


















































Instruction and Materials Modification

The main thrust of our intervention model has been to teach specific
learning strategies to LD adolescents so that they can use these skills to
function more independently in academic settings. In short, our ultimate goal
has been to design our interventions so that most responsibility for learning
is placed on the shoulders of students. Given the large volume and complex
array of curriculum requirements LD adolescents are expected to meet, it has
been necessary to design procedures that modify the way in which classroom
content is delivered to the LD student. Al1 modification of instructional
procedures and materials has been done with the goal of not altering the
content but rather the format and mode of presentation of the content. Two
procedures have been developed. First, techniques for transferring textbook
chapters onto audio-tapes and teaching LD students a comprehension and organi-
zational strategy for learning the taped information have been developed
(Schumaker, Deshler, & Denton, 1982). Second, an advanced organizer technique
that can be used by content teachers prior to presenting classroom lectures
has been designed (Lenz, 1982). These procedures have been found to be help-
ful in freeing the resource room teacher from the responsibility to tutor LD
students to meet the content requirements in the regular classroom. |

The audio-taping procedure consists of two parts: preparing the modified
materials; and teaching the LD student a strategy (S.0.S.) to successfully
learn from the modified materials. Paraprofessionals are employed to prepare
the modified materials. Using a study guide, chapter test or teacher objec-
tives for a textbook chapter (e.g., from the student's history class), the
paraprofessional makes markings next to important parts of each section in a
chapter. The marking system consists of designations for such things as

important facts, main ideas, etc. After the entire chapter has been marked,
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it is read onto a cassette tape. It is not read verbatim, but rather according
to the markings. Thus, the paraprofessional stresses important information,
omits other information altogether, and "paradenses" information that can
effectively be reduced and presented in a few sentences. Each chapter tape is
no longer than 1% hour in length.

The second part of the procedure involves teaching the student a specific
strategy for successfully learning the material from the audio tape and marked
text. Students are taught how to effectively survey, obtain detailed informa-
tion, and self-test themselves. During the application of the S$.0.S. strategy,
the student completes an organizer outline. This strategy is designed to make
the student active in the learning process and is markedly different than the
traditional approach used when students listen to verbatim tapes of reading
materials.

To test the effectiveness of this audio-tape procedure, six LD high
school students were taught the SOS strategy and then were told to use the
strategy along with the prepared audio-tape and marked text rather than reading
the chapter in the normal fashion. Chapter test scores were collected under
three experimental conditions: after students' normal reading of the chapter;
after students listened to verbatim tapes of the chapter; and after students
used the SOS strategy, audio-tapes and marked text. Al1l students used their
assigned 10th grade history text and took the test that was published with the
textbook under normal classroom conditions. The average exam scores in the
three conditions were 52% after normal reading, 38% after listening to verbatim
tapes, and 91% after using S.0.S.

The advanced organizer procedure (Lenz, 1982) involved a brief training
procedure in which content teachers were taught the purpose of, the rationale

behind, and how to use advanced organizers in their classes. Ten components
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revealed by the literature to be important parts of an advanced organizer were
taught to each teacher. These components were: inform the students about the
advance organizer, identify topics or tasks, provide an organizational frame-
work for the class period, clarify action to be taken, provide background
information, state the concepts to be learned, clarify the concepts to be
learned, motivate students to learn, introduce vocabulary, and state the
general outcome desired. Teachers were instructed to use these procedures in
introducing a lecture. The results of these procedures were very favorable in
enhancing the comprehension of content information by LD adolescents. They
did not, however, have much effect on the performance of normal achieving
students. Specifically, on a 30 item comprehension test, Lenz (1982) found
the comprehension of NLD students on important information to increase only
slightly from an average of 20.8 items correct (prior to advanced organizer
usage) to 22.1 items correct (after advanced organizers were used). On the
other hand, the performance of the LD students improved significantly from an
average 12.7 items correct (prior to advanced organizers) to 18.9 items correct
(after the use of advanced ofganizers).

Our research on instructional and material modification suggests that
these procedures are important and effective components in our intervention
model. Given the high expectations placed on LD students to master large
amounts of content materials, these modification efforts represent viable
procedures that will not only enhance the possibility of meaningful mainstream
placements but also allow resource teachers to use their very limited time

with LD students in the areas of skill and strategy acquisition.
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Instructional Methodology Components

The Acquisition Steps

The teaching methodology used with LD individuals is crucial to the suc-
cess of instruction in any skill or class of skills. For that reason, the
KU-IRLD staff has worked hard to develop a teaching methodology that is based
on sound learning principles. The purpose of the acquisition steps of the
teaching methodology is to give the students the knowledge, motivation, and
practice needed to successfully apply a skill or strategy to materials and
situations of a comparable difficulty to what they might encounter in a regular
secondary classroom. To this end, the acquistion methodology has evolved to
include the following steps.

First, the student is tested to determine his/her current learning habits
with regard to a particular task. The student is informed of his/her strengths
and weaknesses and commits him/herself to Tearning a new skill to remediate
the weaknesses. In the second step, the new skill is described to the student.
The skill is broken down into its component parts or steps, the reasons for
learning the skill are explained, and the situations in which the skill will
be useful are delineated. In the third step, the new skill is modelled for
the student from start to finish with all cognitive processes specified aloud.
In the fourth step, the student learns to instruct him/herself in the sequence
of steps of the skill. Verbal rehearsal of the steps continues until the
student can name all the steps in order. In the fifth step, students practice
the new skill to criterion in controlled materials. For reading, the control-
led materials are at the student's ability level. For listening, the control-
led materials are a 3 minute tape of a lecture given very slowly. Reinforce-
ment and corrective feedback are provided in the sixth step, after each prac-

tice trial. In the seventh step, the student practices the skill to criterion
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in materials and situations that closely approximate tasks encountered in
reqular classes. For example, the student may practice applying a reading
strategy to materials written at his/her grade level or might listen to a 30
minute tape of a classroom lecture. In step eight, reinforcement and correc-
tive feedback are given after each practice trial. For step nine, a posttest
is given to show the student how much he/she has progressed from the initial
test.

These nine steps comprise the acquisition portion of the teaching method-
ology which has undergone extensive experimental analysis in a series of re-
search studies. In each of the studies, the acquisition steps have been used
to teach a new skill to LD adolescents. In all of the studies, the teaching
methodology has been found to be highly effective. For example, the method-
ology is effective in producing an increase of 50 or more percentage points in
the number of key words a student notes (Deshler et al., in prep.), and in-
creases as large as 60 percentage points in test scores over materials written
at the student's grade level (e.g., Alley, Denton, Warner, Deshler & Schumaker,
in prep.). The effectiveness of the acquisition steps has been replicated
numerous times with a variety of LD students, a variety of learning strategies
and social skills, and in a variety of service delivery settings. Both stu-
dents and teachers have rated all the acquisition steps as necessary and help-
ful to them in learning and teaching the skills. Students highlight the model-
ling step as especially important to understanding the process of performing a
skill.

After the first year of research on the acquisition steps (which were
initially specified for teaching skills to individual students), teachers in-
dicated a desire for a teaching methodology that could be applied to small

groups of four to six students. As a result of this request, the acquisition
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steps have been modified for application to small groups. For each acquisition
step, specific procedures have been outlined to ensure that all members of the
group are attentive, do participate, and do learn the skill to criterion. In
addition, teacher behaviors have been specified for use across all of the
steps (Schumaker & Clark, 1982). These small group procedures have been
applied within several resource room programs over the last two school years.
In addition, with some procedural modifications, one teacher has taught one of
the strategies to a class of seventeen students. In all cases, the teachers
have expressed satisfaction with the procedures, and the students have learned
the skills to the same level of proficiency as students who were taught on an
individual basis.

The implication of this line of research is that a set of instructional
procedures are now validated as effective in teaching LD adolescents a wide
variety of skills under a variety of instructional conditions.

Generalization and Maintenance Steps

The most critical test of any academic intervention procedure is the
degree to which the skills taught-under controlled conditions (e.g., in the
resource room) are generalized across settings and maintained over time.
Thus, a major goal of our intervention model was to design procedures suffi-
ciently powerful to allow LD adolescents to transfer skills learned in the
resource room to a broad array of academic and non-academic contexts over
time.

Considerable attention has recently been paid to the phenomenon of general-
ization (Stokes & Baer, 1977; Haring, Lovitt, Eaton, & Hansen, 1978; Turnure,
Buium, Thurlow, 1976). A common message of each author is the importance of
.carefully programming instructional activities to insure generalization. Our

application of the learning strategies instructional model has underscored the
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importance of this point. Specifically, after LD students have demonstrated
mastery of a learning strategy in a resource room program, we have found it

necessary to take them through a set of generalization steps designed to

broaden their understanding of the strategy and increase their facility with
it in regular classroom assignments. Without these generalization steps in
the teaching methodology, little generalization is realized.

The major research project spansored by the KU-IRLD that was designed to
develop and test an effective set of generalization procedures was conducted
by Schmidt et al. (in prep.). The purpose of this study, which was conducted
in a high school setting with 8 learning disabled students, was to determine
how much direct instructional intervention was required to insure the general-
ized use of the four strategies in the written language strand (the Sentence
Writing Strategy, Paragraph Writing Strategy, Error Monitoring Strategy and
Theme Writing Strategy) to written assignments in the student's English and
social studies classes. Mastery criterion standards were established for each
of the four strategies (e.g., the mastery criteria for the Sentence Writing
strategy required 100% of the student's sentences in a paragraph to be complete
and 40% of the student's sentences to be complicated). After the students had
learned a strategy by pfogressing through the nine acquisition steps, four
generalization conditions were developed to enable students to reach the
mastery criteria in the regular classroom. Each condition was used enly when
regular classroom data indicated that a student was consistently below mastery
criteria.

The first generalization condition was a review condition. After students
had demonstrated mastery of a strategy in the resource room and prior to
measuring their application of the strategy in the regular classroom, they

were provided with a review of the strategy's key components. Specifically,
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the reemphasized steps (from the acquisition steps) were: (1) a description
of the strategy, (2) a model of the strategy, (3) verbal rehearsal of the
strategy, and (4) practice in controlled materials. If the review condition
was not sufficiently powerful to cause students to demonstrate mastery in
regular class performance, the next generalization condition, transfer was
instituted.

The transfer generalization step consisted of two separate procedures:
orientation and activation. The purpose of the orientation was to make students
aware of the variety of contexts within which the learned strategy could be
applied. Thus, the teacher had a discussion with the student about the dif-
ferent classes where the strategy could be applied. In addition, a discussion
was held regarding ways in which the strategy could be adapted to better meet
the unique requirements of given class situations. The orientation phase was
also used to analyze specific products produced in the regular classroom to
determine the degree to which the targeted strategy was being applied by the
student in actual regular class assignments. The teacher and student conducted
this analysis together. The purpose of the activation phase was to provide
the students with ample opportunities to practice the strategy in different
materials that were not used during strategy acquisition and to provide them
with specific feedback on their regular classroom assignments. The goals of
the activation activities were to increase the degree to which the students:
could automatically apply the strategy to novel tasks and to provide feedback
to the students about their actual generalization of the strategy.

If students failed to demonstrate mastery after the implementation of the

transfer condition, they were taught self-control procedures. The self-control

generalization condition utilized a behavioral contract which included academic

goal setting, task analysis and specification of self-contingencies, self-record-
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ing procedures, self-evaluation and self-reinforcement. The resource room
teacher had weekly conferences with the LD student to maintain the use of
these procedures.

The final generalization condition was a cooperative planning procedure

between the resource room teacher and the regular class teacher. The objec-
tives of the cooperative planning conference were the following: (1) explain
the strategy(ies) taught in the resource room pertinent to the content class
including a rationale for their use, (2) explain the student's present level
of performance of the targeted strategy(ies) in the resource room and compare
it to performance prior to strategy training, (3) provide the content teacher
with a set of cue cards students use to aid them in the use of the strategy,
(4) discuss situations in the regular classroom when the student could use the
targéted strategy(ies), and (5) enlist the classroom teacher's cooperation to
cue the LD student in the regular classroom as to appropriate times to use the
strategy.

Our data indicated that none of the students were able to reach the
mastery criteria in the regular classroom after they received instruction in
the strategy with the acquisition steps. While their performance increased
considerably over baseline it did not reach the mastery level. The review
condition produced some mastery performances in four students but their levels
of performance were quite erratic. Six of the seven students reached mastery
after the transfer condition was implemented. Two of the six did not maintain
their performance at the mastery level, however. The most powerful component
of that condition appeared to be providing students with specific feedback,
relative to the strategy, on assignments completed in the regular classroom.
The two stuﬁents who did not maintain at mastery levels plus the seventh
student required the implementation of one additional-genera1ization condition

(either self-control or cooperative planning) to reach mastery.
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After training in the paragraph strategy, five of the seven students
showed improvement in paragraph organization on their regular classroom assign-
ments after the review condition. The remaining two students met mastery for
paragraph organization after the transfer condition was implemented. Of the
three students who needed training in the error monitoring strategy, two
generalized immediately to regular classroom assignments after the training
condition alone. These results suggest that LD students may be able to more
readily generalize subsequent skills if generalization is emphasized in previous
instruction. J

In additon to the criterion measures on the students' performance on
classroom assignments, other measures to determine the external or social
validity of the learning strategies instructional model were collected. The
following factors were analyzed: the students' grades, regular class teacher
satisfaction with students' written work, and student performance on school
district composition competency evaluations.

Student grades (grade point averages--GPA) in all high school language
arts and social studies classes prior to intervention were compared with post
training GPA's. The average pretraining G#A was 2.0 on a four point scale
with 4.0 being an A. In the last quarter of the school year, during which the
study took place, the average GPA was 2.7. To evaluate satisfaction of class-
room teachers with the written work of students, they were asked to complete a
questionnaire on their satisfaction with: the students' sentence structure,
the students' paragraph organization, the number of errors in final drafts,
and the students' theme organization. On a six point scale (with 6 indicating
complete satisfaction), mean teaéher satisfaction prior to training was 1.5,

whereas mean post-satisfaction was 4.5.

24



A third measure of social validity was the performance of LD students on
a school district composition competency examination. A theme written by each
student was submitted to the school district language arts committee for eval-
uation using 11th grade composition evaluation guidelines. The scores of the
8 LD students were compared with the scores of over 900 regular 1lth grade
students. Evaluations of style (clarity of language, conciseness, creativity
and smoothness) and overall impression of composition were made on a five
point scale with five being the highest score. For the style and overall
impression measures respectively, regular (non-LD) students' average scores
were 3.1 and 2.5, LD students who mastered three strategies (Sentences, Para-
graphs, and Error Monitoring) had average scores of 2.8 and 2.3, and LD students
who mastered all four strategies in the written strand (Sentences, Paragraphs,
Error Monitoring and Themes) had average scores of 3.5 and 3.5. Thus, the
performance of LD students was comparable to or in some instances better than
the performance of regular class students.

Our generalization research has led to several conclusions. First, in
order to insure generalized use of strategies in regular class assignments,
the instructional process in the resource room must include specific generali-
zation procedures. Second, not all students require extensive cooperative
planning between regular and resource room teachers to insure successful
classroom performance. Third, the amount and types of generalization condi-

tions necessary to obtain generalization vary across students.

Motivation Component

The Motivation Component of the Intervention Model is based on the notion

that adolescents need to accept responsibility for their education and that

they need to Tearn skills that will enhance their independence. Hence, many

25



aspects of the Intervention Model philosophy and activities are aimed away

from fostering the dependence of these students. One goal of the program is

to produce independent and active learners. To this end, the research focus

of the KU-IRLD in the area of motivation has been on self-control. Several
research projects sponsored by the KU-IRLD have concentrated on the development
of methods and materials for training self-control skills in LD adolescents.

The researchers who have conducted these studies on self-control skills
have basically defined self-control as a composite of skills: goal setting,
sel f-recording of progress, self-evaluation, and self-reinforcement. Foster,
Dennis, and Maxwell (1981) attempted to teach self-control skills to LD adoles-
cents using a written package. Students read the materials, completed exer-
cises, and took tests over the materials. Their results were not encouraging;
the students needed more than one pass through the material to learn the in-
formation. Even then it was unclear from their study whether the students
could use the self-control skills once they met criterion on learning the
information.

Seabaugh and Schumaker (1981) and Tollefson, Tracy, and Johnson (1982)
have taken a different tack. Both groups of researchers have taught self-
control skills through live instruction and actual use of the skills. 1In a
series of weekly teacher-student conferences, Seabaugh and Schumaker have
taught students to use the self-control skills while measuring the students’
frequency of lesson completion. They found that the number of lessons com-
pleted by LD students using the procedures in an alternative high school
increased from .5 to 4 lessons per day. The LD students also showed greater
gains in achievement test scores in comparison to a group of LD students who

were not taught self-control skills.
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In a later study, Seabaugh and Schumaker (in prep.) found that they could
reduce the time involved in teacher-student conferences to 5-10 minutes per
week while maintaining levels of productivity at levels similar to those pro-
duced in the previous study. Additionally, they found that it is possible to
fade the conferences to twice monthly, as long as the students set time aside
each week to write their own goals. If goals were written for longer than one
week at a time, student productivity often fell to zero. Seabaugh and Schumaker
caution against using the t@ice’a month procedﬁre except in situations where a
student has become stable in productivity at an acceptable Tevel.

In another study, Tollefson, Tracy, and Johnson (1982) taught LD students
self-control skills in a resource room in a public school first by using a
game format and later by having the students fill out contracts in an individ-
ual conference with a research assistant. Following this training, they found
that the students' assignment completion in the resource room (which was tar-
geted in the contracts) increased. They also found that the rate of completion
of untargeted assignments in other classrooms increased. Tollefson et al.
concluded that the students were generalizing their use of se1f-control skills
across settings.

The results of these studies have led to the development of a self-control
motivation system that is currently being tested in resource rooms using the
Intervention Model. Within this system, students progress through several
stages, gradually earning more and more independence and freedom of choice.

At the first level, skills are targeted for the student and daily assignments
are made by the teacher. As the students become more and more skilled in
using self-control, they can choose strategies and skills they want to 1earn,.
set week1y goals for what they want to accomplish, and in general, become

active in making decisions about their educational program. Also as a part of

&7



this system, the students are learning how to take an active part in their IEP
conferences. The implications of this research are that LD students, within
this model, are seen as capable of becoming and are taught to be responsible
individuals who have a right to have decision-making authority in their per-

sonal educational programs.

Evaluation Component

One of the goals of the Intervention Model development program sponsored
by the KU-IRLD was to produce a model that would be dynamic and responsive to
the needs of the consumers of the program. In order to ensure this dynamic
function, a feedback loop consisting of a yearly summative evaluation was de-
signed. This evaluation involves the collection of data in three areas: data
concerning the actual implementation of the program; data concerning student
progress; and data concerning consumer satisfaction. The implemantation data
are gathered by observing in the resource room program such variables as the
instructional procedures being used, the instructional approach being applied,
student-teacher interactions, and student time on task. Student progress
measures include pre and post tests at the beginning and end of the school
year on standardized achievement tests and on criterion-referenced tests that
are related to the learning strategies. Consumer satisfaction measures include
responses from administrators, support staff, regular teachers, parents, and
students regarding their satisfaction with the goals, procedures, and outcomes
of the program.

These measures have been collected during the 1980-81 and 1981-82 school
years (Schumaker, Deshler, Alley & Warner, 1983) in a high school resource
room program where the Intervention Model is being implemented (Program A).

During the first year, only four strategies of the Learning Strategies Cur-
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riculum were being taught. No other components of the model were in effect.
During the second year, many of the components described in this article were
in effect. In addition, the evaluation measures were collected during the
first year in one other resource room program (Program B) and during the
second year in two other programs (Program B and C). The programs were located
in a middle class community similar to the community in which the Model was
being implemented. The teachers had comparable levels of education, as well.
Results from the implementation measures during the first year showed
that Program A was devoting about 30% of classroom instructional time to
learning strategies instruction. (Instructional time was time students were
actively engaged in instructional activities. In both Programs A and B instruc-
tional time made up 66% of class time). The remaining instructional time was
split between tutorial and remedial instruction. A majority of Program B's
instructional time (82%) was spent in remedial instruction. There was no
strategies instruction in Program B. The student progress measures showed
significant gains at the .01 level for Program A students on five measures.
In addition, there were differences found between the programs on six variables
when ana]yseé were completed in which pretest scores served as the covariates
with corresponding posttest scores serving as the dependent variables. There
were no differences found between the groups when students in Program A who
had mastered given strategies were compared to all of the students in Program
B. Thus, the differences between the two programs in Year 1 could not be
attributed to specific strategy instruction. Consumer satisfaction measures
showed, 1n'genera1, that the consumers of Program A were more satisfied than
the consumer of Program B; however, both groups of consumers specified areas

for change.
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The results of the second year's evaluation, when all the components of
the Intervention Model were in effect in Program A, yielded more promising
results. New management procedures and policies resulted in 82% of student and
teacher time spent in instruétional activities and 74% of this instructional
time was spent on learning strategies (with 17% on tutorial and 8% on remedial
activities). In Programs B and C, the large majority of instructional time
(which was 83% (B) and 88% (C) of total student time) was spent on tutorial
instructional (67% for Program B and 60% for Program C). The rest of the time
in Programs B and C was spent on remedial instruction. In Program A, teachers
interacted with students 98%‘of the time, while in Programs B and C they
interacted 56% and 66% of the time, respectively.

With regard to student progress, students in Program A showed more stat-
istically significant gains from pre to post test scores than students in the
other programs. Students in Program A showed significant gains in thirteen
areas including reading, math, and writing achievement scores. These results
indicate that an emphasis on strategies instruction does not sacrifice achieve-
ment gains. Students in Program B showed significant gains on three measures,
and students in Program C showed significant gains on seven measures. Further-
more, Program A students' gains were significantly better than the gains made
by the students in the other schools as shown in analyses in thch pretest
scores served as covariates with the corresponding posttest scores serving as
the dependent variables. When the students in Program A who had mastered a
given strategy were compared to students in the other two schools who had not
received strategies instruction, significant differences appeared in measures
related to the specific strategy. For example, students in Program A who had
learned the Listening and Notetaking Strategy had significantly more items

written in their notes and had discriminated significantly more main ideas
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than the students in Programs B and C. The notetaking performance of these LD
students, when compared to the results of a previous study (Carlson & Alley,
1981), exceeded the performance of normal achievers on four of the five note-
taking measures. Students in Program A who had mastered the Sentences Strategy
scored significantly higher on the writing subtest of the Woodcock-Johnson
Psychoeducational Battery than the students in Program C. Students in Program
A who had mastered the Error Monitoring Strategy also scored significantly
higher on the Woodcock-Jdohnson writing subtest and found more errors in a
paragraph on a study skills test than students in Program C.

The consumer satisfaction measures also showed differences in favor of
Program A for the second year. Administrators, parents, support staff, and
regular teachers rated the program at or above the satisfied level (5 on a
7-point scale that ranged from 0 to 6) in all categories except one (each
group rated 22 or more categories). This one exception~was the administrators'
satisfaction with the method of reporting student progress to them. The other
two schools had numefous ratings below the satisfied level from their consumers;
School B had 41 ratings and School C had 51 ratings below this level. The
students in Program A were the least satisfied group of consumers. They were
less than satisfied in all but one rating area (they rated 26 areas.) Students
in Programs B and C indicated satisfaction with 6 and 3 areas respectively;
they were less than satisfied in all other areas. The reasons for Program A
students' dissatisfaction are unclear, especially since live interviews two
weeks before the satisfaction ratings were collected indicated high satis-
faction. End of the year testing intervened during those two weeks, and the
testing may have had an impact on the students' ratings in all three schools.
As a result of these data, ways of improving student satisfaction are currently

being explored.
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The evaluation of the Intervention Model is also currently being continued.
Teachers in Programs B and C have been trained to teach learning strategies,
and they are implementing the learning strategies curriculum in their schools
during the 1982-83 school year. Results from this and next year should indi-

cated whether Program A's effectiveness can be replicated in other settings.

SUMMARY

On one hand, we feel that researchers at the KU-IRLD have made substantial
progress in addressing the major mission of developing a validated intervention
model for LD adolescents. Cﬁmponents have been specified, developed and vali-
dated; instructional staff and most consumers have voiced a high level of
satisfaction with the model; and each component has been field-tested in
actual classroom settings as well as laboratory environments. On the other
hand, programs that havé multiple components (as our model does) exist as a
whole and not as individual elements. As of this time, the majority of our
research has been devoted to the study of specific components rather than the
model as a whole. Emphasis must shift to a more comprehensive analysis of the
model as a whole. The entire intervention model must be studied over time in
the actualities of different school settings where it must ultimately survive.
Critical questions regarding such things as the sequencing and combination of
different model components, the appropriateness of the model for different
subgroups of students, and its required modifications to fit unique staff and
setting attributes must be addressed. Our goal to design and validate an
‘intervention model for LD adolescents has been an exciting one to pursue, but
perhaps it may also have been an overly ambitious one to accomplish in three
years (the time we have devoted to intervention research). Gallimore and

Thars (1981, in McNett) after designing and validating the Kamehameha Early
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Eudcation Project (KEEP) to teach poor Hawaiian children to read, reported
that they needed ten years to prove its success. During that period, they
experienced many failures and tested numerous hypotheses before positive
results were achieved. Because the pressure in the learning disability field
for quick solutions is great, we often allow promising educational interven-
tions to die because we are unwilling to persistently pursue solutions to the
myriad of instructional problems that appear after the initial research is
completed. What is needed is support for a process of continued testing and
refinements. It is clear that this challenge lies before us in the years to

come if a validated intervention model for LD adolescents is to emerge.
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