

Program avaj-uatiioq provides a? means of ensuring' that the needs of 

exceptional students |re being identified and'suitable remedfation 

programs provided. For. purposes of provision of speeial education, 

exceptional children, whether categorized as learning disabledr 

behaviourally or emotionally disturbed, educable, trainable or multi-

handicapped present the common characteristic of being learning 

disordered in varying degrees of severity. 

Trie criteria and methods used in special education fo£ the 

purpose of identifying students' learning disorders, assessing- their 

needs, and developing programs' of remediation are based on various 

, theoretical approaches which-will be discussed in ,this chapter. Also 

relevant program evaluation literature wil-1 be reviewed and definitions 

df significant terms used in the study will, be presented. 

Theoretical Approaches to Learning Disorders 
-"*--*•*•' T - 1 — ; ' 

• Visual perce'ptual approaches I Each theorist, who proposers or 

espouses a particular definition of the problems' of children with 

learning disorders reflects a certain kind of approach to the reme-
> 

diation of" the disturbances. 

"Strauss and Lehtinen (1947), Strauss and Kephart (1955) 

emphasized the visual-per.ceptual orientation. Also stressing 

perceptual processes, Cruickshank et al (196IJ argued that structuring 

and intensification of the, .stimulus are critical to improvement in 

learning of the child "with perceptual disturbances. Dunsirtg and 

Kephart (1965) emphasized "ocular" features^ spatial orientation, 

and motjor patterns for dfcvelqping visual perceptual abilities. 



Getraan et al (1964) developed a Visual-motor model for the 
- •» 

-- y« 

t̂Te"atment of learning problems. Getraan and his associates .developed 

a "physiology of readiness" program based on visual-motor, stimulation. 

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

visual.perception is learned, that is , visual perception has its basis 

in developmental sequenced of physiplogical actions, and stems from 

actions of the entire organism,. This method emphasizes body balance 

and control, form recognition, and visual memory. Getman proposed a 

visuo-motor complex model to demonstrate development of perceptual 

skills and to provide a guideline for training the child toward 

maximum cognitive growth. With his associates, he developed six 

programs for developing perception—practices in general co-ordination, 

.balance, eye-hand co-ordination, eye movements, farm recognition, and 

visual memory (imagery). m 

Frostig and Home (1964) also took a visual-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 
* 

f 
from observation o£ children with learning problems in a clinical 

setting. Deficits identified by the test provide a possible basis for 

treatment using training materials for the improvement 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 thought processes, 

emotional development, and social development. The initial diagnosis 

( 



is based on four standardized test instruments., Marianne Frostig's 

Developmental Test of Visual Perception (1964), the Wepman Auditory * 

Discrimination Test (1973), the Wechsle-r Intelligence Scale for ' ^ 

Children (1974), and thp Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities" 

(1968), Frostig also developed a comprehensive, program for the 

development of gross motor skills. The aim of the Frostig procedure 

is (1) to ameliorate specific developmental lags through specific 

practise activities, (2) to reduce impulsivity and distractibility 

through techniques of classroom management, (3) to teach*subject matter 

and skills, and -(4) to enhance social and emotional development. 

MptpT deficit approaches. Among theorists who,perceive 

learning disorders as being due primarily to motor deficits, is 

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

learning disturbances.' Barsch held that human learning is closely 

related to motor efficiency. Consequently, a remedial program for 

children with learning disorders would have as its goal to correct 

wha:tever/pier«eptual impediments stand in the way of the child's taking 

full advantagje of the regular curriculum. According to Barsch, 

perception is movement and movement is perception. In the curriculum" 

Barsch has designed, the" child with a learning difficulty is given 

^opportunities to explore and experience himself in space and to 

integrate his experiences Ihtovincreasingly more complex relationships. 

Another motor-based theoretical position is that of Doman and 

Delacato, Delacato (1963, 1966). Doman and Delacato developed the 

"'patterning" theory of neurological organization which presented a 

neurological reorganizational model. The method alms to establish ' 

***>»*»»>M«(f#i<«Kgj| 



in the impaired child the neurological developmental stages observed 

in normal" children. With this approach, after diagnosis, the neuro­

logical stages found t6 be under-developed are remediated by engaging , 

the child m activities intended to develop those particular levels , 

of neurological growth. The ̂ stages towards attainment -of mobility are", 

I) rolling over, 2) crawling in a circle or backwards, 3) crawling' 

* 
VLth 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, 

II) cruising (walking, holding), l2) walking withput pattern, and 

13) walking crqss-pattern. * ^ 

Multi-sensory input approaches. Fernald (1943) applied tactual 

techniques to alleviate learning disorders. This method involves 

simultaneous stimulation of all input modalities to reinforce, learning. 

Thus, in order-to learn to read a word, the eyes, ears* touch and 

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

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

the link-up of emotional and learning disturbances and sugge*ted four 

conditions to help to alleviate the problem. She cautioned teachers 

not to call attention to emotionally-loaded Wktuatipns, to discard 

methods by which the individual cannot learn̂ Pfro avoid subjecting a-

child to conditions which cause him to feel conspicuous or embarrassed, 

and tp try to direct the .child.'s attention t^rhis progress rather than 

to what he cannot do. In the Fernald method of teaching, beginning 

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

V 
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. - - * * - " . * * " ** ' * - ~ ^ J '-" * " - " '- '.*'"*"'• 
concrete" objec ts in the teaching" of" facts ; , artd_a-grasp' of. meaning -,« 

r a t h e r . than ro t e "memorization, " . *• \- -,* -> -
<.-"* " _ * - " - - . - . , \ ~ - * " . ' ' " . " " " • ' . 
*•* - "faycho Ungu i s t i c approaches^ t_ Bateman - £1965) took a psy-cho-

' \ "" 1: ^ \ ~̂ ;' " : " *- "T w '" 
' l i n g u i s t i c approach based on\a psychoLinguistic" •diagnosis as-determined 

*y means. *of "fchV.,l-ilino*is Teat of Fsyc ho l i n g u i s t i c Afeil-fties (r96"&).- * 

fiatemart proposed a. s ^ c i e j of stagtee in the -dtajjnostiit remedial "process'.M 

Bateman argued ,for giving -pciori/ty to the chi ld ** weaknesses •£]£ the «k -

"remedial p r^pess . According to"\Bdteman, the primary focus- should be - " 

on teaching the ch i ld to 'do what he cannot p resen t ly do , and uairtg „' 

those- technique^ which a s s i s t in- elicit ing."arid .s t rejngt^en^S those" 
" . - " i w-• *"'- - --•"••' ' - **" - - - - - *- . 

be*h.aviQUT8. She perceived two«poBsibleXaou"rces of ,di£f f c u l t y i n " 

allowing the chi ld tp more ful ly, develop h i s alreja*"*F"*relativeiy" strong 

a b i l i t i f e a - ' C O by so dolngVwe inc rease - the discrePSH^-lea among h i s . 

own l e v e l * pff development and»j[2) the day-or ' the task may come 4*hen the 
" .' ' ' "- " *** ** "* ' " ' . * . . - ' ' . " ' - - * 

d i s a b i r i t v - a r e ^ C e«n no longer be circumvented or- Comperrsa'tjed fo r - .". 
c P ; 2 3 7 K ' " . y \ - . . . * > / . ' • ' . " . . : " - ; " ; . \ ; 

1 - — ^ 0 __ % Ufc. ^* "*» 

Emotional* d i sorder approaches * ' t Some t h e o r e t i c a l ^orienttft&ms 
1i.r« centered bnr psychodynatoic development. ptersoRality s t r u c t u r e 4nd 

• -** . * ^ » . „ ' 
, * *- - . - •• - -̂  -

ego f u a c t i o n k r ^ ^ l l of vhich bear 6a_how a ch i ld w i l l approach a 
* * * - - ' 

. . . . or -
lessrnihg task and" the-degreeof learning" which will occur. Amongst- - - -

• * " ' " " " " - ' - - - . . 

^those t h e o r i s t s whojiave taken a" psychod-ynaitfid .view of the l e a r n i n g 

disordered chiia* are "BjCttelheim ,(1955)', Rappaport', ( t966) , Eisenberg „ 

1970). 

Bettelhelm (1*9"55) rioted t h a 

1 
f 
«f* 

disordered cniia" are HCtteineim xii-

Q 9 W ) , Giffin (1968T, and: Harris ( 1 9 7 0 ) / • * / ' , , ' " / " V . : t -

t t e lhe im (l*f55) rioted t h a t *he' bloqking""th«t-prevent8 . . ' ' . ,. 

t f * - '"' ' '". - * -" 
learning Is c lose ly r e l a t e^ , to the Impairment o* intel l igtence by . * " . • •* 
emotional d is turbance (p . 4^7) . BettelheiSn's* cW."Iaren"-w«re claawed* 



as .d is turbed, but the c lose r e l a t i onsh ip between learning .disturbance* - *'••'.':. 

and emotional d is turbances 'has been noted by o the r s , Goruon.,(4.9J.O), , - ' ' , . " " . • , ^ \ 

Griffin (1971), Rosenthal (1973J, Silver £l9?4)T Dashler Ct'9783 .'"'v
 : - / ,, -''„.~J 

Rappapprt (1966") expressed the'view t h a t ego.functions in the-" > - • • „ 
*" ' * • "• • , . . - * -

learning disordered chi ld are adversely affected.bet'ause-..the cent ra l . • *- \ 
"•, * *" »" - - - " . 

nervous system is not manuring in a normal manner. If. "the mcjtor and ^ ,~ . ,< 

perceptual functions are dis turbed, the, c h i l d ' s e f fo r t s to..master , . , * • r , <• , 
> » - f "• V 

age-appropriate tasks tend to be unsuccessful *nd.as a*ftohsequente ' " . " . 

the child experiences feel ings of f ru s t r a t i on ancfjimrnished a e l f v -

esteem. His ef for ts do not e l i c i t - t h e .reward, of paretital ' .ptide-in him.. 

Instead, h is behaviours tend to cause parenta l anxiety,-and f rus t ra t ions 
. . . <% -. -' . / . ' * " 

which in turn lead to re jec t ion or over-pro tec t ion , of- -the ,child .- Thus- , . 
' - ' ~ ' I. \ ' * 

the child's contacts with the environment-are unreward-inig and lead-tp 

feelings of insecurity and witTidraw^I-since. Ke; is"" not teceiving ' 

affection or praise for achievement/."* '.The school! experience" then". . ' ', - -

becomes increasingly destructive to-the personality. With repeated ' '--',,.-

lack of success in daily efforts, .the child's s«If-concept cannot T 

develop adequately. Since children with learning disturbances frequently - , 

tend to shqw erratic^ school performance, their ^ueocssful efforts tend' 
L -r 

to be misleading to the teacher who migh,t conclude "that the chij.d is ' *•-

capable of performing at a consistently higher level. Consequently, ', 

the learning-disordered child might! be chastised because of hi« . 

occasional successes. "Since such a child-cquld.become the recipients " 

of many impatient remarks from the tea"cherfregarding'his ppor behaviour 
' • • • . ' 

and attitude, the child's personality, could «uffer additional damage. 

W> 
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i 

r* 

Eisenberg (1969) noted tha t i;f the teacher d isp lays , increasing 

impatience and ind ica tes to the chi ld t ha t i t is- the c h i l d ' s poor 
•t ""** - r 

attitude to learning t,hat caus'es his .classroom difficulties, the 

teacher" will only elevate the levels of anxiety' frustration and 

confusion in the child. 
« 

- - Giffm (1968) suggested that many bf'the learning disturbances 

that-become evident when the child, enters the school-system pfohably 

began to'display themselves m less severe form- in the preschool period. 

The only reason*for their not having been noted in the earlier period 

is that the Jipme is a more tolerant, .accepting environment than the 

^school. He argued that the school makes no allowance for 'the child's 

- shortcomings and frequently the teacher simply does not understand the 

child's difflcultlesk , * «. , 

' . . I 

The forms of Emotional disturbance related, to problems 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.lt is supportive oif hostile. Harris- (1970) reported 

a variety of emotional problems associated with learning disturbances 

conscious refusal tolearn, overt hostility, negative conditioning to 
•* ** * ' \ 

learning, xllsplacement of hPstility, resistance to pressure, clinging 

to dependency, quick discouragement, the attitude that success is 

dangerous, extreme distractibility or restlessness, and-absorption, in 

a private world. ' " ' 

AylWard (1971) expressed the view that it serves- no useful 
j 

purpose to attempt to determine whether the learning disturbance caused 

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

1 

http://whether.lt


lilcVwil that the immediate"cPncern is to provide the child/with appropriate 

academic support in*order that expediences of success could result 

which will contribute to the child's improved self-esteem and feelings' 

of worth. / 

Patten (1983) concl\den from he-r statistical investigation that 

the integration of academic and emotional remediatidn programs is 

appropriate for young learning-disordered students. 

Behaviour, modification approaches. McCarthy and McCarthy (1969) 

noted that in the field of special education and learning disorders^ 

behavioural modification techniques in remediation and assessment are 

being used increasingly. The behaviour modification approach developed 

out of early behavioural theory as presented by Skinner (1963). The 

, concept of operant conditioning involves the technique of causing a 

desired behaviour to persist in a subject by the provision of positive 

reinforcement immediately following the display qf the desired behaviour. 

Such techniques have been used to modify and shape human behaviour, 

", ' 

particularly j.n relati6n to unacceptable social behaviours. In the 

application of behaviour modifidation to learning problems, the teacher •. 

determines the antecedent -event or stimulus, behaviour of interest or 

desired behaviour, and subs"ebuent event or reinforcement. The strongest 

effects are obtained by immediate, positive scheduled remf prcements. 

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 occurs. Underlying causes are not the concern of the 

practitioner of behaviour modification. Instead, the behaviours 
< 

which interfere with learning are identified. Then the technique Is ' 

^ \ 
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determined whereby the environment of the child can be manipulated so 

as to eliminate the undesired responses and elicit the desired 4 

responses from the child. To eliminate the undesirable behaViour, 

a negative reinforcement is introduced. Extinction of the undesirable 

behaviour occurs when positive reinforcement 4Tr"elimmated for that 

behaviour and only negative reinforcement is experienced. Schedules 

of reinforcement set out the plan for conditions under which reinforce­

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

/ 
orderly tasks. 

i 

Premack (1959) stated that preferred activities could be used 

to reinforce less preferred activities. This notion is involved in 

contingency management (i.e. if a child prefers to read a story bopjc 
V 
rather than complete a math task, the story book would be contingent 

i , > - i 

upon his completing the math task). 

.- i -i 

Behaviour mpdif icaj>rc(n techniques provide a practitioner with 

- r , / • ' " * 
a method of assessment and remediation which does not inVolve assump-

" / 

tions as toretiology (Lpvitt, 1967, .Trieber and Lahey, 1983). The 

goal in behaviour'modification^is to gradually reduce the need for 

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

behaviour which demonstrates this gradual- independence from reiftforcers 

(1) primary level--desired behaviour is displayed only for the purpose 
<- V ' 

of receiving ̂ immediate reward', (2) acceptance leyel--teacher 
communicates complete acceptance of the child, the child works without 

* . ' i 

reward on a one-to-one basis with the teacher, (3̂ ) order level—the -
' <• 
child accepts the specified conditions for learning such as structure, 



/ ' 
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routine, and the set limits'of the learning situation, (/t) exploratory ' 

l'eve,l--the child is ready to investigate the environment through motor, 

sensory and perceptual exploration, (5) relationship level--the child 

•perceives the teacher's approval and recognition as social reinforcers, . 

(6) mastery level--the child is now ready for academic learning and 

learns the basic' skfllst of reading, writing and arithmetic, and (7) 

achievement leve-l--the child is now self-motivating through his own 

behavapurs, achieving and eager for new learning experiences without 

outside reinforcers. 

Educational strategies 'approaches. Precision teaching developed 

ou*t of behaviour modification. Precision teaching offer's a standardized 

system of monitoring behaviour and charting daily improvement- and change 

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

components of precision teaching (1) a specific system-of recording 

and charting data using a standardized six-cycle daily behaviour chart, 

(2) a precise definition of behaviours to be changed, (3*Tan emphasis 

on the total learning process rather than>on reinforcements, and „ (4) .arC 

organized attempt to collect and distribute projects that "have used 

the precision teaching system. In precision teaching, improvement is « 

* ' 
, considered to be the increased frequency of the.desired behaviour. 

i ( ' "* 

Moyer and Dardig (1978) reported that a behavioural approach is 

> ' "W . • 

sfarticularly" helpful in teaching severely handicapped children. 'They 

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

function in helping to pinpoint the student,'s specific functioning * 

level On the target skill", and in providing a basis for sequential 

t 
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"» " * * 

instructional programs through which the learner could move at a pace 

* . / «* *» * 
appropriate to the individual. - • * 

'"" Social-cultural approaches.. The ecological orientation to v 

remediation of learning disorders is socially or culturally oriented. 
• * , ' , * 

Theorists who developed thi-s approach consider the child only iru the 

cpntext of the ecosystem in Which he operates, that is, the culture in v 

which he functions. The ecological approach is hased mainly on the 

work of Rhodes, (1970) and aims to restructure the interactions which 

occur between the child and his culture. 'In this technique much 

attention is given to identifying the nature of social sanctions and 

inhibitions, cultural ideals, anfi" the sub-units within the child's 

ecosystem (in some- instances possibly interaction with one other 

person). w / 

In applying thi* approach, teachers use various specific 

techniques similar to oEher approaches," such as behaviour management 

•programs, group activities and individual goal-setting behaviour. 

The scho61 carries out "two functions according to Rhodes, attending to 

-the cognitive development of the child and his mastery of skills, and jj 
t » 

becoming familiar with and communicating with the child's ecosystem, 

(his environment), in order to'make modifications to that, environment 

when necessary. 
» 

A successful ptograni using the ecological approach, Project 

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

principles of the ecological approach. Amgrigst these are involvement - > 

-of t,he student in purposeful activities with high success probability, 

• ' ' " \ . . 

S> 
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maintenance of family contact, establishment of mutual trust, 

encouragement of#emotional expression and emphasis on physical 

activities and group relationships (p. 230, 231). • *• 

Johnson and Morasky Q977) noted that the environmental-

ecological approach differs from the behaviour modification and 

educational strategies.approaches primarily in that the ecological 
" 1 1 

approach'puts strong emphasis on social mt-eractlon and group 

structure.for the purpose of helping the'chlld to-become a successful 

participant'in his culture. Therefor#, the important reinforcers k 

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

personal. * t 

Psychosocial approaches. The psychosocial approaches t̂ end to; 

9-
contrast with the traditional views and approaches to the 4>r/Solems of 

the learning-disordered child.. Theorists who have adopted a psycho-

social approach have tfended to question, not only the diagnostic 

techniques" and remedial methods developed and used widely, but also 
. t ' 
the very definition of the problem as some form of learning disorder, i 

* 
These theorists, in general, express alarm regarding the increasing 

numbers of children labelled as 'learning disordered or mentally 
4 

-retarded, the increased use of testes., the questionable competence of 

diagnostic personnel, the doubtful value of Remedial techniques, and 

the possibly detrimental effect of the current wide-ranging system pf 

identification and treatment on the future well-being of today's 

children. Among these theorists are Schrag and DIvoky (1975) who 
, «. < i ' 

questioned the practises in special e'ducation, suggesting that 

techniques used are primarily a means of controlling and managing 



14 

childfen, and of reshaping their personalities for the convenience of/ 

institutions' (p. 225). » • ' 

. • i • 

Schrag and "Divoky (1975) advocated strong parental involvement 
, •- \~ 

in order to ensure that the individual-rights,of the child, are 
i 

recognized, to limit or eliminate undesirable screening and testing, 

to avoid special class placement, and tp prevent improper.labelling 

of the child. They suggest to parents certain techniques arid 

resources (1) parents should question procedures that authorities 

plan to" follow with regard to their child, , (2) parents should not 

allow themselves to'feel awe of the community or school authorities,* 

(3-i parents should demand written statements of inten't'and recqrds 

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

should see"k support of community groups when dealing with schools, 

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

suspicion of authorities even if first experiences with them indicate ' 

' ' . ' ' ' 

genuineness, (6) parents should act first letting the school know ,on 

initial enrolment of their child that they will be checking frequently, 

"every few'months," on his record, and that no testing is to be 

carried out without parental written approval in each individual 

instance, (7) parents, not the schoo"!,' should 'choose the specialist 

"" . . -

who will examine their child if such a procedure, proves necessary, 

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

confrontations with institutional representatives, (9) parents should 

familiarize themselves with all local statutes, regulations, and local 

practices which may affect their child in school placement'or 
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i s * ' 

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

to prevent any formal "-legal actiqn rather than allow it po occur and 

then attempt fo plead the injustice of the decision since court ' 

actions tend to result in limited restitution,for the family. 

Schrag and Divoky (l975) spoke out against the political 

implications of thê  remarkable rise in. incidence of learning disorders, 

of labelling pf children, of special class placemeht, of high incidence 

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

helplessness of parents against authorities, and of the pressure 

groups^ involvement'in the increase in î rcidence, labelling and 

placement. 

Also questioning the techniques,of 'testing,vevaluat\ng and 

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

on their own judgement as to what constitutes problem" behaviour are 

the moat frequent initiators of referrals f-or special services. They 

argued t;hat, if the teacher sees the child as a problem,* for that * 

school year" all interaction between the teacher and the child will 

probably be affected by that interpretation with negative consequences 

for the child. They suggested that the common belief of teachers that 

children are problems, as indicated by their study, might partially 

explain *Mors'e' s (1963) finding that children's self-esteem drops 

sharply from Grade 3 to Grade 11. Balow (1(971) also questipne.d the 

efficacy of perceptual-motor activities in the treatment of severe 

learning disabilities. He pointed out that the .benefit of suph 

treatment is, no<f indicated by research in the field, Balow', in fact,. 

advooated careful research of techniques now in use in special 
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education, of diagnostic methods, and of recognition that there is no 

substitute for good teaching of skills. Balow, like'Schrag and Pivoky, 

directed attention to the fact that a large portion of serious cases 

of learning disorders come from the economically and socially-under­

privileged sections of the total* population. He suggested, therefore, 

that any techniques which tend to ensure coptrol of groups which might 

* _ 

otherwise disrupt the status quo of established power groups must 

always be questioned carefully- to ensure the integrity and validity of " 

their, practices and stated gbals. 

Coles (1978) was highly critical of the methods of identifi- ., 

cation of the learning disordered population ,by the use of the 

generally-accepted standardized test battery. "He quoted extensive 

research which tended to indicate mixed findings for the validity of 

such test instrument^ as'the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children -

Revised ('WISC-R) (1974), the Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic 

Abilities', (ITPA) (1968),.the We'pman Auditory Discrimination'Test (1973), 

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

Kendall Memory-for-Designs Test (MfD) (1968), and otllferA as dlscrl-

minating instruments for identification of learning disorders. He 

questioned, not pnly the test battery, but also neuroLogiaal tests for 

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

of learning disorders. Coles held that the motivation foT'the 

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

followed as indicated by the problems, in his' vieV, is the modification 

of the general educational process, institutions' and-social conditions 
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affecting the child, and the appropriation of more resources for 

social use. 

Coles suggested that another motivating factor for adminis-

tratidn of the test battery is to allow for the prescription of such 

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

prpportions (i.e. in 1977, 463,000 prescriptions of Ritalin were filled 

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. 

The questioning of the underlying motives of the traditional 

orientations to. the problem of the learning disordered child emerged 

as a trend in the 1970's and continues. In general., attention was 

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

tion8. Careful scrutiny of the environment, as represented by the 

family, the social Sub-group,, s.oc}.o-econojTUC status of the family, and 

comparison of the smaller group standards with the main social group 

standards Were recommended as techniques to elicit the most pertinent 

data for remediation of the child's difficulties. Ames (1983) argued 

that the label of learning disability is too often applied when the 

problem is one of immaturity and unreadiness. 

"Fji the case of minority children, Schrag and Divoky (1975) 

pointed out that studies indicate that a significantly larger number 

of minority-group children appear in the classifications of borderline 

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

of education for minority-group children, arguing that existing 

educational offerings tend to point up the differences and negative 



18 

characteristics of minority-group children, 'that'.is, those character-
t 

istics which tend to-be different from the accepted behaviours of the 

larger population o'f children. 

i 

Child advocacy approaches.' Since the 1970's, there has been 

an increase in court actions which have been brought by parents and 

parent groups in the United States against the school systems for 

perceived injustices in the meeting of the educational needs of their 

Children. (Brown, 1979, Townsend and Mar,tson, 1981*; Bateman, 1982, 

Bersoff et al, 1982, Strickland, 1982). The introduction in the 

United States of Bill 94-142 (The Education of all Handicapped Children 

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

» • 

Emotional and learning Disorders in Children, One Million Children, 

(CELDIC Report/, 1970) resulted from the growing public concern as to 

the possible unmet needs of exceptional childrenNin the schools. As a 

consequence, new legislation has been introduced in the United States 

and in some r*̂ >vinces in Canada. In the United States the educational 
A / t 

systems must now provide appropriate testing for.bilingual children in 

-both their primary and secondary languages,.and test Instruments Which 

are not .predominantly verbal. In addition, the minority group children 

in special classes must be re-evaluated to determine if they'have been 

correctly placed. The reasons for high minority group populations in 

special classes must be questioned and investigated. Test norms ,for 

minority group, populations must be. specially developed and special ' 

transitipnal programs developed in order to return improperly placed 
' 

minority group children to the regular classrpom. 'Parental partici-
i 

pation in educational decision-making for their handicapped children 
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has been legally recognized while*the development of appropriate 

community services to improve special education is another aspect of 

children's rights which has come before the courts. - • 

, tfainstreaming approaches. "Out of legislation in U.S. Bill 94-142 

which stated in. part that the child should-be provided with the least 

* . —.-
restrictive educational enviornment, the model of service delivery 

termed 'mainstreammg'" has developed. The term 'mainstrearning' refers 

A. ** " ' 

* to the process or adoptidn and -assimilation Pf the special education 

student into the regular education classroom. Those, advocating 
• » . . ' " 

mainstreammg argue thatv 1) categorizing children by gross-diagnostic 

i J, 

labels is counter-productive, 2) evaluating children's strengths and 

weaknesses should be more related to ,specific instructional objectives 

than to academic skills, 3) grovfping children should be carried out 

according tp defined needs rather than diagnostic classification, 

4) involving specialists and consultants in the child's- remediation 

program should only be allowed where direct student need was demonstra-

ted so that whenever^possible diagnostic, prescriptive and remedial 

activities should Involve common personnel and 5) segregating severely 

„ handicapped children should only occur when necessary because of 

I ' - ' ' 
performance ability criteria not their handicap classifications 

(Johnson and Morasky, 1977, p. 127). .* v i 

' " Dunn (1973) defined four classes of exceptional children in 

'relation to integrated "special educatidn strategies 1) the most 

integrated--those enrolled in the regular grade's and provided only 

needed special instructional materials, equipment and ccnsultative 

services, 2) the next,-most integrated—•students receive all or,-



s 

* * 
20 

. f 

J 

•* at least, pajrt of their academic instruction in the mainstream but 

*, * ' - •• r 

• their instruction is supplemented with spepial education tutors who 
* * . 

.- s*erve as* helpers ̂to the regular instructors or who are resource room 

or special class teachers, 3) the quite segregated—students attend 

self-contained'special day schools ari% classes and 4) the most 

** segre"gated--students are in.boarding ̂ chools^, hospitals and/or receive 
' i r 

homebound Inatructlon (p". 5 7X. 

Integrating exceptional children into the mainstream requires 

that teachers be flexible, knowledgeable regarding exceptional 

children'sTprobCems aad aware of^the alternative solutions available 
«»*• * „ » • 

for their resolution. Heron (1978) described resources available to 

the schools' 1) personalize the. learning environment so that 
, if m 

individual learning "style or behaviour are accommodated (provide a 
model, increase teacher-student communication by seating arrangement, 

"' * 
provide peer tutoring), 2) reteach basic or prerequisite skills if 

necessary, 3) if academic and/or social problems are still •resistant, 
v " * ' » 

implement behaviour modification' techniques, 4) if techniques are"* 

still ineffective, ensure that 'normalj^.classmates are understanding 

of individual differences in their exceptional classmates by integrating, 

the, exceptional student in working groups, 5 f-reinforce -appropriate 

social interaction by classmates towards the exceptional student through 

* "' 

class or individual .student^ewards (i.e. free time). * 

i Heron noted that teacher behaviour caft be a factor* in successful 

*1nainstrearning. To enhance the quality of teacher-student effect, 

teaching should demonstrate productive rather than reactive teaching 

behaviour. Therefore, teachers need to be provided with feedback or - -
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cues from supervisors, principals, patents or- volunteers in-order to '-

change. Teachers need the opportunity also"* to rnddal on' skilled"teachers" 
- "' l' , *• , . "* * ' «" .. . 

and to perform the.teaching task under the modei'a.qhaervation in ord«r . 

to obtain feedback regarding- theitvperfoiimance.* Lastly, feachers glso ' ** 

need in-service to provide them with 'spe"cifie'functional, teaching " **" 

skills in order to meet the needs of a fyeterogeneqUs.classroom,student, 

population. ' , , ' ' " ' ' ' , ' , - ' 

Salend (1984) outlined six factors,.which.he^perceiyed as 

contributing to development of successful'malnstreaming. 1) developing 
* y * v 

',.*** " ' " . ; 
criteria for malnstreaming, 2) pteparing r/andieapped ^students for 

- * * '- -. * •. 

integration, 3) preparing non-handicapped stua**ent;s, ""-£)'promoting 

communication among educators,, 5) evaluating student prog^re^s* and 

6) providing in-service training.' < . 
' * " " 

Current approaches. More precise knowledge. 6f„the function of ' 
the brain has led to development of a neuropsychological .approach to_ 

* *'• " * - ~ * " 
learning disorders (Obrzut and Hynd,. 1983) and* to «saessment techniques-* 

*"• ~ ' 

« ,. -•- rc -

which provide a basis for individualized education" programs, (Hartlage ^ 

and Telzrow, 1983). ' ' " -
~ r ~ - » <* 

Another emerging development r e s u l t i n g from? the rapid it 
/ • " ' " - . *r . • *. * 

technologic/1 advances'of our times Is the, amplication* of micro- - ~ J" ' .> 

computers to the field pf special education./ These deviCea ace seen, .- ' , ^ 

to have applications which would .improve many aspects' of special * . • 

!\ 

< 

education such as administration,*'assessment, instruction, related ' 

7 ' * * * ' " services and staff development (Bennett, 1982). One computer 

application suggested by Bennett is to provide'accurate and timely 
1 

program information foit the "administrator- % * 

# • 
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Discussion-of the Various Approaches 

The various theoretical approaches to learning disorders have 

-resulted in strategies for remediation to be used by school systems. 

Lerner (1976) npted that Dunsing and Kephart's (1965) 

» perceptual-motor theory of learning disorders falls short in that it 

cPncentrates on perceptual and motor development and gives insufficient 
- "<• * 

attention to the-transition from that stage of development to academic 

and cognitive development. This framework tends to lack adequate 

guidelines to carry the child across the stages. At the same time, . 
w t 

speech and language are not emphasized in the Dunsing and Kephart" 
,' 

method. Moreover, the studies, as reported by Hammill and Wiederholt 

(1973~), Hammill1 and Larsen (1974), Hammill, Goodman, and Wiederholt 

(1974), indicate that motor training procedures do "not demonstrate 

- that the techniques significantly improve readiness skills, intelligence, 

academic achievement, or perceptual-motor performance, although motor 
r 

r development is an lmpprtant aspect of the total development of the 

child and should form a part of any program intended to foster the 

child's general „improvement. 

^ The remedial approaches^of Barsch (1965, 1967, 1968) and 

Dunsing .and Kephart C1965) have been criticised for the limited role 

-of'language and auditory sklll-s. McCarthy and McCarthy (1969) remarked 

that Barsch's mQvlgenlc apprqaCh would probably be appropriate for some 

children but riot at all effective with others, because of the different 

caifies- of their'ppor school performance (p. 41). This comment high-

- -lights the need to recognize that ̂ ach child is unique with a particular 



f ' • 23 

complex of needa which must- be evaluated carefully in, order to bring 

about, beneficial change. < 

Doman and Delacato's (Delacato, 1966) patterning theory has 

been criticized by medical, health and educational authorities -

(Cruickshank, 1968). Robbins' (1966) study cast doVibt as to the 

efficacy of the method. 

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

same type of criticism as.have the other motor-base^d theories! i.e. 

the theory lacks emphasis upon other "aspects of learning, atlfl^ver-

emphasizes the role of visual"perception. Getman's, model does not 

i "J 

clearly indicate how the child moves from motor develQpment to the 

cognitive stage ojf learning. Moreover, the role of feedbaqjk iff* ' 

providing information, thus learning, to the child is not included. 

Empirical evidence for the support of the concept kg&jp fto 'be 

lacking (Johnson and Morasky, 1977). * ^ 

The' visual perceptual approach as proposed by Frostig and 

Home (1965) and others has also been criticised (Olson, 1968, 

Hammill, 1972, Balow-, 1971, Schrag and Divoky, U975, 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 (Vellutlno, 1977). 

Lerner (1976) also noted t,hat there tends to be a lack of evidence for 

direct transfer or linkage between the programs and schooj. skills, in 

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

noted by Balo>^£1971), does not result in direct transfer and 

consequently could not be readily measured in a typical -experimental 
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situation. In spite of the lack' of positive indicators to favour the 

use"of'perceptual and motor training techniques, the need for and the 

benefit to be derived from such programs withfh the total training 

programs for children should not be ignored. Balow (1971) suggested 

tftiat motor perceptual programs should g«ner*ly be added to the 

tumoulura for all primary grade pupils, an^rpuplis of any grade, who 

have/serious, deficiencies-in school sfciljp, beca}̂ fte Qf the enjoyment 

and'developmental appropriateness, the- oarsonal recognition of success 

that" can come from perceptual activities!, the accompanying "positive 

attention from significant adults,, f.he opportunity provided to the 

child to improve visual and motorvskills and ability to follow 

directions (p. ?24). 

Successful integration of exceptional, children into the * 

reglilar-classroom is dependent upon a number of factors, but the 

importance of the regular classroom teacher as a facilitator in 

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

peer acceptance as the mpst crucial concern In the process of 

integration. The teacher who demonstrates an attitude of acceptance 

of the exceptional student is providing a mdclel fpr the student's 

classmates. 

Cruickshank (1983) deplored the dismantling of self-contained 

special education- in, favour of mains tue am ing. «.He expressed doubt that 

the programs of preparation of the regular general elementary or 

secondary teachers or administrators have equipped them to understand 

the true nature of, the problems of exceptional children or the 

strategies which should be employed towards their remediation. 
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The 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 tea«ier to Compensate for preservtce programs 

which lacked adequate content related to special education. 

Program Evaluation 

There is an ever-increasing demand in our modern society for 

accountability at all levels of organization. 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

bility that prpgrams will be cancelled becauae of the influence of * 

. pressure groups, economic or physical constraints, alternative programs 
i r 

of equal or greater current popularity, or because of perceived future 

conditions. Accountability, then, has resulted m the demand for closer 

scrutiny^of institutional activities such as the provision of educational 

services. Planned scrutiny m the form of evaluation is a process of 

Comparison of"clearly specified objectives with data regarding 

performance. 

\ Methpds- of evaluation. Evaluation has been defined in various 
\ * ' ' ' ' 

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

ascertaining the decisiop areas of concern, selecting appropriate 

information, and collecting, and analysing Information in order to 

report summary 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 
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the use of evaluation as the dec is ion-"maker' s tool with which to 

determine whether to improve, maintain or terminate a program. --He 

- described evaluation 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 identify the 

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

TheTole of evaluation was stressed by Michael Scriven (1967) 

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

evaluated, and the summative role when the information gained will 

determine if the program in its modified and finished form is worthy 

of retention or should be terminated. v
 t 

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

be fully understood i'f 'a full description of the educational program 

is included. Only then could the decision--makers make sound judge-

'" ments. According t_o Stake, "For evaluation of curricula, attention to 

individual differences among students should give way tb attention to 

the contingencies among background conditions, classroom activities, 

and scholastic Outcomes." (p*. 108). 

The decision-management oriented approach to evadTuation id 

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

model of Daniel L. Stufflebeam (1971). He held that an. evaluationk 

should present information useful to decision-makers. Therefore, 

evaluation is, necessarily, a cyclic, continuing process ̂ hich has 

three main steps of delineating, obtaining and providing. These 

/ i three steps form the basis for a methodology of evaluation. 
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The delineating and providing steps are interface activities requiring 
* ' • **' - ' 

/ 
collaboration between the evaluator and the decision-maker, while the 

obtaining step is,mainly a technical activity executed primarily by 
* * . i 

' - ' .' " 
the evaluator. 

WortherA & Sanders (1973) tfescnbe'd the evaluation approaches 
•* - \ 

f r 

of Cronbach (1963),Stake (1967) and Scriven (1967) as comprehensive 
1 ' 

and objective. Although Stake's model is useful- in developing an 

organizational framework for an evaluation study, it is not an 

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

Cronbach provided early guidelines but not an evaluation model. 
-i "* 

Scriven (1967) pointed out that, although evaluation can play 
* i > ~~ 

many roles, it has one functional goal - to determine the worth' Or 
' ' ' l 

merit, of something. In its formative* form-it serves to imprPve a 
- - *» 

program while it is still fluid by providing feedback to the^devel&per. 

However, Scriven's methodology has not been clearly stated so that it 

is d i f f i c u l t to develop p r a c t i c a l app l ica t ions .of Scr iven 's model 

(Worthen & Sanders, 1973). Moreover, amongst the limitations of the 

model are the requirement for wholis^ic program evaluation, the use of 

scientific investigation's, and the lack of, methodology fbr assessing 
1 i > 

' i* 

the validity of judgements {p. 212- 215). ' " ' 

- Saylor and Alexander (1974) identified Stake's congruence-

contingency model, Stufflebeam's CIPP model and Provus' Discrepancy 

Evaluation model as the best approaches for curriculum evaluation 

(p. 304).- ' ' 

The evaluation model presented by PrOvus (1969) provides for 

.ongoing evaluation of a* program for which standards have been 
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established. Evidence of performance is then obtained. The -data 

gathered is then compared with the standard (Sayl6r and Alexander, 19 74,V 

p. 300). ' - " f * '-

The Provus model demands a lengthy time commitment and Tiould be 

costly. This model provides inadequate methodology, for; establishing 

standards, requires a large, complex staff and is intended for complete 

m 
program evaluation (Worthen & Sanders., p.,214). 

> * ' 
-< Alkin (1969) presented a decision-management approach to 

jk » i 

evaluation and tended to focus on provision *of information on educa- . 

tional systems to decision-makers. The evaluation domain is determined 

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

complex v(Wo'r then & Sanders, 1973, p. 214, 2l5). 
^ t . ' 

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

defined modeL. Stufflebeam's (1971) .CIPP'model is also a decisiorc-

management process. Again, the methodology is undefined and, as in 

the Alkln model, n»t all activities are olea'rly evaluative (Worthen & 

Sanders, 1973). M the entire process were followed, it too would be 

costly and-complex- However, the model allocs for evaluation to "take ' 
i "< -' -

place at any s.tage of the prQgram. Strict experimental design is not -
- > •> . 

applicable (Worthen & Sanders,, 1973). - . - . , ' r 

Stufflebeam (1971) in discussing his evaluation model referred 

to -four types of educational decision-making planning - to determine 

objectives, structuring - to design procedures, implementing - to 
* ' ' - -

utilize, oontrol and refine procedures and recycling .- to judge and 

react to attainments. Corresponding to the four decision types, in 

the CIPP model are the four types pf evaluation * coatext, input, 
% n < 

i i. .* * ^ 

. *.- ^ 
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process and product. Stufflebeam argued that the'CIPP model was a 

t ' -

total evaluation model which would provide the regular evaluative 

information requirements of the system and could respond to emergent 

needs for idiosyncratic data. ,He described the context evaluation as 

a continuous, systematic mechanism which delineates, obtains and 

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

either £o 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). If the changes decided upon were large and there was an 
i 

initial low level of informatiqn grasp on the part of relevant program 

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

strategies and procedures to effect the desired changes. Structuring 

decisions would follow w"hich could lead to a trial or pilot phase or 

,to installation of change procedures.in the overall system. Process 

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

trial phase. If.as a result of the process and product evaluation 

studies simultaneously conducted throughout the trial, recycling 

decisions- are made which" lead to installatibn of/ the innovation in the 

total system, thqn the context evaluation mechanism would be adjusted 

to allow*systematic mpnitoring of the new element in the total system 

to determine its impact. 

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

the evaluator would describe the program, identify the problems or 
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needs, identify and state the objectives which, if attained, would 

satisfy tha. needs. An input evaluation would assess the potential 

utility of several alternative strategies for attaining objectives 

to determine which would be mdst effective. Input and process 

evaluation Would neoessitate developing a system for providing 

continual feedback about the effectiveness of the instructional 
t s 

strategies. Product evaluation would involve dlelineatmg program 

outcomes, identifying the information needed for each outcome, the 

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

persons influenced 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 determining the extent to which the 

/ 

system's existing special education programming meets the legal 

requirements under which it functions and to what extent, if any, it 

fails to follow statecjUguidelmes. If there are variances frOm 

intended procedures, and objectives, the consequences should be 

examined and recommendations made. This is a context evaluation which 

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

"•... it defines the relevant environment, describes the desired and 

actual conditions pertaining to that environment, identifies unmet 

needs and unused opportunities, and diagnoses the problems tbiat prevent 
needs; from being met and oppPrtumties from being used. The diagnosis 
* - - -. • t . 

i. * -

of problems provides an essential basis for developing objectives whose 
. * * 

achievement will result In program improvement."-(p. 136). 
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A second stage evaluation would examine the effectiveness of 

the existing program and make appropriate recommendations for improve­

ments and modifications to meet the long—term needs (i.e. vocational 

program integration). This is input evaluation which would provide 

information with which to determine the most effective use of resources, 

to achieve project objectives. 

After the modifications are MI place, a third"stage evaluation 

might then examine the,new program periodically to provide feedback to 

those responsible for program planning and implementation such as data 

regarding the effectiveness, or otherwise, of special education teacher 

training to meet specific needs in pre<-vocational Curriculum presenta­

tion, or data regarding the correlation between program"** innovations 

and student outcomes. This is process evaluation which has as its 

objectives to detect or predict defects in procedural design or 

implementation, to provide information for programmed decisions and to 

> 
maintain a record of the procedure as it occurs (Stufflebeam, 1971). 

f 

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 

conduct 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 transitional. 3) The 'CIPP model allows for 

% 
focusing the study on certain aspects of the overall program depending 

on the types of decision for which the evaluation was intended 
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> to provide information. In this study the focus is on oontext, that 

is description of the program, identification of problems or needs 

that exist_in the program and articulation qf the objectives which, 

if a'chieved, would solve the problems or satisfy the needs. 
i 

i ••> 

Defini t ions ' • 

""Significant terms, as defined for the study ,„ follow in 

alphabe'tical o rder . 

" * -• * ~ 

, Adjusted Program - ...an alternative program"to meet the needs of 

» 
• some students fpr whom the usual range of junior-senior 

/ ** . 
" high, school offerings do not provide a complete program of -

., t 

suitable Courses'. • 

Behaviourally-disordered children r children who are emotionally-

maladjusted and/or socially maladjusted. 

,- ' ' * 

* Context Evaluation - defines the relevant environment, describes the 

desired and actual conditions pertaining ̂ o that environment, 

, identifies unmet rieeds«and unused opportunities, and diagnoses 

the* ̂ ^blems that prevent needs ftom being met and opportuni-w 
t4*8^from being used. Diagnosis of problems provides an 

,ess,ential basis for developing objectives intended to lead 

to program improvement (Stufflebeam, 1971, in worthen & 

Sanders, 1973, p. 136). 

Criterion-referenced testing - a form of testing, generally based on 
r 

the principle,of identifying operationally-defined tasks in 

' a sequential-skills hierarchy,within the subject area. 
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Drop-out - student who fails to continue and complete the program for 

reasons other than the following (1) ""physical disability, 

(2) alternative training (item 2 does not include casual , * . 

employment as unskilled labour). , * 

Educable mentally handicapped ch.ild - . . .one with a low score on an 

individual intelligence test, who is also generally impaired , 

in adaptive behaviour. t 

Exceptional pupil - One tfhqse deviating physical or behavioural 

characteristics are of such a nature as to manifest a 

significant learning disorder and for whom it has been 
. - " ' - ''-

determined that there.would be better adjustment and 0 

scholastic' progress with direct or indirect special education . 
t > » i -

services than with only a'typical regular school program. 

Identifying characteristics-- of the student - the student profile 

which provides a description of learning style', rate of 

learning", strengths and weaknesses, etc. • 

Individual assessment - a diagnostic evaluation of the student based 

on the student's performance of skills sampled by standardized 

tests which are administered In a one-to-one situation. 
. ' " ~ ' " -Y , 

Individualized education program - by examining information gathered 

in an assessment, a team which includes the parent, student 

when appropriate-,' teacher and school principal or his or her 

. -. - * *-

des igna te , and any other person as determined by the school, ' 

system, w i l l develop a b luepr in t , fo r an i n s t r u c t i o n a l projgram 

and ' i den t i fy curriculum a c t i v i t i e s / m a t e r i a l s and, r e sou rce s . 

" ' -
(Nova Scotia Department of Education, Supplementary document 
No. 34, 1981, p . 3 ) . 
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Input Evaluation - provides information for deciding whether outside o 

assistance should be sought for achieving objectives, what 

strategies should be employed and what design"or procedural 

plans should be employed for implementing the selected 

strategy, by describing arid̂  analysing available human and 

material resources, solution strategies and procedural,. 
»i -

designs for relevance, feasibility and economy in the course 

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

I 
Sanders, 1973, o." 137, 139). 

Learning disabilities - ...a disorder in one or more of the processes 

involved in understanding.or using* symbols or spoken language 

:- V -*- v ; - 1 - -
,, t resulting in a discrepancy between academic achievement aria1 

assessed intellectual ability. ** "" 
. ~* 

Mentally handicapped children - include two subgroups - , . 
) j. a» , _» 

(1) trainable mentally handicapped, and - » ' • 

(2) educable mentally hand icapped,childr err". - -* 

Multi-handicapped children - children with a xombtnafion of handicapping 

conditions such as severe visual, auditory or motor impairmenj; 

-" • *' ' x'/ -' 
and significant intellectual deficit. .. ' ' 

y ' -" 
Needs assessment - every child referred for special education In t*he 

province of Nova Scotia shquld have an appropriate"dTagnost tc -

> , * v , - : ' ' -
assessment by. a qualified examiner. The individual asses-s- -* 

ment should include a standard measure of general Intelligence, 
» 

diagnostic educational, measurements, measurement's of 

perception and motor functioning, l;he classroom~tea>c"her(s-)-
* "" . " 

t asTsessmentKs) of-the child's needs, information gained from ' , 
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parents during interviews, all significant information in a 

school history (e.g., sticcasses, failures, interests, social 

and emotional factors, .intellectual functioning and adaptive 

behaviour, medical factors, parents' w£sne"a), medical 
* ' "-.«' 

evaluation of any siguif icarrt .physical problem, assessment * •» 
t 

of any hearing or vision, defects suspected*qr knovpi, and 
-' * ' * ' " ' . . " - ' 
report of any medical* problem* or "cond 11£ons **iich cause stress, 
discomfort or fatigue, or which may require "emergency action 

a " - , - . ; . . . ' ••- -. - .> " .. * » 
by teachers or principals. (Nova Scbtta Department of • 

Education, Supplementary Document Ho. 24% 1980 v p..7>. 
* * . ' ' 

Physically-handicapped chi ldren - chi ldren With imperfect speech, 
' ' . , ' " ' *» 

hearing, cur vision, as well. a"s .ortHopeaically-handlcapped 

children and those with special "health problems. 

Process Evaluation - provides project deeisixxi-makers with -information 

needed for anticipating and"overcoming pr-ocedural difficulties, 

for making preprogrammed decisions and for Interpreting out-

- Comes, by monitoring, the «etj.v"ity's pdtential .procedural 
. » , - . i 

barriers and remaining alert to unanticipated one.s, by 

— obtaining specified Information for programmed decisions 

and describing the actual process.; ("Stuffl«beam* 1971-, In' 

Worthen & Sanders, Educational Evaluation•_ Theory and 

, Practice, 1973, p. 138,-139). . . ." '--..-

Product Evaluation" - provides information for deciding to continue, 
* - * ' •' < * 

terminate, modify or refocus a "change activity and for 

linking the activity to 0t;her„ pha»e* of-the change prpcess, 

by defining operationally and measuring criteria asePclated 

/ 

'•^*m,»**iim0»mm&^i&0§m*lga-
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with the objectives, by comparing the measurements with 

predetermined or comparative bases and by interpreting the 

outcomes in terms of recorded context, input and process 

information. (-Stufflebeam, 1971, In Worthen & Sanders', 

Educational Evaluation Theory and Practice, 1973, 

p. 138, .139). ' 

Sensory impaired children - visually handicapped or hearing 

handicapped'children. 

Special education --".^.educational programs'and/or services designed 
I 

to^meet the particular needs of children and youth who 

differ from the norm in any^school-system to such an extent 

' that they require additional and/or-different school 
! ' ^ 

methodblogy, curriculum, and/or services. 

Trainable mentally handicapped children - haye a full scale' 

"intelligence quotient of below 50 (,± 5) on a standardized 
- * 

intelligence test, display deficiencies in adaptive 
* * c 

behavlpur and may exhibit one or several of-the following 

characteristics, significant -delays in developmental 

mllestohes in terms of locomotion, motor co-ordination, 

speech and language. , , < 

' '* 



Introduction 

Chapter 2 

STUDY" OBJECTIVES, DESIGN AND PROCEDURES 

V> 
In this chapter, the context Within which this study was carried 

v , 

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

which were examined and the procedures followed in order to gather data 

will be presented. •> " 
•r 

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 in accordance with the requirements of Regulation 7c of the 

Education Act of the Province of "fova Scotia. Regulation 7c came into 

effect in 1973. However, directives for programs and guidelines for 

special education were of more recent development (i.e. 1980 and 1961). 

Therefore, the school systems' Special Education Programs were in a 

transitional state and it was decided to collect such data as were A 

accessible regarding the Yarmouth Town and District School Systems' 

Special Education Programs for Grades Primary to "J inclusive at that 

point in their operation. 

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

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

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

program evaluation using this model would include evaluation of the 

37 
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context (educational context), input (human and material resource's) ( 
i * ^ 

process (curriculum design and procedures) and product (educational 

outcomes).' < < 

The study was primarily a systematic context evaluation. 

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

less' detailed manner. More specifLcadly, the study eyaluated the 

extent; to which the Town of Yarmouth and the Municipality of the 

District'of Yarmouth School Systems were responding to the demands of 

special education in t;he areas of -' 

* r . i 

/ - -

1. organizational structure, 

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

3*. use of community resourqes, 
, < < i 

4.- nature' of special educational classroom activities, * . 

5. students' records and documentation, ' , 

6. , individualized educational programming,. ' 

7. periodic 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, 

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 

to determine the following 
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1. Were the programs'fulfilling the basic requirements set f or t,h binder 

governmental legislation for special education in each of the areas 

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

guidelines9 Where differences occurred between local 'practices and 

government guidelines, what reasons were given at the 16cal l&vel 

for these differences7 

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

limitations set by government7 

4. On the basis of study findings, what recommendations could be made 

regarding program chafiges7 

Major Evaluative Questions 
# i 

1. To what extent do locally-formulated goals, aims, policies and 

procedures correspond to provincial.Department af Education' 

directives"and guidelines? 

2. To What extent are the following program procedures, as outlined-

i ' 
in the provincial guidelines, followed in the local systems-' 

(1) diagnosis and needs assessment of the children, (2) provision 

of counselling services, (3) utilization^ of community resources 

o,utside the school system1,, and (4) establishment of review y 

, committees to advis.e on placement of children in the program7 

3. Jiow do classroom activities as observed in special education cjass-
i . T 

rooms compare with suggested activities as contained in the 

provincial directives and guidelines? 

4. To what extenf is the documentation as- outlined in the provincial 

and local directives and guidelines maintained on each student 

served by the program? 
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5. Are individualized programs prepared^for each child placed in a 

Special Education Program .as outlined in the provincial guidelines7 

6. Is regular re-asseasment of children in Special Education Programs 

being carried out by qualified personnel in order that programming 

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

, , directives and guidelines? 

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

% -

and special education teachers used to identify students considered 

to be in need of placement In Sp'eciaL Education Programs in the Town 

and Municipality of Yarmouth school systems? To what extent are 

« • 
"• * v 

these the same characteristics as described- in "the provincial 

• guidelines? • i 

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

during the past two school years fall within the categories of 
opportunities listed rbr such students in Teaching Guides flo.s 53, 

l 

63 and 65, namely ' 

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

school, , 

v (2) undertook an occupational exploratory/intermediate industrial -

program in a regular secondary school, 

(3) -entered the general program (possibly modified and with 

further support), 

{4) ̂ sought employment rather than continue in full-time school 

attendance, or 

(5) none of the above. 

In addition, what was the drop-out rate of students in Grades 6, 4 
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7, 8 and 9 during the past two school years and the current year 

to January 1st7 • 

v 
9. With regard to parents Or.guardians, to what extent do the local 

school systems carry out the'following procedures as outlined in 

the provincial guidelines "• 

"" (1) obtain parental authorization for placement of children in 

j 

programs, •*., 

-\ (2\ hold regular consultation with parents, and 

(3) arrange parental involvement m students' learning activities7 

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

dures outlined in the provincial and local directives and guide-

, lines related to the following specific situations 
* ' 

(1) children requiring oral medication during school hours, 
v, 

(2) informing parents regarding children's assessments, 

(3) teacher allocation and class size in the Adjusted Programs, 

r 

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

students, and 

(5) supervision and evaluation of TMH teachers7 

11. How are provincial funds for Special Education Programs allocated 

in the Town and Municipality of Yarmouth School Systems7 

Sources of Information % 

In order to provide a comprehensive view of,both government, 

directives and the local school system, data were gathered from -•>" 

documents deriving from government agencies as well as the local school 

systems' records. Significant persons in provision of services and 

significant documents and records were examined as follows 
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1. Government Documents. -

* 
Regulations under the Education Act of the Province pf Nova Scotia, 

Program and Course Descriptions and Guidelines for Special 

Education Programming v 

Guidelines for> the Adjusted Program. 

2. Local Programs' -
\ i 

Schpol systems' students r.ecords 

Classroom observation of special education classes \ 

, i 
Interviews of special education staff 

i '-

Interviews of Principals 

Interviews of Superintendents 

Interviews of School Board members 

Questionnaires to all parents of children in special education 
f 
. programs 

' Questionnaires to all classroom teachers in the elementary schools. 

3. "Funding of special education* -

Budget .statements 

Interytews of Principals, Superintendents and the Assistant 

Director of Curriculum Development (Special Education). 

> All questionnaires and other data-gathering forms used in the 
* L- , i 

study were designed by the evaluator and all interviews Were carried 

out by the one evaluator. Appendices 2 to 14 Inclusive are- examples 

of all forms designed f>r(the study by the evaluator*. 

Community and Instructional Context of the Program 

•The'Town of Yarmouth and the Yarmouth Municipal School Systems 

served the town and municipal regions in southwestern Nova Scotia. 
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There were ten schools within these systems staffed and serving a 

student population as shown in Figure L. 

The systems functioned under provincial jurisdiction of the Nqva 
* . ' * 

Scotia Department of Education. Special Education Programs were under 
i 

the jurisdiction of the Gurripulum Development section of the Department 

of Education. Within this section, there was an Assistant Director Of 

Curriculum Development, whose specialty was special education, 

The office o f the Assistant Director assisted the provincial 

government in development of policies, provided guidance to school* 

boards'as to how to Implement those policies and could provide 

mpnitoringv investigative and evaluatfrc facilities through Its 

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

development of curriculum aspects of the programs. Directives from 
' - i ' 

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 
« 

thrbugh 9 in the schools Within the town of Yarmouth? the Yarmouth 

Regional High School Board, composed of six members, 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 municipal hoard and two were members appointed by the 

Governor-in-CoUncil) and the Municipal School Board for the District 

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

Grades Primary through nine Inclusive m the municipality. 

S 



Figure 1 

Schematic Representation of the T»o School Syateme In Yarmouth County, Nova ScoLla, Canada, 1981-82 
Showing the Levela of Administrative Authority, and the Number* of Teaching Staff and 

Student Population* In Eaclfcof the Ten School* in the Study 

Province of Nova Scotia 
Minister of Education 

Province of Nova Scotia 
Department of Education 

Board of School Commissioners 
for the Town of Yarmouth 

, 6 members (2 of these to)— y 

Yarmouth Regional 
High School Board 

• 6 members (2 appointed £. 
by Governor-ln-Counci1 

Elementary 

Central Milton 

Principal 
H 

Superintendent * 

Junior High 

Superintendent 
1 

Municipal School boarr) 
for the Town dr Yarnouth 

members 12 of these to) 

Senior High Elementary Junior Hi-gh 

Principal 

South 
Centennial 

— I 

Yarmouth 
Junior High 

Yarmouth Cons 
Memorial High 

Arcadia Carleton Hebron 

Principal Principal 

1 
Principal Principal Principal 

T 

Po'rl 
Maitland 

Maple Grove. 
Educ Centre 

Principal 

School 

Staff 

Tot a I 
Student 

22 

teachers 
including 
2 EHH 
1 Bern Rdg 
3 TMH 

, 1 Rdg Sp -

6 

teachers 

vice-Pr 

1 
151 " 

teachers 

- 1 1 I 
j 306 140 256 

Vice-Pr 

teachers 

including 

1 Rdg Sp 

Vice-Pr 

teachers 

including 

(•Ad 5 Prog ) 

2 Adj Prog 

Teachers *• 

22 

teachers 
including 
1 Sp Ed ' 

teachers 

T 
Principal 

teachers 
includin 
1 Sp Ed 
-1 Rdg Sp 
(shared). 

It 
Principal 

teachers 

Vice-Pr 

14 
i 

jjt teachers 
including 

t 3 Adjusted 
Program tchr 

315 708 469 204 141 377 629 

Population 1«Bf-82 

Note The Yarmouth* Regional High School provide* the senior high .chool program to students of 

- ' both the Yarmouth Junior High School and Maple Crov* Education Centre i 
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There was a special al4ocat£on of funds for special education 

programming with no specific -directive for allocation to particular 

programs within this general area. The programs- corrs-idered to fall 
" • 

within the special education area for budget purposes were resource 

fobms , auxiliary and special education classrooms; which accommodated 

the learning/behaviourally disordered students in the elementary schools 

as well as the EMH and TMH students. The Adjusted Programs Were under 
' * v _ * 

review'by a special committee which was reporting to the Minister df 

""•Education as to the appropriateness o'f inclusion of tt>e adjusted Grad'e 

7 to 9 programs within the special education section. The Adjusted 
i * i i 

Programs rin_both the Yarmouth Junior High School .and in Maple'Grove 

Educational Centre functioned as a departmentalized system* There was 

one Junior and one Senior TMH classNfor the area, one Junior EMH class, 

and four special education (resource room) classes. Two Superintendents, 
*- A 

I ' 

one responsible for the town elementary, junior high and high schopls 

and Maple Grove Educational Centre, supervised the functions of the 

schools under the authority" of the local boards. There was also an 

Inspector ofv Schools appointed by the provincial Department of Education.. 

The documents which comprised the regulations, directives and' 

guidelines under which the schools' Special Educatiort and Adjusted <• 

Programs functioned are listed in Appendix 1. 

Procedure 

Pilot study - December, 1981. A pilot study was undertaken in 

the Kings County School System in order to determine the suitability or 

otherwise of the questionnaires designed for the study. It was 

concluded that, with minor revisions, the questionnaires and 'student 
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nominal list fortes to be completed by school staffs appeared appropriate. 

However, there was evidence that school principals might not be 

comfortable completing a special educa'tion student nominal list. The 

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

they would have to seek assistance from their special education teachers. 

They also indicated that', completion of the forms would be time-consuming. 

\ 
Never the 1 e"s s, it was-decided to rttam this procedure for the perceived 

advantages of more complete data gathering and for triangulating 

opportunities thus Jlrovided, 'that is, the evaluator was attempting to 

tap 'three sources or Information about each exceptional student (i.e. 

principal, teacher and parent) for cross checking of data. 

A further study was carried out at Sandy Point Elementary 

School with the co-operation of the.Principal and the special education 

tea.cher in-order to test the suitability"; of the plassroom observation 

record form. The study disclofld that phere could be wide variance in 

the observed teacher behaviour recorded by two or 'more observers within 

a, time interval of one minute of observation. As a consequence, it was 

" . ' ' " ' "' 
decided that the observation portion of each minute should be 

, „« 

predetermined to ensure greater r'eliablli'ty of data from more than one 

observer (i.e. teacher behaviour would be'observed within a specified 

5 second interval within each minute). 

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

1 August, 1981 to'30 June, 1982*„ 

On 6'August, 1981, the investigator met with Mrs. Grace Beuree, 

Assistant Director of Curriculum .Development (Special Education)"to 

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

for,.the two school systems1also provided information'regarding current 

regulations and funding for special education. * 

. " - " * "" 

An introductpry meeting of the evaluatar with school staff 

members ̂'involved with Special Education and Adjusted Programs was 

arranged for Wednesday, % September, 198J.. -This meeting allowed the 

evaluato* to provide sdhool staffs with an overview of~t""he general 
< 

evaluation plan and. gave the evaluator an opportunity to seek the 
> 

teachers' assistance" on a voluntary basis., It should be noted that 

as a result of the introductory meeting, virtually every principal and, 
f . ' - -

every teacher-Ln the school System knew that some form of evaluation 

of the Special Education Program would be carried-out. It is difficult 

to know to what extent, change's in program'procedures catrved out in fhe 

schools since that date were due to knowledge of the evaluation itself. 

Superintendents of the two systems to be evaluated were 

interviewed \n Mardh, 1982. The two Superintendents acted as co-

interviewers of each other po provide a reliability check of the 

evaluator's interview procedure'. , 

Interviews of school staffs and classroom observations began 

in the same month. Re-1 lability checks of interview procedures for 
* • * • ' ' * 

principals and special education teachers Were carried out with the 
* * 

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

Comparison of the data from the two sources indicated that the primary 

differences were -in' length of recorded response. Although the eontent 

v of both interviewers' records- were the same, the wo"rd count was greater 

in the evaluator'a report,* the •evaluator's being more a verbatim 

response, record, {The evalua'tor is a shorthand writer.) 
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"The r e l i a b i l i t y check of the Special Education Classroom . ^ --. 

' , • O 

-Observation Form was carried out In two special education classrooms 

in System 2 s'chools with the assistance of the Principals of*.the two'" 

schools.; As can'be"seen'in Appendix 29, -the analysis of the data * 

rendered a Spearman rank correlation of OT9507 and 0.-9892 respectively, 

for the two observations cbfecked, significant at the .001 level. 

Further checking of tbe"*form was not possible due to time restrictions. 

- . Questionnaires for classroom teachers were left at each school 

on the first visit. Whenever it was possible to arrange to meet wi'th 

Classroom teachers to discuss the questionnaires before distributing 
i 

them, this procedure was" follcywed. Otherwise, the Jiorms were left with 
** 

the principals for distribution- All questionnaires had a brief s-et -

x - „ * • . 
of definitions appended and each set or covering envelope, quesJtlQnnair-.e"t 

nominal list form and return envelppe was,numerically coded for purposes 

of determining lost Pr non-returned materials.' 

As soOn as nominal lists had been obtained from all staff 

» ' 
providing input from a school, arrangements were made wjth the approval 

of the.Principal to return to the school to examine student records. 

This procedure continued until the end of the month of June, 1982". |. 

During the remainder of the year 1982, questionnaires were 

sent to parents of all children who were shown in nomihaJL lists as 

having received help which was funded through the Department of 

Education of the Province of Nova Scotia. Students who were receiving 

help through the federally-funded tutoring program were included in 

some aspects of the study, but their parents were not approaJfced. 

Jf 
» 
v 
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In November*, 1982, jchree members, of system school board^s were 

approached to be Interviewed. The eValuatPr Interviewed two. ' The 

th i rd was unable to provide*time for an^iu terv iew, but requested a copy 

of the interview ques t ionna i re to whlcti response would be made in 
, r t -0 * . 

* * 
w r i t i n g . The""confpleted questionnaire - ' was, e v i d e n t l y , l o s t In the m a i l s . 
L. *1 *•'- ,*"**,*-

" As soon as schoot vis-its* were started, the help1 of a clerk-
• \ \ . •" ' - - / ' . - . -

typist was engaged^by"it-he evaluator in order to begin' setting up a 
cardex system for col lacing" the dUtta and to prepare" parent questionnaires 

*- *» » * < * , * ._-, ./ - # 
for inailing. Iri this* nay* hy the "fall"-of ^982, -data were sorted by 

- - "* ' 
-questionnaire quest ion "'and student nominal* i'l«t item, J*n early 1983, 

- - - - , * . , i- - » • 
• ̂  * * • * 1 * ." 

* ^ » - * * • * - * 

the task of tabulating the data t>y Student began. Appendix 15 is a 

tabulation of the" jlumbers'pf cohjtacts made-for data collection. 
LimltatiPns of the Study - *- ~ . - *C ' 

As the intent of ttte study was tp examine ihd describe the 

existing programs, to*td"enjlfy and describe, if possible, existing 

* ( problems or needs In th# prpgjram and to identify and describe suitable 
T , ' 

* * I < ' 

objectives to meet the stated needs, the study was limited to a context 

evaluation^ No attempt "was made to assess the potential of'alternative 

' * techniques for achieving program objectives (input evaluation). Nor 

* was'it intended to* evaluate the processes followed through aperiodic 

feedback procedure (process evaluation) ttor to measure and compare 

against standards "the aohtevements of the processes during and at the.' -

end' of t!he pro'gra% (product evaluation). ' . ̂  • 
.• ' . ^ " " 

All evaluation'studies are comparative in nature in that *• ^ 
i 

descriptive data are compared with either absolute or relative 

standards (Worthen & Sanders, 1973, p. 126). , • . ' [ 
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No relative standards were used ,in the study, that is, no 
i 

attempt was made to arrive at judgements' as to the worth of the 

existing programs by comparison, of any aspect of the programs witjh 

regular school or other Special Education Programs. 

In this.-study, the Nova Scotia Department of Education regu-

lations, directives and guidelines* 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 the evaluator 

considered the provincial Department of Education regulations, 

directives* and guidelines to be perfect standards for comparison. 

However, these documents did provide a complete and availabTe model." 

* 
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Chapter 3 

0 

RESULTS 
' - . ' 

Introduction 

Study results as related to demographic' data and to each of 
« 

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

each of the evaluative questions, the following will be reported 

applicable references, method of data collection, study result^^and 

discussion of results. 

Students 

v. 

Results. T<Ral student enrolment as reported by Superinten­

dents and Principals ate shown in Table 1. 

The Superintendents' 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, it was found that in System 1, 

5.37'Z. of th,e total st̂ raent 'enrolment were Categorized as exceptional 

students, while In System 2, between 7t227o and.H.98% of the total 

student enrolment were categorized as exceptional students. .These data 

are reported in 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 student enrolment as reported by them are shown 

in Table 1. When data in Tables 4 and̂  1 were compared ,fc*it was found 

that in System 1, 13.317» of students were receiving help, while in 

System 2, 11.457. were receiving special, programming of some kind. 

These dataware reported in Table 5. • < 

51 
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Table 1 

Total Student Enrolment in School Systems,1 and 2 

in Yarmouth County, Nova Scotia, Canada 

19B1-82 

s 
y 

1 s 
t 
e 
"J" 

a 

1 

2 

FGrades 

, • 

Pre-School 

1 to 6' 

7 to 9 

10 to 12 

Totals all 

Grades 

•Pre-Schooi 

1 to 6 

,7 to 9 

10 t<5 12* 

Totals all 

Grades 

' 

1 • ri 

As Reported 
by Super­
intendents 
(as at 
Sept. 30/81) 

-

0 

1,192 

596 

0 

1,788 

0 

- 723 

356 
25(Adj; 

683 

> 

• 

1,787 

-

Pr.1 

0 

469 

a 

0 

-

0 

"256. 

0 

0 

- ' 

As reported by Principals 

Pr.2 

V 

0 

377 

0 

0 

0 

306 

0 

0 

• i -f 

Pr.3 

0 

141 
t 

0 

' 0 

' 

•0 

140 

0 

0 

• 

Pr.4 

# 

0 

204 . 

0 

<U 

- 0 

- 0 

315 , 

0 

Pr.5 

'a 

0 

629 

• 0 

. ' 

o" 

0 

0 

708 

• • 

Tfatal 
System 
Enrolment 

-

0 

1,191 , 

629 

0 

1,820 

0 

702 

315 

708 

1,725 

-

*. NC-TE: System 2 Adjusted added to Grades 10 to 12 Group by 
Superintendent. 

J 
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Table 2 

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

Yarmouth County, Nova Scotia, Canada, 1981-82 

Superintendents^ Responses to Question 23 

Children ih School 
System in the 
Following "Categories-

(a) mentally 
handicapped 

(b) emotionally 
disturbed 

(c) learning 
disabilities 

(d) speech impaired 

(e) visually 
impaired 

i 

(f) physically 
handicapped 

(g) multi-handicapped 
(i.e. blind & deaf, 
mentally retarded 
6. deaf) 

Superintendent 
1 ** 

32 

8 

40 

11 

2 

2 

1 

Super intendent 
2 

50-85* 

?* 

50-100* 

25 

3 

1 

1* 

Remarks 

' * estimated 

•"there never 
has been a 
total to my 
knowledge" 

•estimated 

w 

-

* same boy as 
noted in (f 
above 

** 
— I I I . . — i . — I l l — - I. < • » I . — » — I - I I MM II — I —11^1 • I - I - H IM-" I II I I— I • l l l — l l l l l l l l 

Note. School System 1 Superintendent reported the above numbers 
of students distributed to "EMH and TMH Categories as follows: 

a) 
b) 
c) 
d) 
e) 
f) 
g) 

EMH 
22 
7 

-40 
3 
1 
I 
-

TMH 
10 
1 
-
8 
1 
1 
1 



Table 3 
\ 

Exceptional Students by Category 1981-82' - Percentage 

of Total Student Enrolment Represented, 

as Reported by Superintendents in School Systems 1 and ^ 

Yarmouth County, Nova Scotia Canada ' 

• V v 

54 

System 

* 1 

\ 

2 

-

-

, 

Total 
Enrolment 

1 ,788 

fA 

1,787 

t 

. 

* 

Category 

Mentally Handicapped 

Emotionally Handicapped 

Learning Disabled 

Speech Impaired 

Visually Impaired 

Physically Handicapped 

Multi-Handicapped 

Total 

Mentally Handicapped 

Emotionally Handicapped 

Learning Disabled 

Speech Impaired 

Visually Impaired 

Physically Handicapped 

« • 

Multi-Handicapped 

Total 

r 

No. of 
Students 

32 

8 

- 40 

11 

2 

2 

1 

96 

50-85 

? 

50-100 

25 ' 

3 

1 

(1) -

129-214 

total All 
Types % 

w. 

r 

5.37 

* 

« 

7.22-11.98 
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Table 4 

Number ofi Students in Special Education, Adjusted Programs, etc.,. 

1981-82, asVReported by Principals in School Systems 1 and 2, 

' •Yarmouth County, Nova Scotia, Canada 

55 

S 
y 
s 
t 
e 
A. 

1 

1 , 

1 

1 

1 

S 
c 
h 
o 
o~ 

1 

2 

3 

4 

T 

5 

Regular 
Classroom -
needing 
special 
materials/ 
or equip­
ment ( 

1* 

0 

1* 

0 

2* 

System 1 
Totals 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

4 ' 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

System 2 
Totals 

System 1& 2 

0 

4 

Part-
time 
Special 
Ed. 

53** 

60* 

13** 

20* 

56* 

202 

*, 5 4 

? 

23* 

32* 

0 

109 

311 

"Full 
time 
EMH 

1 

0 

0 . 

0 

0 

1 

7 

9 

<v 0 

0 

0 

16 

17 

Full 
time" 
TMHj 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6 

1 

- 0 

13 

0 

0 

0 

13 

14 

Adjusted^ 
Program "" 

* 

0 

0 

0 

'ol 

T i, 

0 

* 
34*** 

.34 
• i 

0 "* 

0 

0 

"\ 

0 

26 

26 

60 

'• * * i 

Remarks 

* vision impaired 
** Sp. Ed. 23, Schl.,Tut. 

11, Fed. Funded Tut. 19 

* 15-Sp. Ed., 20-Rdg. 
Sp., 25-Fed. Funded 
Tut. Prog. 

* aud. impaired 
** Fed* Funded Tut. Prog. 

* .number, varies 
(18-20) Rdg. Sp. 

* 1 in wheelchair, . 
•1 aud. impaired, 

** 31*Rem. Rdg., 25 Fed. 
Funded Tut. Prog. 

*** as at Sept./81 (Gr.7— 
, 12' Gr.8-12, Gr.9-10) 

* > 

? .Could not provide 

i 

* Fed. Funded Tut. (No. 
of Rem. Rdg.-uncertain) 

*30-Rem. Rdg. (at'some 
•tijne ' 

2-Fed. Funded Tut. 

^ 

t 

V 

* 
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Table' 5 

Students Receiving Help - All kinds (i.e. Special Education, 

Adjusted Program, Teacher*s Aide, Federally-Funded Tutoring, 
** \ \ 

etc.) - Percentage of Total Student Enrolment 1981-82 

as Reported by Principals in School Systems 1 and 2 

Yarmouth County, Nova Scotia, Canada 

./ 

\ 

System 

1 

T 

Regular'ClasSroom' 
Requiring Special 
Materials -

'" 4 

Percentage of 
Total Enrolment 

Total Percentage 
All Types • 

2 

0.22 

13.31 

„ 

Percentage of 
Total Enrolment 

Total Percentage 
All Types . ? 

i 

Systems 
1 & 2 

0.00 

9.51 

4 

Percentage of 
Total Enrolment 

Total Percentage 
Systems 1 & 2 : 

0.11 

11.45 

• t 

Spefcial 
Part^ 
vTime 

' 202 

11.10 . 
i 

i 

109̂  

6.32 

' 

311 , 

8.77 

• 

Education 

Full Time 

^EMH 

IN 

0.06 

TMH 

1 

0.06\ 

4 

16 

0-93 

,13 

0.75 

. 17 

0.48 

14 

1 

0.40 

» 

Adjusted 
Program 

34 

1.87 

V • 

26 

1.51 

« 

60 

1.69 ' 

•Total 
Student 
Enrqlment 

1,820 

. . r _ | 

1,725 

f 

« 

, 3,545 . 
1 

•W 

Note. The data for Special Education include federally-funded 
tutoring program, teacher's aide and reading specialist. 

r^ 
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Discussion. It was discovered that the student counts 

provided by Superintendents, Principals, Special Education and Adjusted 

Program teachers tended not to agree. The actual student listings 

again resulted in a different count from any of the above-

It was assumed that although Superintendents and Principals 

were asked to provide data as at 1 September, 1981r adjusted counts 

were provided by Principals, while teachers were providing data as at 

"the date of interview (Teachers' data are shown in Tables 6 and .7). 

The total number of students for whom the evaluator attempted 

to examine 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 students 

for each schpol was produced from these listings and these numbers were 

V 
used as the total number of students in the study. These data are 

/ 

showm in Table 8. 

As can be seen by Table 8, the number of children actually 

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

the student listings represented 6il5"X. of the total student enrolment 

in System 1 and 8.417. of the total student enrolment In System 2. 

Evaluative Question No. 1 

To what extent do locally-formulated goals, aims, policies and 

procedures "correspond to provincial Department of Education directives 

and guidelines7 

• at 

References. Appendix 1 - List of Province of Nova Scotia 

Department of Education and Yarmouth Town and Municipality documents^ 
t ' 

governing Special Education'. 
* 



Table & 

Student Enrolment in Special Education Classrooms- 1981-82 

as Reported by Special'Education Teachers, in School 

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

58 

Reported By 

Sys­
tem 

1 

1 

1 

School 

. 

1* 

2 

System 1 
Total 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 
1 

2 

2 

r 

2 

2 

2 

Special 
Education 
Teacher 

Remedial 
Reading 

1 

1 

. • 

1 

1 

2 

"•. 3 

4 

5 

6 

System 2 
Totals 

Systems 16 2** 
Totals 

Part 
Time' 
Special 
Education 

X 

^ '30* 

14* 

44 

1 

% 

• ^ 

-

. 1 

45 

EMH 

-

2 

- H 

2 

7 

4 

-

5 

- . 

• -

-

16 

18 

TMH 

-

i 

-

-

-

-

{ 

4 

6 

3 --* 

13 

13 

Remedial 
Reading 

JO* 

' — 

30 

< * -

**-

16 

-

-

-

„ -

16 

46 

Remarks 

•Not available -
totals from 

- reports: 12 to 30 

•Total 
(varying) Approx. 
30-*-as many as 20 
daily 

*Gr.S,- 3, Gr.4 - 2 
Gr.3 -5, Gr-2 - 4 

• 

3, girls - 4 bPys 

% . 

By two's or indi­
vidually as a rule 
- mainstreamed 

-

' 

« • 

Tota]j Population of Students - In Special Education Programs 

all types - both systems - 122. 

1981-82 



Table 1' 

Student Enrolment (as at September, 1981) - Adjusted Classes 

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

Yarmouth County, Nova Scotia, Canada 

1981-^2 ** 

59 

System 

• 1 t 

School 

5 

System 1 Total 

No. of Students 

, * 
5 

System 2 Total 

No. of Students 

Adjusted Class 
Teacher No. 

1 

2 

3 

No. of Students 

« ' •"• 

n 

11 

11 

33 

1 

2 

8 

10 
"J 

i 

18 

System 1 and 2 
Total Adjusted Enrolment 51 

s 
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, - " ' . • table 8 ' 

< Percentage Pf Total Student Enrolment, 1981-82 Receiving Help 

in programs Funded'by School Systems" 1 and 2 < . 

yarmouth County, Nova Scotia, Canada . . 

System 

/ ' \ 

1 

Total 
Student 
Enrolment 

i 

" 1,820 

Percentage of 
Total' Enrolment 
System 1-

i 

2 , 1,725 

Percentage of 
TotaliEnrolment 
System 2 

Totals 
"- Systems 
1 and 2 

* 
, 3,545 , 

Percentage of , 
Total Enrolment > 
Systems 1 and 2t

 v 

• • • ! " 

. EMH 

1 

r 

0,.06 

16 

0.93 

17-

0.48 

TMH 

f 

\ 

0.06-

13 

a.78 ' 

y 

14 

1 

0.40 ' 

i * 

Part-time 
Special 
Educatrpn 
and Reading" 
Specialist 

70 * 

. 3.85 

' 9 1 ' ' 

t 

N5.28 

; 4.54 

I I i n = 

Teacher's 
Aide 

11 

0.60 

— X 

0.00 

f 

.11. 

1 , 

0.31 

1 _ 

Adjusted , 
Program 

29 ' 

, 1.59 

• 25 

1.45 

' 54 ' 

** V 

1.52- *• 

Total all 
types'pf 
,t}elp 

' * 112 

6.15 

145 

8.41 

257 

*7'.25 
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.a 

, f 

- - Method.. Members, of School .Boards, the Superintendents of the 
• ' 

two systems arid the Principals of the schools in the systems were 
• . * * ' 

interviewed Individually in order to establish what^ if any, local 

statments had been set out. 

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

Appendix'2, read as follows.. '"Has the Board approved any locally-

formulated "statements of philosophy, aims,, goals and/or procedures 

regarding any aspect of Special/ Education7" 

Questions "4 and 5 m m e Superintendent's and Principal's-

Interview Questionnaires, Appendices 3 and 4, read 

4-. Are there any'locally-formulated statements of aims, goals, policy 

and/or procedures governing Special Education programs In general 

or some aspect of Special Education programming in particular7 

5. If you answered "Yes,", could copies of the documents be made 

available for examination, please7 

Results. Analysis of^responses to the above questions Indi­

cated that there was a statement of policies and procedures covering 

classes for trainable mentally handicapped as listed inTAppendix 1. 

In donjunction with this statement, there was an Adjnission Form to be 

completed for TMH s-tudent'8', Appendix 16. 

In addition, there was a statement of criteria and procedures 

for admission of 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) covering letter tp parent's with consent forms 

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

ft 
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In some'of thpp elementary schools the "fceglstration Form, , 

Appendix 21 , completed a t tb.e comrnenaement of each school year 

included data regarding the s t u d e n t ' s c u r r e n t . h e a l t h s t a tu s which 

, / 
were considered to be r e l evan t to s i g n i f l e a n t hea l th considera t ions in 

** - ' 
the case of exceptional students. 

Discussion. The procedures covered by the local abatements' 

served to provide the school administrators, with clarification of 

requirements and some structure for intake of^students in two Bpecific* 

4 ** V 

categories (i.e. TMH and Adjusted Programs). -In addition, in the Z&ea 

of the TMH students, the statement of policy and procedures also set 

i ' ' ' ' * 

out criteria for shared costing for th/e program, .the composition and 

function of the TMH advisory committee, the maintenance of the » 

student's personal file, the enrolment authprity and application of -
i, * •< 

provincial regulations In relation to class attendance; class hours, 

't*** ' -. - ' 
supervision and evaluation o#J04H teachers, programs and students. 

It was noted,- however, that\there wer,e no local statements of 

policy or procedures covering' special education programming in general, 

educationally handicapped students, or students in part-time Special 

Education Programs. • - '- , - -

Evaluative Question Wo. 2 

** fc 

to what extent are the following program, procedures, as -j 

outlined in the provincial guidelines! followed in the local systems: 

(1) diagnosis end needs assessment of the children,. 

(2) provision of counselling services, 

(3) utilization of community resources outside the tchool system, and 
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(4) establishment of review committees to advise on placemen It Pf 

children in the programs? 

References. Applicable sections of- documents- are shown ,ln, 

endtx 22. _ . ' ' . ' . ' *..•'" 
. . ," . . - " . ' " i " 

"Method. Superintendents aftd Principals -were questioned in 

interview regarding each o^ items 1 to 4 inclusive of "this question.-

Superintendents were questioned regarding review Ponpriittjee- „' 

procedures for,Special Education Program placement in general, 
^ ' " . . ' . - « - - \ " •. ' ' '*V-\ 

<Superintendent's Interview Questlona No. 17 eftd 18J* while Princl'pal's 
, * ." V i 

Adjusted Junior High Schpol Programs We're \i' 
" \ » * • 

* * ** M " ' ' " ' I*"*!! t "' *" . 

queried regarding review committee procedures for Adjusted ;Prog-ram,l i< * \: 

Students (Principal >s Interview Questions' N*v 17" Oa? (b) (c.) and'Cdi).;" ' 
»- s • ' • * \ * • f 

. Jn ptder to determine the extent' to "which the'^BJhild'pen ident t -
1 * * %' # • ' ' -u' * '' 

fled as having a need for special help had .been provided ,*(ith gpeclau 

.help, Principals, Tegular classroom teachers*,'"'special education, teachers* ^ % » 

and reading spec ia l i s t s were asked (Principal'a*QueJjBt;ion tQ, .Beggar + * " * » -J 1 * r J 

Classropm Teacher * a Question 2, «end Special Education' Teacher *s 
' ' • ' * • ' \ • . ' , - ' - . - ' * ' « - • • 

» . • . t . . • , > • , 
Qeeatiori 6) to complete record sheets, l istj.ng a l l students identif ied 

as "needing help 

i .-

tarried' out, 

tip and* te ."indicate also" whether tteeds asses-smenfcs had been - ' ' 
t . * * * » * ^ * 

If The trtutfents had been placed in pBpgrams and the kind 

4» 
4 

« J. 

' * ' * » # > . 
ar"1 .program.** Samples! of'jthe'record sheets which were to be completed * . » ' 

aM'ehowh. **'ADpen<M.ces55,'$, and f i . . 

» »«" 

Using the,"student.- l i a t a provided by each school's s t i f f , the 
. f * . V - . - ' " 4 > *•' ik " ' * 

, investigator developed''» nominal' :14.ft of students for «4c*h' school to •• 
*iC ^ " ia* *^" - ** Sj^ ^ - » , • g | , * t 4 

'; %, «ftsure th îx £Ke *mr atudent repprtfd by tva fetcher« t or a teacher and 
- * H > i . * ? . 

**' sT Principal, ^would not be, counted £vice . 

•t 

,f 

y, 

• % 
t& 
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. • * - /, ^ 

Results. (1) Diagnosis and needs assessments of the cnlldren- -

Superintendents' responses to Interview Questidn No-w 14 indicated that \ 
% J 

the procedure followed for diagnosing problems and assessing needs 

tended to be non-structured and that a variety of diagnostic proce­

dures .were being used. < .. , 

Principals' responses to Interview Question No. 14 tended to 

be consistent with-.the Superintendents' statements, that is, a variety 

of methods were used. In some instances, there was'some question a#-

to the underatanding or- Interpretation of terms such as "diagnosis" 

"and "needs assessment." 

(2) Provision of counselling services' Superintendents' 

'reaponses^to Interview Question No.'15 indicated use of a variety of 

services which, waV consistent with the directives of Public School 
«* t. 

Programs 1980/81, l$8l/82, p. 6. 

V * ^ ^ Utilization of community resources outside the school 

'.,-"* V 
^system- Superintendents' responses to Interview Question No.- 16 

•» * 
indicated that the schools were availing themselves of a variety, of 
.» - • 

community resources such as YMCA f a c i l i t i e s , service organizations 

andMnuseumsl In addition, thej/^lndtcated'that they were using 

sociaL and health agencies' diagnostic and counsell ing s erv i ce s . 

indicate that? two di f ferent proceduresWfcre being fdl lowed',, i t was 

later ctfnfirmed by the Superintendent of School- System 2 that , in h i s 

''- * 

. . * 

• > t/ 

*'1 ' "*.' " * ' X "'J^ 
*• ^ * ' * * (*+> Establishment of review committees to advise on placement 
*vv«. \ - ^ • : "• ; i 
• *"*', of children: Although responses by Superintendents,appeared to 

»-, -



# 

65 
V * 

response to Question 18, he was referring to TMH students only for 

which the procedures,of a committee for placement was set out in the 

local statement of policy and, procedures. 

The Principals' responses to Principals' Interview Question 

No. 17(a), (b>, (c) and (d) indicated that the System 2 School had an 

established procedure whereby formal meetings of a committee composed 

of the Guidance Counsellor, Adjusted Program teachees and the 

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'aroaa^throughout the 

year, was approximately the same as for System 2. However, once 

annually, at the end of the year, this committee met, as a promotion , 

committee, supplemented by all teachers who had teaching input to the 

Adjusted Program students,- to decide on each student's status for the 

up-coroing year. . , •- , TS \ 

The Adjusted Program review" -committee met for purposes of • 

re-assessing students' progress and setting educational and vocational 

goals and appeared to.be consistent w.ith the intent'of the guidelines.^ 

In analysing the data contained in these records, it appeared 

in'a few,instances that the respondent had not understood the meaning 

of the term "needs assessment" in spite of verbal and written defini­

tions (Appendix 10). Consequently, the term was possibly i^erpreted 

as "this studert will need an assement on and* a future date 

Inserted." Future date notations were interpreted by the evaluator. 

as - "no-needs assessment completed." 

http://to.be
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In some cases, students reported as receiving tutoring, help 

were repprted as having had a needs assessment, but the assessment 

referred to was indicated to have been completed by the tutori The 

tutoring program used an instructional technique called the Andover 

method. This program had an assessment method as part of the published 

material which was administered by the personnel in the program. As 

the assessment was not considered to be within the meaning of the teYm 

"needs assessment" and the test administratora', dufllifltatlons were ' 

uncertain, it was decided by the evaluatdr to classify such cases as 

"no needs assessment completed." * . -
i i v 

The responses of school Principals to Question' 10 were limited 

with only five of ten Principals completing the fowns. The primary' 

reason given for not completing the form was that,"in order-to fill it 

out, the Principal would consult hi's regular and special class teachers 

to obtain the .information thereby making his report a mere' duplication 

f their submissions. 

Analysis of data by system and schPol is shown in Table 9. ̂ V 

"Part-time Help", as shown in Table 9,»groups together children who 

received part-time help from an EMH teacher, a special education 

teacher, a remedial reading teacher or from a reading specialist. 

The' total of si'x hearing-impaired children included in the 

total count- of children identified and in .the "Miscellaneous" section 

of "Other Programs" are partially integrated in the regular school 

program, but the class is under the jurisdiction1 of the Atlant 

Provinces Resource Centre for Hearing Handicapped, Amherst, N. S 



; -

» - , Table 9 

' • * • ' ' ' S , ' > 

—-.Number of Students Identified "as1 Needing Help end The-jr status as %t> Ksse"B$ment of (teed and Program Placement - rBy System arid firhfjol 

"" ' «- *-
(JS^TC ported by Principals', Regular Claejirooei Teachers Special Education Teachers Reading Spec val« st-s and Adjusted program Teachers) 

"In SchoQl Systems 1 and 2 Yarmouth county Nova Scotia * 
1-961-82 -

F 

S y a t e a 

! 
1 

r- 1 * 

i 

i 

, 2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

S c h o o l , 

' , 1 

*2 

3 

4 " 

5 

1 4 . 

2 

1 

4 

5 

T o t a l No 
OLL S t u d e n t * 
fljjntifled 

7 3 

3 5 

"'*.---
" 20 

3 9 

1 8 » 

5 2 

7 7 

2 3 

V 

2 5 

2 2 9 

No* forMfhoa ' ^ 
Needs Aaeeaa-
aerre^CoBpleted * 

4 7 

14 

12 

« 

* """ 

9 4 

"34 

45 -

4 " 

•Tl 

2 

1 2 2 

S p e c i a l 
Educat ion 

F u l l t X M 

T * 

T 

-

-

,-

- -

13 

-

-

-

13 

EMH 

2 

-

-

-

2 

7 

9 

-

-

-

16 

1 

^>*rt-

HeLB 

3 4 

17 

4 

13 

a. 

7 0 

\\ 

2 8 

9 

-43* 
V 

• 

9 1 

Adjus ted 
Prograai 

h . -

-

-

-

2 9 

2 9 

-

-

-

-

25 

J5 

Other Prograau 

F e d e r a l l y 
Ftihded 
t u t o r i n g 

17 

1 3 

1 1 

-

7 

4 8 

31 

13 

12 

9 

-

fc5 

T e a c h e r ' s 

Aide 

11 

-

-

-
_, 

11 

-

-

-

m a c 

-

, 1* 

-

1 

-

*• 

" 1 ' 

-

-

7 

No 
Program 

7 

5 

2 

7. 

3 

2 4 

3 

8 

r 
r 

-

-

12 

Remarks *. 

i 

• H e a l t h f a c i l i t y t h e r a p i s t 

1 

-

"Hearing impaired c las j s — : 
. . 1 

•Speech T h e r a p i s r 

* Reading S p e c i a l i s t -
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A comparison of the number of children identified as requiring ̂  

help with the number of "children placed in̂  programs as shown In Table 

10 indicated that approximately 7.57. were in full-time TMH or EMH 

Programs, apprpximately'397. wer* inNpart-time Special Education Programs. > 

or receiving he,lp from reading specialists, approximately 2.57. were 
"r 

being helped by teacher's .aides and approximately 137. were in the 

» Adjusted Program^ Thus, approximately 627. of children, identified as 

needing help" in the 1981-82 school year, received help funded and under 

the jurisdiction of the school systems. Of the remaining approximately * 4 

387., aPr**roxlraately ^77. received help.from a federally-funded tutoring f> 

program not under the jurisdiction of the provincial Department of 

Education., and approximately t27. were receiving other provincially funded •' • 

help (i.e. the class for the hearing impaired, a speech therapist, or a 
•> 

health facility therapist). Approximately 9% of children listed as 

• ,** ' ' - ** ' ' 
identified by teachers as needing help were not receiving help of any 

' " L • ' -
kind. It should be noted that the perc^enfage of children not yet 

V , , >. l 

r e c e i v i n g he lp was Approximate ly 367. If fhe f e d e r a l l y - f u n d e d program 

I * K 

was disregarded. ' » 
« 

"The number of students placed i*n programs, as reported in 
Tahles"9 and 10 were compared with the number for^whom needs assess-* 

' i ' *• 

ments were carried out*as reported in Table 9 and the percentage 
/, * 

relationships are shown in Table 11. 'Approximately 5B\ orfslightly -

J * • 
more than half of U>e total number of students rec'eiVtng he*!? (frTom all 
sources), in System 1 Schools were reported as .having had a needs 

. ' , * c . * _ i *** 

' assessment completed. In System 2*, much th«<"sam^ picture appeared » 
1» , . , . ' . . - ' . • ' *** « 

* ' r • 
with approximately 5̂ t5%"t>f̂  t̂ ie-.chf ldreri" Tec.eivJ.ng help of one kind or 

V 
4 . 

http://Tec.eivJ.ng
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Table 11 70 

Number of Students Placed in Programs Compared with Number 

fpr Whom Assessments of Needs were Completed ,- in School 

Systems 1 and 2, Yarmouth County{ Nova Scotia 

Canada, 1981-82 

System School 

Numbers of Students 
in Programs (all 
types) or receiving 
help (all types), 

Number Reported 
for Whom Needs 
Assessment 
Completed 

Percentage of. 
Number in 
P̂ rp grams * 

66 47 71.21 

30 14 46.67 

16 12 75.09 

13 25.00 

36 18 50.00 

Totals *• 
System 1 

161 

49 

94 58.39 

34 69.39 

69 45 65.22 

22 18.18 

V 52 37 71.15 

26 -§iP° 

Totals -
System 2 

217 m 122 .- 56:22 • 

•at—a— 

System 1 and 2 Totals.-. 

Number of Students% In Programs Odl types);' v 37B 

Number Reported for Whom Needs Assessment Completed: 216 

Percentage-of Total in Programsv ' 57.14% 

/ • 

• \ 
f 2 <<t 

. - ' / • • 
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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 in programs' or receiving help -

all types - was approximately 577., slightly more than half the total 

number identified as needing help and receiving it. 

Evaluative Question No. 3 ( 

How do classroom aCtivi-ties as observed in special education 

classrooms compare With suggested activities as contained in the 

/ provincial directives and guidelines'* 

References Applicable references are shown in Appendix 23. 

Method. A classroom observation record form (Appendix 13) 
t. > 

was developed for minute-interval observations of special education 

classroom teachers and remedial reading teachers. Fourteen categories 

of teacher activities were developed by-the evaluator based on the 

4. Implications.of the Department of Education references presented in_ 
e 

Appendix'23 and content of a teacher evaluation check-off list as 
•• 

presented by Gipson (1979). Through- pilot-studying the use of the 
S3 ' 

„form, it was decided that the first five seconds of every minute of 

' observation wouldibe used to check the category of activity of the 

A ,*"' ' teacher djurlng that minute.,. The remainder, of each minute served to 
- • ,' - * . 'type * . . . 

'* record.'particulars regarding student gro*up composition, material's, A 

, -subject matter, teacher activities and movement, general method of 
, * *• - . » 

4 presentation and, "when possible, the"" teacher' 8 description of subject 

matter and activities for the perlbd observed! 
• *• 

' ""* 

/ 
^ , 

V , 

S ' 
» i, 

' •». 

1 

y 
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\ 

• 
' 11 

*> 
> 
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Eight special education teachers, which Included 2 EMH and 

3 TMH classrooms, 2Vr,esource room teachers and I remedial .reading N 

r c 

teacher were observed for one morning'each-by the evaluator. Reading 

specialists were also observed for varying periods of time but these 

dafa were not included as they were not classified as 'special education 

teachers.' 

The distributions of special education teachers' time across 

the fourteen categories of activities as observed during the periods 

of observation were analysed and are shown in table 12, and the percent-
o 

ageiof'each teacher's tdtal time devoted to each activity was then 

calculated and tabulated In Table 13. 

Results As can be seen from Table 15, teachers' approaches 

tended -to vary markedly. For .example, teachers' time allocation to 

category 1, lecturing to the whole class 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 change significantly throughout the observation period were 

observed to spend a minimum of 3% to a maximum of 16% approximately -

and an average of 6.73% of their,time in lecturing to the whole class. 

A minimum of approximately 11% and a maximum of approximately 

47% of teacher time was spent in one-to-one- instruction, category 4, 

*\nd analysis of time distribution to this item suggests that at least 

two of the teachers devoted almost half of their time ti one-to-one 

instruction, while 8 of 9 teachers spent 20% or more of their time In this 
- -. * -

activity. Categories 6, 7 and 8 which involved attending, t;o »tudents '. 
, 4 

and clarifying their ideas and feelings showed'a more limited range of " 

/ 

^ 
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Spacia 1 Cducat ion Class root* Teacher Observat i >n Anal ys is 

1961-82 School Syatems 1 and 2f 

Yarmouth County Nova Scotia i Canada 
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Tabic 13 

Claaafoom observations of Special Education Taachar J981-S2, in • * ** 
Schools Systssu 1 and 2, Yarmouth County, Nova ^eotia, Canada 
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between 07. to 19% approximately'of-teacher time being devoted to these " 

activities. Praising or encouraging, category .9, was observed to 
i i - . •• 

H 
occupy '*„ minimum "of 3% t o a "'maxtympi of 227. of t e a c h e r - t i m e , t h e l a t t e r 

* ' 0 T - a "i 
*- f . • * t * , " * 

(i.e. 227.) being obse'fved in the caseXof a^remediaT, reading teacher. 

. A limited»time range was "noted-for category 10 which .might 
i * * • « 

- - ' * - " * • 

indicate that classes werexwell structured so that little time needed 

' tt> be spent -in' incidental,student requests.* (Kange _ 07. to 7% approxi-

-mately).* ' ' • .. . \ - . , * " ' * * ** 

•' ' - A " " - * . , " 
Analysis of. category «11 discl6sed that the time 'spiAit in * , 

*"•' « - • - - " ' - . . ' . 

criticizing dr reprimanding ranged frei"n 07. to a maximum of 107. / ' 
<• * • 

•• -i , x - ' " 
approximately of a teacher's total observed time. Further analysis 

" * ' ' 

indicated that collectively those teachers who critici-zed of reprimanded 

students for non-acceptable behaviours^ did so 787«. of the time. , 

(approximately) before the whole .class, 13% of the time (approximately)-
' • -

to the student individually and approximately 97. of the time in a "small 

group setting. No teacher was observed to spend time In justifying 

his or her own actions (category 12). In observations of,six of the 

nine teachers, ttiere were no observations of periods-of silence of ( 

confusion with no directed activity under way (category 13). The 

highes* incidence (approximately 3% of teacher time) was judged to be 

related to the remedial reading teacher',s student grqups' turnover . 

times. Periods of silence with planned organized activity under way 

(category 14) occupied a minimum of 17a to a maximum of 19% approxi.-
a 

mately of t'eacher time. 

Data were interpreted tc* suggest that generally the"emphasis 

was on one-to-one instruction, that student talk was not extensive 



i- X 

and that programs tended to be strongly structured* 

- - * ** , *, ->*A •, 
It was afaor noted that In general, -during-periods -of observa* 

» - - • * 
tiAns, subject" matter covered ranged from readiness skills (coldurs, 

» > 
'.geometric jsbapes, numbers / a lphabe t , weathery days of the week, e t c ) ' 
*'• ' * * ' 
to evading, language, spelLLng,, mathematics., soc ia l ' stn£ife£ , "Rexspn&I 

\ - ' • • . * • . • * - ' * . . , 

awareness and life skills' such as personal grooming, simple food* 
. - ,• . . * • - * / *r* -

preparation,- table setting and clean-up fea&ks. - - * 

In presentation, the teacher**' methods included lecturing, 

chalkboard presentation^ use of small models or actual, objects, , „ f' 
* • ' " 

flash cards, skill-building games, fixtures, posters, snack foods and 

eating utensils. "•/ ' , J 

Students were-observed to engage In listening to teacher or 
t* I e, 

tapes, responding verbally, completing written assignments', oral 

reading, independently reading or game playing, drawing, colouring, 
4 

cutting, gluing, sorting, assembling parts, action singing, reciting, 

model building (group activity), mural painting (group activity), 

preparation of snacks, table Setting and servlag, clean-up activities 

and personal grooming. ^ 

\J 

'4 

n 

% 

• / 

Evaluative Question No. 4 "^ 

To what exbejvt is the documentation as outlined in the 

provincial and locaL directives and guidelines maintained on each 

student'served by the 'programs? r v 

References: References applicable to Evaluative Question 

No. 4 are discus,sfed or quoted in Appendix 24. * 

Method: The subject of documentation.was raised in 

interviews of Superintendents, Principals, special educatldn teachers, 

\ 

e 

» 
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and reading specialists, and questions relevant to this subject were 

contained in ̂ estionnaires completed by regular classroom teachers and 

0-
parents* 

Check of Documentati'on in Student Records. For the purpose of 
. , , . 

checking each school's documentation on a student, a student*record 
/' • ' « 

check-off list was prepared as shown in Appendix 14. Student records 

^ checking was carried* out by the evaluator bet-ween 1 June, and 

31 .July,4 1982. 

The evaluator followed the s'ame'procedure for pbtainlng access 

to student records in each of the ten schools^. The Principal, in each 

instance, was presented with a copy of the nominal list prepared by , , 

the evaluator on the^ basis of listings provided by gjtaff of the school 

on, forms'provided by the evaljjator. Student fî les as provided'by the 

Prlncipel, or staff under the Principal's instructions, were then 

examined. If files were not provided for all students listed, the 

disctepancy was drawa to the attention o'f the Principal or his delegated 
* "V 

r • * * 

staff. If the file could not then be located," the fact was nQt,e'd. In 
* * « 

'several instances, when students were in transit between ,schools, 
. missing files wer*e located at other system schools. Under no circum-

^ * 

stances did the evaluator apprdach an individual teacher for a 

student's records. Records of students which*could not be accessed 

through the Principal's or school's main -administrative office / 
' 

following the procedure indicated above were judged to be not available 
"to "the evaluator. $ 

Files were scrutinized in the-same manner for all students, that 

"is, all items in the file, cumulative recdrd card, reports, correspon­

dence or examples of work, were noted.. • 



< 
' The data .obtained from examination of students' files were 

recorded on the check-off list in detail as to nature of material, 

(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 documentation considered to be significant in relation to 

children in need of special help as described in the' directives and 

guidelines. • ' 

Results: Nature of Documents as Indicated by Questionnaire 
^ i i • i i i i i i i ii hn 

• * * 

Responses Superintendents' responses to Questions 24, 25, 26 and 27 

indicated that a pre-school assessment was carried out in most cases. 

However, in the case of School System 2, it was indicated that a child 

could be admit'ted without^the pre-school assessment. In System 1, it 

was noted that the assessment had previously been- the 'responsibility 

ôf the Public Health Nurse, but in 1981 had been assumed by the Primary „ 

Grade teacher. The System 1 response indicated that the pre-school . 

assessment was. intended to pick up only gross deficiencies and was. 

administered in May or,June. In System 2,. the Primary Grade teachers,. 

» Public Health Nurse and secretaries were involved in carrying out the 

assessment which was intended to determine the readiness\ of the child 

for pchool entry* ( 

As to the documents covering the initial referra4 of-the TMH 

students fdr Special Education Programs as no,t.ed in Reference No. 7 of 

Appendix 24, the indication was that the documents were held by the 

school responsible fpr the TMH program presentation ii\ System 2, 
' at. 

although the'System 1 Superintendent indicated that he held docume<*rt>s 
" for'students of System 1. * ** \ • 

•a 
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Further questioning in relation to children in Special Education 

r 
Programs, in general, disclosed"that System 1 Superintendent maintained 

"• * 

demographic data only, as did the Superintendent of System 2. In 

addition, System 2 Superintendent he 1*3 copies of minutes of TMH meetings 

In response to Question 12, "What records do you keep on each 

child'", a variety of responses was received from Principals of Schools. 

.Responses ranged from "no records, personally," to cumulative record' \ 

cards, progress reports (term), report cards and a record of the ' 

teacher(s) Vho aire seeing the child, results of formal testing, notes 

teachers may have written, samples erf work, all correspo'hden^^, reading 

test results,, standardized test results) tutoring record, etc. ' 

As written directives from parent or docjtor to Principal 

'* ' % ' *" 

and/or Principal to teacher would, presumably, be filed in the student's 

main recor.d file, the responses to Principal's Question No. 14 were 

examined. Again the responses varied. 

To inform teachers regarding students for whom there is a risk 
•i 

of medical emergency and the action which must be taken should the 
4 

emergency arise, Principals' responses indicated tl>at Principals in A * 
System 1 tended to rely largajey on the annual registration form for 

c9 • ' 
information from parent as to any significant medical condition. Ih 

A 
some .instances, it was indicated in the Principals' responses, that 

such information was*recqrded on the cumulative record card. In no 

instance was written direction from Principal to teacher" indicated as 

the procedure* Instead, hmost responses indicated that the Principal 

would pass such information to the teacher verbally. There were n"o 
* • . • 

indications of a formalized procedure with any specific written 
• » i 

\ 
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record form other than annual registration or note on cumulative 
* 

recorq" card. * * «> * 

In relation to children who must receive oral medication during 
... * 

the school day, again procedures varied from requiring a doctor's " « 

''' > 

letter and Public Health Nurse assistance, to parents' written or 

verbal notification. Supervision of medication also varied from control 

of medication by Principals under lock in refrigerator, to being kept 
in the teacher's desk or, presumably, student's personal responsibility. 

. - ** 

Again, there appeared to be no general system procedure with established 

format for recording and passing such information frorm parent and/or 

doctor -through'Principal to teacher. 

Analysis of special education teachers' responses to Question 7 

of Appendix 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 

indicated an informal method. Seven of the ten teachers interviewed 

stated that criterion-referenced tests were used, all ten stated that 

teacher-made tests were administered' and four indicated the use of 

standardized tests periodically. Responses to Question 7, in general, 
i 

suggested that special education class student files should contain a. 

variety of test data. 

v Responses to Question 7 were of interest in relation to 

consultation records. When responses to 7(c) were analyzed, It was 

found that all«iindicated some consultation in some of the special 

education student files. 

4* 
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Responses tft Question 14 of Appendtx 7 indicated that, all 
-v* *' ' * • • * 

special education teachers were nrafntairting records, with one indicating 

^recording in a bdokland another,, referring t"o ***ust personal records 
^ ' • * • " ' • * ' • ' . , • ' devis-ed by myself." However, *eaponses" in general, again indicated 

* • . - ' 

that student files should ce»fJ.£ct the on-*going assessment? wht-cji the 
. * 

special education teachers stated that they were'.completing. 
• • " . " • > * 

Regular claaaraem tochers' responses to Question 4 of Appendix 
* * 

9 indicated that, amongst many other records kept,-many teachjers 

* * i 

retained the cumulative record card which was judged to Imply "that the 

variety*of records described by'them should, for the m o s t p a r t , be 

r e t a in -^ in, or a t l eas t by the* end of each school year, find t,heir w a f 
f r 

* • v - • 

into ""tthe students" main fAes along/Vith the cumulative record card. 
A * 

The residing specialists'<tresponsyes to Question 13 of Appendix 7 

also indicated maintenance of extensive records which included da i ly , 

r e c c e s for each^phild. , 1 

% The Adjusted Program teachers ' reaponses to Questions 7, 8 and 

14 of Appendix 7 indicated that, with the exceptionof one,'all Adjusted 
* 

Program teachers used recorded teacher observations, criterion-

referenced tests, teacher-made tests as Well as curriculum-base,d tes*s * 

and the records of these evaluations would, presumably, ,be refcprded or ' 

filed in the student's file. 

' Question 8 responses by Adjusted Programi teachers suggested 

that there were, in three instances at least, parent consultations 
t % • 

Which should be recorded in student files. Only three of five Adjusted 

Program teachers responded to <Juestion 1*4. These indicated that dnly 

limited records were**<kept by two (i.e. day book), while the other kept 

X 
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» 
fairly 'ext«nsisre on-goirtg progress records both academic and soc ia l . 

A 
The extent to whioh slich records, as described in Question 14 "responses, 

Would fihd t h | i x way in to the s tuden t ' s mam f i l e appeared unclear. 

/ '-1 * Parents ' responses tq Question No. 4 of the Parents ' Question,-, 

'narre,. Appendix No^>l2, were analysed by system, schocl and kind of 

help which student received"and are shown.in Table 14. The data 

indicate—*| tha t , of the parents whdsxe&p«™l£d by returning completed 
completed 

questiorwdkares, that i s , of 45.parents in System 1 who respori*^, 601 
•*• 

of those whose ch^ldr*""* received parjt-fcime special education, 

* approximately 507. of those whose- children Teceiyed help from the 

reading spec i a l i s t and 757. of those whose chi ldren wer„e placed in the 

.Adjiisted Program indicated that they had givefi wri t ten consent. In 

• System 2, of the 48 parents who .responded, -407. of those whose children 
> * - . 

were in EMH classes, "approximately 107. of'those whose children Were( in 

TMH classes, 607. of those whose children were in part-time special 

* ^education, approximately 377. <̂f those whose children were receiving 

help fr.om the reaUing* specialist and 501 of those whose children were 

» » 

'plane*! i/t the Adjusted Program indicated that they had given wri t ten 

consent. , *" 

As shown in Table 15, analysis of parents' responses to Question • 
No. 6 indicated that, of the 45 parents who responded in.System 1, the >, 

. — ' i 

schools' staffs had initiated contacts with 60% of parents of children 

/ \ 
. receiving part-t ime specialf'education help, 1007. of parents whose 

/ • 
children had help from a teacher ' s a ide , approximately 397. of parents 

of chrldren who had heJLp from a reading s p e c i a l i s t and 507. of parents 
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* V * 
R e s p o n s e s t o Pare jv ts O u . l t i o n n a i r e Quest ft. n 6 - Cat p^i r i t s of C o n t u t ; , 

" A n a l y s e d by*"*5ysl*eni School and Kind of Help - S p a t i a l t1uc. i t ion b t u t f ' 

Schoo l Sys t ems 1 and 2 - Yarmouth County Nova s u t u Candid I tHl ft? 
N O T t t ^ M I 

( 3 I 

"Xf 

Schoo l -V"* t i a t e d C o n t a c t - A1* espouse) was c o u n t e d a s one* i>n t h i s c a t e g o r y if sp-svifi"- l a t e s #Sp*"--jfic 
n o n - s p e c i f i c s t A t e a c n t was i n d i c a t e d ir\ p a t e n t s r e «{«"•<"-. se J. . 

p a r e n t - i n i t l a t e d Only - A r e s p o n s e was c o u n t e d a s one in t h i s q a t e g o r y vr*?n c o n t a u s l e a n e d were i n i t i a l ) 

No - n A r e s p o n s e was c o u n t e d a s one in t h i s c a t e g o r y when ( . a r tn - n o t e d anny t rememtt-r 
o n l y " p a r e n t - t e a c h e r n i g h t s o n l y none never or no e n t r y 

» 

vt n t d t b i t ,•*** t |-pe 

( I- b , j a r e 

t c m or 

t t a) 

* 

Kind of Help S tuden t P e c e t v e d 

—I—• ' j 
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whose ohildren Were in'the Adjusted Program. The numbers of contacts 

, t varied widely from once or twice a year to weekly contacts. 
' S y 

In System 2, the analysis indicated t-hat, in relation to the 48 

parents who replied, %he schools' staffs had initiated cqntacts with 

' '• j \ ,' . • 
607o of parents with children in TMH programs, 407» of parents whose 

\ . a . "-

children received -part-time special education help, approximately 2*17> 

of parents whose children, had help from a faading specialist and 

25% of parents whose children were in'the Adjusted Program. 

• ' ' Since the proportions .of parents contacted, as .indica'ted by 

parents. v responses, varied to*sucJi an extent on the basis of. parent 
• X « ' ( - \ 

responses, it could be assumed that schools' documentations of parent 

t 
contacts would also be varied. , ._, , > 

» Of, 18*5 students identified »s needing help or receiving h*elp in 

the 1981-82 school year ik System 1 schools, the student files were 
s I. 

examined £or 168 (approximately 9l7„). Records were not available,for 

examination and could not be located within the time set aside by the 

©.valuator for the record check for the remaining 17, 'ox approximately 

97, of the students. Of the 168 students, 5 (or-approximately 37.) were 

EMH students, 70 (approximately 427«) were rffBfciviYig part-time special* 
• r***1 ' '• * A * 

, education or reading specialist help, 29 (approximately 177.) were in 

' the Adjusted Program, 7 (approximately 47o) were being helped by 

teachers' aides, 50 (approximately 30"/<-) were receiving help in ttte 

federa*lly-funded tutoring progtam only, and 7 (approximately 47o) were ' 

not receiving heTp (Data .are shown in* Table 16).' 

Si • 
•v Of 225 students in'gywiem 2 schools who* were listed by sohool" 
staff9 as needing help or receiving help of some kipd, student files 

a \ 
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Stu<%ent Documentat ion - Records Check A n a l y s i s - By System, Schoo l , Category of Help and 

^Category of documen ta t i on . School Systems 1 and 2 , 

YarmautfWCounty, Nova S c o t i a , panada , 1981-82 
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V 

Kind of Help Received (Students for whom Records, were Examined) 
r * 

b - TMH 
c »'Part-time Special Education or Reading Specialist 
d - Adjusted Program ^ 
e - Teacher's Aide 
f - federally-funded Tutoring Program » 

qjf - too help received as yet 

latlv«f>card in ana/ 

Diagnostic Assessment 

0 • none in student's file or noted on cumu 
school year up to Jape, 1982 

1 - group or routine academic testing in any school year up to 
Just, 1962 (1 e. Reading Level Testing, "group" - 1 { and/or 

f general achievement testing ) 
21 • individual diagnostic assessment in any school year up to 

June, 1962 even if only record sighted was on cumulative card 

Yearly Program Plans 

Yes - A srVclfic statement or IEP covering program for student. 
No - Cumulative card notation only dr no record, % 

nethods attempted - Succesa/railure Rate-

Yes - Specific summary or statement on methods attempted t success/ 
failure rate (Reading Specialist report, special education 
teacher's report) \ 

cOjaulati No - Tern or progress reports only, cO 
or rvo record 

tfve card notation only 

Personnel fnvolved and -Functions in Development of Student 

Specific fisting of or reports from such personnel 

Dated S umam tion of Parent Interviews 

Any sepatfefte report or record of parent interviews 

Copies of Correspondence - I 

To or" from parents or agencies regarding student 

Report of Specieliat.services • 

"Specialist" interpreted as outside the school system ana including 
medical, psychological, "speech/hearing,social agency, etc. reports 

Profile Graphs on which to Record Educational Growth 

A specific profile - not the cumulative card record. 

Medical and/or Clinical Data 

D • none 
1 » cumulative card notation only * 
2 - separate* record or report including Public Health pre.-school 

assessment 

Speech, Hearing * Visual Defects - Medical Reports ., 

'0 * nothing^ 
, 1 • cumulative card notation 

2 - separate report by medical authority 

RepdVt from Community Health Nurse 

Separate report by Community Health Nurse - not a cumulative c*rd 
notation 

Abstract of Relevant Information from Cumulative Card(s> 

Any •summary or photocopy of cumulative card data 

Completed Admission rona Signed by Parents f 

Any form of written parental authornation for TMH class placement 
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.were examined for 213 students (approximately 95%).'' The remaining 

14 files (approximately $'h) were not available within f"he. evaluator's 
* " * 

scheduled checking time. Of the 213 students of System 2 sohools, 

whose records were checked, 16 (approximately 87.) were in EMH classes, 

13 (approximately 67.) were TMH students, 99 (approximately 477») were I 

receiving part-time help in special education or from the reading 

specialist,. 25 (approximately 127») were in the Adjusted Program, 52 

(approximately 25%) were receiving' help from the federally-funded 

tutoring program only and 6 (approximately 37.) were receiving no-help. 

*•* • * Diagnostic Assessment Provided that some kind of record was 

found of administration of an individual I.Q. test, wi.th or without 

additional tests (i.e. tests of perception, academic achievement or 

visual-motor coordination,) this was counted as evidence of individual 

testing of the student.to determine his or her specific educational 

f 

needs. 
\ '• 

All« records of testing which would have been group-administered' 

or formed part of general testing programs such as Primary level I.Q. 

testis or (Lorge Thorndlke Intelligence Tests, Metropolitan Achievement 

Tests, Differential Aptitude Tests,) were counted as group or routine 
a 

academic testing if record form or, cumulative Card notation was found 

in «the stud^B^fHe. Records showing only Reading and/or other skill 

level testing which formed part of & particular published program in. 

that skill were not considered âs falling within the meaning of the 

I V 

term "diagnostic needs assessment." 

A file was recorded as having no evidence of diagnostic 

assessment when no record was found of general intelligence and 
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general achievement testing in the form o'f. test; record forms, or cumii- ' 

. " "% " -
em 

lative card notation. ^ » . 
Data indicated'"•hat, in "System 1, of the 168 children whose 

record's were examined, 68 (approximately 407,) had had some form o£" 
t 

individual diagnostic assessment at some point witttin tlheir school ( 

years from Grade Primary to Jthe 1981-82 school year, 77 (approximately -**" 

467o) had been tested in a group-testing procedure once or more since 
•jrr • - ^ 

» • - *:.- -"A 
beginning school and 23 (approximately 147.) appeared to have received *""""" —-

* jKiuj 
no diagnostic assessment of any kind-as defined, on £he evidence" "-or* the 

-.* " -
records which were made available. 

. " * * - ; . ' " *" . - x 

The System 2 data On th'e 211 students whose records were examined ' 
indicated that 89 (approximately 427.) %ad had individual diagnostic 

• *"• 

assessments of some kind parried out? at some time, 74 (approximately*4, 
>. > 

357.) had been assessed once or more' by means of "standardized group-

.£&A- \ *-

•m 

at 

testing instruments and 48 (approximately 237,) appeared not to hav*e 

received diagnostic needs assessmeat of any kind. 

••» a . * 

Yearly Program Plans; Yearly program plans in the for,m._pf a 

••'•J-
•separate and specif ic summary of the s tudent ' s s ta tus a t somejjoint lV 

hSa school* career wlt'h a statement of goals for that or subsequfflh: 

academic years was found in 5 records (approximately 3%) of System 1 . 
' "" » • "" 

school records . No evidence was found in any student record examined 
. ." %"* - * - < ' 

in System 2 schools-. . , 
*" ' * 

Methods Attempted-Success/Failure{Rate. -The guidelines wer« 
— , i i.i.S** i ilium null ••ravins is. ira»>ii • • î liw — n ,-, , ••••nm, „„, a. > 

ip the ro interpreted to mean a specific statement ip the form of an anecdotal 

report of tlrje method-s attempted by the claasfq^m and/or special- class . 

t 

""' / ,. " * *•"""? i" s 

"•««^**p»lis»jj 
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> > , « •> , _ _ a ^ , ' . 

or"-specialist Jfeattheret. Itemizing procedures followed tn*attempting 
' * ' * • " . ' • . " • * - / 

,to guide the child vtrr'B k i l l , development With a fcecard. of the * 
- . , . ~ - : " • > . " ' * . - * 

Autcea* or falJJnre rate*in tofiflication of -those method's. Any 
<• "* ., ' * V * * ' * 7 . 

separate report of a classroom or special c lass or s p e c i a l i s t 

teacher of the nature indicated vas counted as fa l l ing withit\ ehis 
"> . " : . . " . . 

,» a. - ' . ' " 
categoty,. Very brief ,cjdraurativ»r card notations werfe^not Considered to 

do so. "However, in, Ihe case of records of a group of jtini-ox 'high * 
i " ' , < r i -r -

* * * * <. 

stuiients who had received reading .specialist help,only> tt appearea 

that thl cumulative card aneĉ fotal comments by the reading^ 1&a£her; 

" '* „ " . .">A A "*""' were the only record" on f i l e of the1 teafcher's assessment. ,Cons*-
4. * > i , * 

> . ' ,1 I ' I 

quently; these were counted as .falling within the meaning of the** 
at, A ' * • . ''"*"' A 

guidelines. * - • -
- • . • i ' * -

"The standard term report ot inter fan progress repotft ' ~ ' 

* * . * * • 

completed on every student it* ths systems at *&gulat intervals Was 

* " * * iB***** 
no* judged to fall within the meaning of l"h*pgtiid*]lifce,s for special 

Sea " J- " ' 

• eco rds for the child needing help beyond tha.1T prpvidpd In the 

1 •jf 
regular classroom. ag . c 

pata indicated that, in 23 (apptoxlTnately f47.) of the 7* ' 

records checked in' System 1 schools, there It** soflffc 'fornt of 

record of the methods Attempted, while 26 files (approximately 42%) 

* , ' 
of the System 2 records contained some evidence of such, r*<;ord<-

keeping. » _ 

* * 
Personnel InvolVedNknd.Fufwitlons in Development of " t he ' * 

• " . i t , . . . I I mi. H..U •• I" I < . i • in I " ||i i tt il ii I • i f M i 

Studentt A specific sunroarijted l i s t or tabulation fo'rffi was found 

in no instance. Cumulative c-ard records alsio .did not appear to 

i 
t a , • 

http://tha.1T
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provide- an essential structure which was to be followed of necessity 

for maintenance of complete records of all personnel --involved in the 

development of the student. Therefore, for purposes of the study, 

it was judged that, if the evaluator found in the student's record 

file -a specific report which had been completed 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 falling within 

the meaning of th£ guidelines. 

In System 1 schools, 25 (approximately 157.) of records were 

judged to meet this requirement, while 59 (approximately .287.) of 

System 2 schools' student records were judged tp contain clear evidence 

of the personnel involved in the student's development 

Dated Summations of Parent Interviews Any separate report 
" i " « rti ' ' . ' "• • ^ 

t-

or'clear record oftparent Interviews whichwas contained within the 

file or on the cumulative record card was judged to fall within the 

meaning of the guideline?. 

In System 1 files, 10 records (approximately 67. of the records 

checked) contained such records or reports,, while in System 2. fil,es, 

1 (approximately 0.477o of the records checked) contained such 

evidence. 

Copies of Correspondence. Any correspondence in the student's 

file, Whether of a routine, demographic nature or relevant to an 

academic or behavioural problem, current or otherwise, was considered 

to meet the requirements although, If the directives were more specific 
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it was assumed that some correspondence 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 647„) of System 1 records contained correspondence, while^ 29 

files (approximately 147») of System 2 records contained correspondence. 

Reports of Specialist Services The", term "specialist" for 

purposes of the record Gheck was interpreted as meaning a person with 

special skills whose help was sought or provided from outside the * 

school system. School System staff such as special education teachers, 

reading specialists or guidanpe'counsellors were not considered to be 

within the meaning of "specialist" in this context. 

In System 1 records, 40 student files (approximately 247.) were 

found to contain specialist reports as defined, while in System 2 

records, 22 files (approximately 1Q7.) were found to contain specialist 

reports. 

Ik Prof ile'Graphs on Which to Record Educational'Growth. The 

"profile graphL' as referred to in- the guidelines was judged to be a 

specifIC-graphic profile form of the student's academic record. This 

would display his or her competency levels over time to provide- staff 
at 

responsible for the child at any given time with a rapid-scan record 

of the student's skill development particularly in the specific sub-

skill areas in which progress and development should be charted. The 

cumulative card record was not judged to be within the meaning" of the 

reference. ,**. 
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In System 1 records, two files (approximately 17.) were judged 

to contaih a record which met most of the .criteria as noted above, 

^ H "" o *s 

, while in. System 2 records, no profile graphs were found. 

'•' , A ' ' I 
0 , Medical and/or Clinical Data MedicaJ or clinical data within 
'' 
the file was judged to fall within two categories, ,'(1̂  an actual 

medical or clinical report or note &rom the parent regarding a medical 

concern in relation to their chLld dated any time tiuring the student's 

school years and including* the Public Health Pre-school Assessment and 

(2) ̂ ^cumulative card notation only regarding' the child's physical , , 

status made any time during the child's school years. 

In System 1 records, 39 files Caipproximately 237«) contained 
# 

category (1) records and 32 files (approximately 197.) contained 

category (2) records, while in System 2 records, 4 (approximately 27.) 

contained category (1) records and 111 (approximately 537.) contained 

category (2) records. , ' // 

TMH - Speechr Hearing and Visual Defects - Medical Reports 

In the System 2 TMH student records, no acftual speech, hearing, visual 

P * "V • 
or other form of ̂medical record wasMound in ,a student file. However, 

V a»\ 
il of J:he 13 TMH files examined (approximately 857.) had cumulative card-

* 
notations regarding the child's physical status. 

TMH - Report from Community Health Nurse Ndfte of the 13 TMH 

files examined in System 2 contained community health nurse reports. 

TMH - Abstract of Relevant Information from Cumulative Cards 

None 6f the 13 files examined contained abstracted information'. 

TMH - Completed Admission Form Signed by Parents None of the 

13 files checked contained a completed admission form. 
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Combined Systems 1 and 2 Analysis In the following summary of 
r 

the combined two-system data, all percentages are approximate. Overall 

in combined System 1 and 2 sch6ol student records, 927. of the records 

of the 410 students identified as needing or receiving Help of some 

kind in the 1981-82 school year werje examined r Of these, 427. were-

found to contain some record of some form oS individual diagnostic . 

assessment while approximately 407. had been assessed at some time in a 

standardized group-testing procedure. 

Only 17. of files contained yearly program plans, 137. contained 
* " "v 

a record of methods attempte'd with success/failure rate, 227. contained 
t , 

adequate evidence of personnel involved and their functions in the 

development of the students, 37. contained dated summations of parent 

interviews, 367. contai-ned^copies of correspondence, 167. contained 

reports /of specialist services, less than 17. contained profile graphs-

on whidh to record'' the student's educational growth, 117. contained 
actual medical or clinical reports as defined by the evaluator and 387. 

contained cumulative card notations regarding the student's physical 
a 

status. Information relevant to TMH students of both systems combined 

has been discuffffed under the System 2 analysis. 

Evaluative Question No.*5 * 

Are mdiyidualized programs prepared for each child placed in 

a special education program, as outlined in,the provincial guidelines9 

References "Supplementary Document No. 24 (1980) stated 

' x w 

Program ", ' ""' — " ' 
*«, ' ' 

Regardlass of the methods selected for delivering Services to-
* - / <\ 

a child, each child receiving special-education and services 
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should be placed on an individualized program for remediation ' 

i ' •**• 

«nd/or development. The level and nature of this., program 

should-be based on the information, gained in the assessment 

And should begin at the child's present level of functiorytHgt— 

The program should be designed to incorporate appropriate 

sequential steps to mSve the child continually- toward regular 

• class programs, and should be t)ased on appropriate educational* " 
• ' i }> •fa-

•objectives consistent with those enunciated in the Nova Scotia , 

Public^School Programs document, (p. 9) 

The reference states that the yearly program plans with other 

relevant information such as personnel involved ,Ln the child's develop­

ment and methods used in presenting the program should be included in 

the student's records. 

Method All special education teachers were requested to 

complete a Record of Children*in, Special Education Classes. In this 
_ _ • , , * — r j . — , 

tabulation, they were to list, amongst particulars related to each 

child in. their class, whether or not the child was on an individualized 

education program. Table 1? is an analysis of the €ata reported for 

this item. These data were then compared with the documents recorded 

m the Students' Records Check-off Lists by the evaluator for evidence 

of,Yearly Program Plans, Methods Attempted Success/Failure Rate, 
- i. 

Personnel Involved and their functions in the development of the student 

and the results are tabulated in Table 18. 

Results The comparison indicated jfchat, on th»i basis of 

definitions of documentation presented in Evaluative Question 4, 6 

students (approximately 177.) of the 36 students in special?, education 
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.Comparison of fJumber of Students for Whom Individualized- Education-' 

Programs have -bepn Prepared as Reported by -Special Education Teachers 

with Actual Documentation Sigh-ted by the Evaluates in 

Student's Records \n School Systems 1 and 2 * 
f i J 

* * * "* 
, Yarmouth county, Nova Scotia, Canada 
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* programs ip ŷateip. 1 schools were reported by apecial education 

teachers to have individualized education prqgrwiis^C IEPs), while .the ̂  

records ch#ck indicated that documentation was in, t"he students' 
a I 

records for Yearly Program Plans for 4 (11%) / some tecord of methods1 

attempted with success/failure rate for 2 (approximately 6%) and some 

record of personnel involved for '10 (approximately 2rT**Ŝ  
It » T 

,In System 2, sp'ecĵ al education teachers r-epor ted'that IEPs had, 

* *• 
* beeri prepared for 44 (88%) of the 50 students in special"education >* 

* . J" -

programs while the records check carried out^ by the evaluator*indicated 

1 X2°L) of the fiaj.es which contained "a yearly progr'am plan (this plan 

was for"j the year l$&0 and completed by an out-of-province school), 

1 file (27o)-which h"ad a record of methods attempted w'ith success/failure 

rate and no files"which had a record of personnel invplved and^their 
* " *" ' X. 

if . r 

fjmctions in development of the student. 
* A . " . ,' 

It should be 'noted that studerit records were not available for 

6 (127.) of the students in pa*rt-time special education programs *in 

• System 2 schools when' the evaluator was completing the records check. 
* * . ' i. 

- f / j 

.-.* Fpr the combined t6€al of 86 children m specifically » 
designated special' education programs, full pf "part-time., im both 

"systems, the special education" teacherswepor ted that IEPs had been 
* i ' \ 

prepared for 50 (approximat"ely 597.) while the records check disclosed 

- ." 0* 
documentation for 5 (approximately 67o) yearly program plans, 3,(37.) 

• ' •* , * \ ' 

methods attempted-with success/failure.rate* and 10 (approximately 

127.) record of personnel involved and their function in the develop-

" i*..mesejt of the s'tu<".'ej*kt. > fc . ' • 

/A 

http://fiaj.es
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Evafua\fcv^u Question No. 6 

— j*~^~ 
Is regular re-assessment of children in special education 

r 1 

programs being Carried out by qualified personnel in order that 

programming for each child is Sonttnually up-dated as outlined in the 

provincial directives and guidelines? 

References Supplementary Document NoL_2A (1980) stated 

Every child referred for special education in the province 

,of Nova Scotia should have an appropriate diagnostic assess-

ment by a qualified examiner. The individual assessment 

should include a standard measure of general intelligence, 

diagnostic educational measurements, as well as measurements 

of percept-ion and motor functioning, depending on the child.'s 

needs. 

•—-•"A - ' 

In addition to the above-listed psychoeducaliional evalua.-

• tion, e'ach child's needs should be assessed by-his.or "hef 

cla-ssroom teacber{s) and also through information gained 

from parents during an interview (p. / ) . 

All children placed in special education programs should 

have his or her condition reassessed within a two-year period 

of being placed in the program and every two years there­

after until his or her re-entry into the regular school 

prograta.... 

As in the initial assessment, the reassessment should be 

carried out by a qualified examiner and should include data 

*» ' ' 
which can jje appropriately compared to that'which was * 
gathered in the initial assessment. Following reassessment, 
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the school should again discuss the results of this 
» . a 

assessment in full detail with the parents and, in light 

of the new information, a decision should be ma<Je as to 

whether the child will remain at the same placement, given 

an alternative placement, or be returned to the regular 

school 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 

skills, specific abilities and achievement measures. Comparable re- • 

assessment 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 qver time. 

Method •" In the Record of Children in Need of/or in Special 

Education Programs in Regular Classroom (Appendix 11), regular 

qlassroom teachers were requested to indicate for each child listed, 

the dates of needs assessments and the date on. which each child was / 

placed in the program. Principals were requested to report for each 

child listed $n the Record of Students in Special Education/Adjusted 

Class (Appendix 5) the dates of needs assessments and the time in 

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 

carried out. ( * *'" 

Thesie data were then tabulated and compared with the Students ' 

Records Check data related to needs assessment for each of the students 

( 

* • * t 
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listed in Special Education Programs in order to determine- whether 

(1) diagnostic assessments and achievement records were current and 

(2) if, for those students who had been in programs for two or mpre 

years, re-assessment every two years had been carried out. Problems 
*•* 

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 elthet the length of time the student had been in the program 

or, alternatively, the date of "entry of the student into the program. 

The deliberate omission of this item from the format would not have 

presented 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 
4 

Programs, only one Principal completed a student listing. As a ponse-

qu0Trc«^ for a number of students, in particular many of those in 

full-tiine Special Education Programs as well as some in part-time 

Special Education Programs, it was not possible to determine whether 

or not the students had been in the programs for two or more year's. 

Consequently, a judgement could not be made as to whether or not they 

had or had not had their,, needs and progress re-assessed periodically. 

Another factor which contributed to weakening these data was the 

non-availability of some 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 -
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r»Walyt,i if Net* Is Assi£,$.mt>n t an i P e n >ii< H* -Fva-* uat iun Data by System 

and Typ*. k>f Spec ia l F d u r a l i o n Program in bchool Systemg , an i <* 

«, Yarmqut h County Nova S<-ot l a Canada 

1-961-82 
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Spec ^a 1 
Educat ion 
Type 

Educable 
M e n t a l l y 
Handicapped 

T r a i n a b l e 
M e n t a l l y 
Handicapped 

ffart-tiate 
S p e c i a l 
Educat ion 

P e r t - t a s w 
S p e c i a l 
Educat ion 

P a r t - t i a i e 
S p e c i e } 
Educat ion 
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S p e c i a l 
Educat ion 

s 
r 
s 
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E 
M 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

"2 

2 

2 

2 

S 
C 
H 
0 
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1 
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2 
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Syetesi "1 T o t a l s 

Systest 2 T o t a l s 

S y s t e n 1 & 2 T o t a l s 

P e r c e n t a g e s of* ) c 

Educat ion s t u d e n t J "• 
P o p u l a t i o n s ) S 

T o t a l 
NO of 
S t u d e n t s 

V 

1 

• 2 B 

a 

2 

^tfP 
^TT; 

13 

21 

&* 
5 0 

efBfc 

y s t e » 1 
ys-teff 2-
ystetf 1*. 2 

D i a g n o s t i c Assessment 
j ^ Achievement Record, 

i ^ r a n t 

rJ(e« 

1 

1 

12 

-

-

'3 

*? 

S 

13 

14 

2 6 

4 0 

38 89 

S2 00 
4 6 , 5 1 

No 

-

-

16 

4 

2 

4 

7 

5 

3 

2 2 

f 
19 

A\ 

« t 11 

38 00 
47 67 

I ? ) 

-

-

-

-" 

-J 

-

r 

5 

r 
-
5 

5 

-
TO 00 

S 81 

. I n Program 2 Years o*1 
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e v e r y 2 Yeai s 

4 

V e s 

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

» 

-
1 

1 

-
20 00 
20 OP 

No 

-

-

-

-

-

3 

-

-

1 

' 
- 4 

4 

-
W oo 
£(0,00 

I ? ) 

1 

3 -

1 

-
e 

9 

13 

. 8 

6 

3 0 

36 

16 67 

60 00 
41 86 
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Less tKan 
2 Years 

-

2 5 

3 

2 

4 

-

i 

11 

•fft 

" 30 

15 

4 5 

83 33 

30 00 
52 35 

I n s u f f i c i e n t Informat ion 

1 

* 1 

3 

1 

. • 

-

9 

* 13 

15 

6 

37 

> 
43 

16^*7 
7«f GO 
50 00 

Data Base 
a - R e p o r t s of School S t a f f 
b - Eva luator "s S t u d e n t s Rec-nr*rt 

Check 
c - Both 

-

. 

3 

-

* 
5 

-

13 

10 

J 

2 3 

- 2 6 

8 33 

4 6 00" 

' - ^ 2 1 

b 

-

-

1 

-

' • 

" -

K 
-

-

i 

-
i 

2 78 

1,16 

C 

1 

1 

2 4 

4 . 

- 2 

7 

9 

IT 

3 ? 

*27 

5 9 

88 89 

54 00 
68 6 1 

Only 5 conf i rmed i n 
Prc*qram 2 years or more 

J o 

0Bf9 i_ «r 
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Re-assessed "Every 2 Years, by the Btudents counted under the'column 

» * - T 

headed* 'question mark' .(?), as well as the student counts in the 

columns ' Insuf f ic ien t Information1 . 

- The data also disclosed t h a t , for several s tudents , a WISC-R 

had been administered within "the past-two yea r s . • The judgement- was 

made by the evaluator tha t the WISC-R alone did not meet the in tent of 

the guidel ines far adequate re-assessment . Consequently, .where tljere 

was a record of WISC-R ontyJfN|ying. been, administered, adequate needs 

re-assessment was fudged'not to nave been carr ied o u t . Group t e s t s 

of. a comprehensive nature such as a pombinatlbnof the Lorg«-Thorndike 

In t e l l i gen te Teat ' tog«thet With a ^ t r p p o l i t a n Achievement Test (MAT) 
were judged to be s a t i s f a c t o r y . 

JL., * ' "** 

Resrtilts- The summary of data shown in Table 19 indicated 

t h a t , In System 1, approximately 397., l4 of the1 36 students in some 

form of Spacial Education Program, were reported by school s ta f f s 
9 ' 

and/or confirmed tjy'the eva lua to r ' s check of the* s tuden t s ' records as 
v> *• . • . 

having diagnost ic assessments and achievement records which were 
current while 6177approximateVr (22 of the 36 s tuden t s ) did n o t . Of 

* v 

the 36 students, the reported data indicated,that'30 (831 approximately), 

had been In the program less than two ye«r"s. For 6 (17% approximately) 

there wftf.e insufficient data to make, a Judgement about length of time 

in program.^. Determination^ as to wh,ethe> or not requlirementa had been 

met were based, for 3 students (8% approximately) on. data'provided -*A 
t , « a """> I 

1
 v A! 

solely by the school staffs, {that is, the evaluator's record check «*« 

did not disclose confirmatory data), for 1 student, (37* approximately") <ft- , 
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, "v " '. ^ -A" 

solely on data obtained through the eva lua to r ' s check of the s tuden t ' s 

records , and for 32 students {%*}% approxamately) on the combined data 
A v 

from school staffs' listings and the evaluator'8 check of e£udent_ 

records. 

In System 2^ data were judged to indicate that 26 of th-e 5Q 

students (527,) had diagnostic assessments and achievement records 

which were current. Limited data prevented a decisfon being made on 

5 students (107.). Data indicated that 15 students (307,*) had teen in 

programs less than 2 years, while for 30 students (60-70 it was not 

possible to confirm time in programs. Of the ,5 students for whom the 

data were complete enough to indicate length of time in programs, 1 (,207.) 
a » 

had been adequately re-assessed while*4 (807.) had ftot. In System 2, 

for 37 students (747.) there was insufficient information. Determina­

tions as to whether or not requirements nad been .met were based, for 

23 students (467.) on data provided solely by the school staffs and for 

27 students (547.) 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 Programs, approximately 47% (40 

students) had diagnostic assessments and Achievement .records which 

were current. Data indicated that of .the 8& .students in the two 

systems, 45 (approximately 527.) had been J.n the programs less than 2 

years. For only 5 of the remaining 41 students was the data base 

strong enough to determine whether*or not adequate re-assessment 

procedures had B^en followed. Of these» 1 (2070 was judged to have 

been adequat/ely re-assessed. 
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There wa"s insufficient Information to make satisfactory 

determinations regarding 43 students (867,). Determinations were 

based on-data received solely ftom the school staffs listings for 

26 stiidents (approximately 307.), on data obtained from only the 

evaluatiar's records check for 1 student (approximately 17.) and on a i 

combination of both sources for 59 students (approximately 6970. 

Evaluative Question No. 7 

What are the characteristics which both regular classroom 

teachers and special education teachers used to identify students 

considered to be in need of placement in Special Education Programs 

in the Town-and Municipality of Yarmouth School Systems* To what 

extent are the£e the same characteristics as described in the 

provincial guidelines7 

Referencesi References applicable to Evaluative Question No. 

7 are shown m Appendix 25. 

. ' Method: The regular classroom teachers were requested to 

include m the listings of students requiring special education Kelp, 

(Question No. 2 of the Regular Classroom Teacher's Questionnaire) 
a 

those characteristics' which identified the .student as requiring help. 

Special education class teachera, adjusted program teachers (Question 

tfo. 6 of the Interview Questionnaire) and Principals (Questionnaire 

'Question No. 10) were also requested to provide the,s^,data. However, 

the Principals of schools with Special Education Programs or Adjusted 

PfjO&raats either did not complete the item or did not provide a 

student listing.. ' 
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A broad .set of deficit areas which would cover the identifying 

characteristics of students needing s-pecial help was developed' by the 

•evaluator fbr purposes of sorting the response data and is shown on -

page 108. The deficit areas selected Were based on the directives and 

guidelines. . When the teachers'' responses were examined, it was evident 

that terminology and quality of response varied. Consequently, it was 

necessary to make decisions as to the meaning or intent of the responses 

Representative responses distributed to the categories of 

deficit areas are shown in Appendix 26. 

Results As'can. be seen from Table 20, in System* 1, 267. of 

responses related identification to reading problems, with another 167. 

each being related to language deficits and mathematics deficits. 

Almost 87. were identified because of psychiatric and emotional disorders 

Only 57, of responses indicated that general intellectual functioning 

level Was an identifying factor. 

li\ System 2 responses also', only/47, referred to general 
...a) # 

intellectual functioning level as" a/criterion for identification. In 

System 2, the largest number fof responses, unfortunately, fell intO( 

the category of "no entry". Attention-related deficits were identi­

fiers for 117.. 3e'cau&e of the TMH population, almost 197, indicated 

physical^ and riedical problems as identifiers and another l07.«of 

/responses indicated psychological and emotional disorders as identi­

fiers. Reading deficits were identifiers for another 107, approximately. 

Language deficits Were Identifiers for 87, while another 87, indicated 

behaviour problems. Almost 107. referred to general achievement as 

identifiers.i , 

A, 
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I<fent i f yinq chat at tcr 1st l es - 0efft . i t Areas Reported Viy *SI>P-I la l Education *T"*OLKj{>r "=. 

Adjusted froyram Teachers and Principal"**, in 

School Systems 1 anil' 2, Yarmouth County, Nova Scotia Canada 1981-82 
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Overall for tytfe two systems combined for the* 14J) students 

identified as being" in Special Education and Adjusted Programs the 

"identifying characteristics in descending ordet of percentage mcidencl^ 
- •> * . -• 

were 
\ 

Identifying Charac ter i s t ics orProplem Areas ' X 

Reading , - 19.26 

Language (Expressive, General, Receptive) ^ ^ A . 12.84 

Mathematics " ' \ ^ ^ " / - 9.8Q 

Psychiat r ic and Emotional Disorders - " 8.78 
Behaviour f ... 6.42 

) - Equal Values 
General Achievement ) •"- " 6.42 

Attention ' ' 5.74-

Physical and Medical Abnormalities .5.41 

Previous Academic History 4.39 

General Intellectual Functioning t 4.05 

^ Memory 3.04 

, Perceptual-Motor 2.03 

Visual Perception ) 1.68 
J - Equal Values 

Fine Motor ) 1.68 
et > 

Auditory Perception ) ' 1.01 
) - Equal Values * 

Gross Motor ) , 1.01 
A 

The data were judged to indicate that, on the average, children 

were being identified by those characteristics which were most readily 

discernible (i.e. academic weakness in a subject area, behaviour which 

set them apart from others and physical anomalies). It also appeared 

that teachers were less likely to have identified students as needing. 


