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Abstract

The current descriptive study used structured interviews to explore the nature of written expression problems experienced by 31 university students with learning disabilities. Participants commented on (a) perceived postsecondary setting demands for written expression; (b) specific areas of writing difficulty; (c) strategies used to complete written requirements; and (d) writing accommodations requested and received. Primary areas of difficulty included proofreading/detecting errors, spelling, grammar, and writing speed and legibility. Eighty-one percent who requested accommodations said professors were usually willing to grant their requests. Suggested accommodations and implications for university faculty are presented. 

Empirical studies indicate that limited written-language competency may impede the academic success of university students with learning disabilities (Gajar, 1989; Gregg & Hoy, 1989, 1990; Leuenberger & Morris, 1990; Morris-Friehe & Leuenberger, 1992; Richards, 1985; Vogel, 1985b; Vogel & Moran, 1982). This research has repeatedly found written expression of university students with learning disabilities (LD) to be both quantitatively and qualitatively inferior to that of non-LD college students. Several publications suggest strategies and guidelines for working with students with writing disabilities (Gregg, 1983; Raskind & Scott, 1993; Vogel & Konrad, 1988). However, there remain practically no studies reporting effective interventions for this population (Hughes & Smith, 1990). 

Self-report studies comprise an area of research that may help secondary-level transition planners and postsecondary service providers identify potentially successful interventions. Group comparisons of students with and without LD seem less beneficial than documentation of successful strategies used by the students themselves to overcome and compensate for academic problems. A review of previous self-report studies indicates that many students with LD are aware of their problems with written expression, including mechanics, organization, and handwriting (Bireley, Landers, Vernooy, & Schlaerth, 1986; Cowen, 1988; Vogel, 1985a). However, these studies provide limited information concerning the writing demands encountered by these students, the identification of specific components of the writing process that cause them difficulty, and strategies they use to overcome or compensate for these problems. The current exploratory study used structured interviews of university students with LD to describe: (a) perceived postsecondary setting demands for writing; (b) specific areas of difficulty with written expression; (c) strategies used to complete written requirements; and (d) writing accommodations requested and received. 

Method

Participants

All students identified as having learning disabilities (n=50) at a large northeastern state university were sent a letter soliciting their participation; 31 students (21 males and 10 females) representing 21 different majors consented to participate. Identification as having a learning disability was based on a severe discrepancy between achievement and ability as determined by performance on the Woodcock Johnson Psychoeducational Battery (n=27). Mean cluster scores on the Woodcock-Johnson Tests of Achievement were: Reading, 97 (SD=12.68); Math, 103 (SD=14.80); Written Language, 94 (SD=11.77); Knowledge, 105 (SD=12.37). 

Of the 31 participants, 26 had Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale-Revised (WAIS-R) scores on file. Mean scores were as follows: Verbal IQ, 101 (SD=22.37); Performance IQ, 103 (SD= 12.62); Full Scale IQ, 104 (SD= 11.54). Mean age of participants was 23.5 (SD=6.62); mean grade point average was 2.7 (SD=.51) on a 4-point scale, and average semester standing was 5.0. Fifty-five percent (n=17) had been diagnosed as having learning disabilities by public school personnel, 16% (n=5) by private clinics, and 29% (n=9) via a diagnostic battery conducted through the university educational psychology program. At the time of the study, 21 were receiving tutorial services in a program run by the Office for Disability Services and the Special Education program, five were receiving services such as recorded texts and untimed tests, and the remaining five were not receiving any support services. 

Instrumentation

A structured interview form was developed (Hughes, Smith, & Suritsky, 1989) to sample frequency of university setting demands, as well as perceived areas of difficulty, coping strategies, and accommodations used to meet these requirements. Content areas within the interview included taking tests, studying for tests, time management, lecture-notetaking, reading, writing, speaking, and foreign language. Hughes (1991) and Suritsky (1992) have reported results of the test taking and notetaking aspects of these interviews. The portions reported here pertain to participants' perceived writing demands, related areas of difficulty, coping strategies, and accommodations for written requirements. A structured interview format was chosen to facilitate information gathering from students who may have difficulty with reading and writing. Consistently worded questions and specific prompts were designed to elicit responses that would be comparable across all participants. 

Writing demands. Participants were asked to rate the frequency of various writing requirements (i.e., out of class papers/reports, questions based on readings, and other written assignments such as lab reports and article critiques) on a scale of 1 (never) to 5 (almost always). In addition, each subject was asked to rate the degree of difficulty experienced with meeting these requirements using a scale of 1 (not difficult) to 5 (most difficult). For items rated four or five, participants were asked to explain the type of difficulty experienced. 

Areas of writing difficulty. Using the same rating method described above, each subject was asked to rate the degree of difficulty experienced with various aspects of preparing a major written assignment such as a term paper. Similarly, subjects were asked to explain why they had difficulty with areas rated four or five. 

Next, the following scenario was read: Suppose I gave you an assignment to write a five-page paper on nuclear disarmament. I will grade on grammar and spelling as well as content. How would you approach the task? What would you do first? What would you do next? 

Writing accommodations. Subjects were asked what things professors could do to facilitate managing written assignments, whether they asked for accommodations or alterations in meeting written requirements for any courses and, if so, whether professors were willing to make these accommodations. 

Procedures

The instrument was pilot tested for clarity and content on three students with learning disabilities and three persons without learning disabilities. Interviews were conducted on an individual basis by the three authors of the structured interview form (Hughes et al., 1989). Responses to Likert-type items were recorded directly on the interview form. Open-ended questions were transcribed and categorized; interrater reliability was established by randomly selecting eight audiotaped interviews and calculating point-by-point agreement of response categorization by two reviewers. Agreement ranged from 95% to 100%, with a mean agreement of 97% (Hughes, 1991). 

Results

Writing Demands

Median demand and difficulty ratings, as well as the percent of participants rating a component as four or five, appear in Table 1. The median, rather than the mean, was chosen as a measure of central tendency because the data are ordinal level. 

Demand and difficulty of writing requirements. Twenty two of the 31 participants (71 %) reported they sometimes, often, or almost always are required to complete major term papers as out-of-class assignments. Twenty (64.5%) indicated they experienced extreme difficulty meeting this requirement. Most frequently reported problems included organizing ideas, spelling and grammar, and carrying out multiple revisions. Other difficulties included getting started, finding/locating information, and/ or translating ideas into a written product. 

Table 1 Demand and Difficulty Ratings for Writing Requirements

	Area of Difficulty
	Median
Demand
Rating(a)
	Median
Difficulty
Rating(b)
	Participants
Rating
Difficulty at
4 or 5
N
	Participants
Rating Item
Difficulty at
4 or 5
%

	Writing Requirements

	Out of Class papers/reports
	3.0
	4.00
	20
	64.5

	Questions based on readings
	2.0
	2.75
	6
	19.4

	Other (e.g. article critque) 
	3.0
	3.00
	6.0
	19.4

	Aspects of Writing Difficulty

	Detecting errors/Proofreading
	  
	5.00
	22
	71.0

	Grammar
	  
	4.00
	20
	64.5

	Spelling
	  
	4.00
	17
	54.8

	Writing (speed/legibility) 
	  
	4.00
	16
	51.6

	Organizing thoughts
	  
	3.00
	15
	48.4

	Locating relevant information
	  
	2.00
	6
	19.4

	Typing/Word Processing
	  
	2.00
	6
	19.4


Note: a=1-5 scale (1 =never,5=always); b=1-5 scale (1 =not difficult,5=most difficult)

The least frequent class requirement for this group of students was answering questions on readings (e.g., study questions). However, participants who rated this requirement as difficult (n=6,19.4%) gave reasons relating to organization, motivation, reading comprehension, mechanics, and translating thought into written words. Similarly, six participants (19.4%) who reported difficulty with other types of written assignments such as lab reports and article critiques related it to problems with organization, time, and reading in the content area. 

Aspects of Writing Difficulty

Detecting errors/proof reading. The area with which participants experienced the most difficulty was proofreading (n=22; 71%). Eleven individuals (35.5%) stated they cannot see or recognize errors. Inability to proofread was blamed on poor spelling, poor language structure, difficulty reading, and poor grammar. Coping strategies mentioned were use of other people to proofread, and use of computers with spell checkers. 

Grammar. Twenty participants (64.5%) rated grammar as very or extremely difficult. Specific problems included: dislike of English; inability to learn; poor or limited training in high school; and problems with specific mechanical aspects of writing (e.g., commas, sentence structure, tenses, capitalization). As one student stated, "To me writing is a different language than speaking." 

Spelling. Over half of the participants (n=1 7; 54.8%) found spelling very or extremely difficult. Nine individuals (29%) simply stated that they had always had difficulty in this area. Reasons for difficulty included inability to remember or apply spelling rules, problems with memory, and an inability to sound out words. Two individuals apparently felt they were not in control of their spelling performance. One said that sometimes "the pen knows how to spell;" another stated that he would begin to spell easy words correctly but then just "keep on going."

Writing speed and legibility. Sixteen subjects (51.6%) rated writing speed and/or legibility as very difficult. Ten participants (32.3%) commented on slowness as a problem; eight (25.8%) mentioned that the legibility of their work deteriorated as they increased writing speed. Several students mentioned that the process of trying to put ideas down on paper often resulted in frustration. For example, one student said his head was running at 600 miles per hour, but he could only put down three words per minute. Specific problems pertained to letter size and proportion, motor control, sloppiness, spelling, small handwriting, and switching between manuscript and cursive. 

Organizing thoughts. Nearly half of the participants (n=15; 48.4%) reported they had difficulty organizing their thoughts when preparing a paper. Problems were reported with keeping the topic in focus, simplifying and condensing information in an organized manner, as well as determining how thoughts go together or whether the paper would appear organized to someone else. Several individuals noted difficulty transferring their thoughts to paper (e.g.,"I know what I want to say, but it is not getting on paper."). 

Typing/word processing. Typing may be an area of relative strength for individuals with written language difficulties. Only six people (19.4%) found typing or computer use very difficult. However, several indicated that they had limited training/practice in this area, and one individual had difficulty locating typographical errors. 

Locating relevant information. Similarly, six subjects (19.4%) reported difficulty locating relevant information. Reasons included not knowing where to look for information, difficulty selecting/narrowing the topic, and problems choosing the relevant information from all that was available. 

Writing Strategies

Specific strategies used by participants when writing papers are presented in Table 2. The most common strategy reported (n=25, 81%) pertains to collecting information on the topic; most participants said they would go to the library for information. However, students varied concerning the quantity of information they felt they should obtain on a topic, with some saying they located as many sources as possible and others deliberately limiting the amount of information they would use, Two persons said they would seek help in locating and screening information. 

Other strategies reported were: asking someone else to proofread; outlining or otherwise organizing ideas before writing a first draft; revising; writing the paper on a computer/word processor; using a spell checker; taking notes/ using notecards. Less frequent responses included: dictating or getting someone to transcribe the paper; circling words that look wrong; and asking the professor if the paper was "on the right track." 

Writing Accommodations

Accommodations requested/received. Participants were asked whether they requested accommodations or alterations in meeting written requirements, the type of assistance requested, and whether professors consented to their requests. Fifty-two percent (n=16) had requested accommodations including: (a) more time to complete written assignments; (b) grading emphasis on content rather than spelling; (c) feedback or direct assistance; and (d) further explanation of assignment criteria. Eighty-one percent of the 16 students who requested 

Table 2 Percent of Respondents Reporting Use of Specific Strategy for Writing

	Writing Strategy
	Respondents
reporting Use
of Strategy %
	Respondents
reporting Use
of Strategy N

	Gather information on the topic
	81
	25

	   Get a variety of sources
	29
	9

	   Limit the number of sources
	6
	2

	Ask someone else to proofread
	65
	20

	Outline/organize ideas before writing first draft
	58
	18

	Revise/correct errors
	52
	16

	Write on computer/word processor
	29
	9

	Use spell checker
	13
	4

	Take notes/use note cards
	13
	4

	Get help locating/screening sources
	6
	2

	Dictate/get help locating someone to transcribe paper
	6
	2

	Circle words that look wrong
	3
	1

	Ask professor if I am on the right track
	3
	1


accommodations (n=13) said that professors usually were willing to grant their requests; however, five individuals reported that at least one professor was not willing to do so.

Participants' suggestions for university faculty. Subjects were asked to indicate how professors could help them deal with writing requirements. The following suggestions were made: (a) grade on content more heavily than mechanics; (b) give clear criteria for assignments; (c) provide individual feedback; (d) break assignments into small components rather than one large assignment due at the end of the semester; (e) allow oral rather than written tests and don't rely heavily on essay tests; (f) allow increased time to complete assignments and more lead time for assignments; (g) allow proofreading; and (h) give more interesting assignments.

Discussion and Recommendations

The recommendations that follow are categorized as accommodations, compensatory and bypass strategies, and intervention strategies. Most recommendations from participants fall into the categories of compensatory or bypass strategies and accommodations. Raskind and Scott (1993) posited that basic skill remediation may meet with resistance by postsecondary students with learning disabilities who may not have the extensive time required for remediation of skills needed to meet their immediate demands. Additional resistance may occur because of "remediation burnout" by students who have received extensive, but unsuccessful, basic skill instruction prior to college. 

Accommodations by University Faculty

Participants listed assigned papers and reports as their most frequent and most troublesome written assignments. Relatedly, their most frequently occurring suggestion for university faculty was that professors be very clear about criteria for written assignments (e.g., give very precise instructions and explain the format required). Undoubtedly all students would benefit from such explanations; in addition, the instructor is likely to be rewarded by receiving more satisfactory finished written assignments. Another suggestion, likely to be met with varied reactions from university faculty, pertains to giving separate grades for content and mechanics. The issue may be resolved more easily if instructors determine whether demonstration of technical written competence is an essential component of the assignment and, if so, whether it actually can be separated from content. 

Organization of thoughts. Given the difficulty students reported with organization, some of the recommendations of individual participants seem appropriate. For example, one student suggested that instructors work with students individually to discuss ideas and "flow" of a paper. Other suggestions included giving feedback on rough drafts, helping students narrow topics that are too broad, and assigning component tasks for a major project throughout the semester. 

Extended time to complete assignments. Over half of the participants experienced difficulty with speed and/or legibility of handwriting. As noted previously, legibility may deteriorate as students try to write faster. An obvious recommendation, based on this information, would be to allow students with learning disabilities extended time to complete written assignments, or alternative methods of demonstrating their mastery of course content (e.g., audiotaping). Extended time to complete assignments is likely to pose problems for faculty who read papers as a group so that grading will be consistent. If extension of deadlines is not feasible, an alternative accommodation might be to give students assignments earlier in the semester, thus providing more "up front" or lead time for students who need it. 

Compensatory and Bypass Strategies

Proofreaders. The most difficult aspect of writing for participants in this study was proofreading or locating errors in their own work. As a method of compensation, 65% noted that they usually asked others to proofread their written work. This is comparable to the findings of another study by Cowen (1988), where 79% of subjects who were also university students with LD relied on others to proofread their papers. Proofreading is likely to create problems for professors who may view this practice as plagiarism (Chase, 1987). In a study of faculty at a small public university, Matthews, Anderson, and Skolnick (1987) found that they were willing to allow students to use proofreaders, but disagreed as to whether or not to allow proof readers to substitute higher level vocabulary for the student's own words. Faculty's concerns may not be unfounded. One subject acknowledged that he had to be wary to ensure that the finished paper was his own work because he sometimes had problems with proofreaders trying to change the content of his writing. With the advent of computers with voice recognition capability, the problem of text alteration by proofreaders may eventually disappear (Rose, 1986). However, orally transcribed text is not error free, nor will it alleviate the need to check for grammatical and organizational errors. Therefore, one of the most effective strategies for university students to cope with inadequate mechanical skills may still be to ask others to look for the errors they cannot detect themselves. 

Word processors with spelling checkers. Generally, word processors with grammar and/ or spelling checkers may be useful tools for students who have difficulty with handwriting speed and legibility as well as grammar and spelling (Collins & Price, 1986; Vogel, 1985a). However, limitations inherent in spell checkers may decrease their usefulness for the student who so grossly misspells words that the computer can't generate a correct spelling, or in situations where actual but inappropriate words appear (e.g., "form" for "from" or homonyms). In addition, a certain amount of technical expertise is required to use a computer and spelling checker. In the words of one participant, "My computer has a spell checker which I can't figure out how to run; it doesn't help me a lot." Typing and computer use were areas of relative strength for participants in this study; however, several commented on their lack of experience with computers and difficulty typing. Based on this information, a logical recommendation for educators working with college-bound students with learning disabilities is to incorporate word processing/typing skills into the student's transition plan. University students who lack computer expertise might try commercially available typing tutorial programs, enroll in word processing courses or workshops, or use writing laboratories that provide tutorial assistance in the use of word processing software. 

Intervention Strategies

Given the reported difficulty using computers and spell checkers, universities with computerized writing laboratories might consider providing instruction in word processing and use of spell checking and proofreading programs. This service might be helpful for all students, not just those with learning disabilities, Also, the following interventions might be undertaken to assist with spelling and grammar difficulties (Hoy & Gregg, 1987; Richards, 1985): (a) instruction in self-monitoring of errors; (b) maintenance of an individual dictionary of vocabulary and spelling words that are frequently used and troublesome; (c) use of spelling dictionaries or lists; and (d) instruction in paragraphing, sentence structure, and organization. 

Self-advocacy. Shaywitz and Shaw (1988) noted that university students with LD who self advocate are most successful academically. Secondary and postsecondary educators might consider teaching students appropriate self advocacy techniques to use in requesting accommodations. For example, in courses with demanding written requirements, students should provide appropriate documentation and requests for accommodations to instructors at the beginning of the semester, rather than waiting until they are in trouble or a deadline is near. 

Similarly, students with writing difficulties need to be aware of their strengths and limitations and plan their course loads accordingly. They should inform their advisors and ask for help in matching courses to their strengths. For example, advisors may assist them in avoiding courses with technical writing or those in which writing performance comprises the majority of the grade. If such courses are not avoidable, students should be careful not to schedule too many in one semester. 

Limitations

Results must be interpreted cautiously, given two obvious limitations: (a) the limited sample size of 31 subjects; and (b) the questionable validity of self-reported responses (i.e., whether students actually use the strategies they describe and whether their perceptions of their strengths and weaknesses are accurate). With regard to the former, the WAIS-R and Woodcock-Johnson scores of this sample are similar to intelligence and achievement test scores of subjects described in other studies of university students with learning disabilities (Cowen, 1988; Gajar, 1987; Ingram & Dettenmaier, 1987; Hoy & Gregg, 1986; Vogel, 1986). Concerning validity of responses, the reported written language difficulties of this sample are corroborated by the fact that the lowest mean score (94; SD= 11.77) on the Woodcock-Johnson for this group was on the Written Language cluster. Nevertheless, future research might replicate this study and compare the self -report data to direct observations of students as they undertake writing assignments. 

Summary and Conclusions

Results of the current study indicate that this particular group of university students with learning disabilities experienced extreme difficulty with several aspects of meeting the written requirements for college courses. Their major difficulties were related to proofreading, writing mechanics (e.g., spelling and grammar), speed and legibility of writing, and organization of thoughts. 

Whenever possible, university faculty should be encouraged to: (a) give clear descriptions of assignment components and grading criteria; (b) allow additional time for completion of written assignments; (c) provide alternative means of assessing student mastery of content material; (d) focus on writing content rather than mechanics; and (e) provide encouragement and feedback to students with learning disabilities. Many of the accommodations suggested would be helpful to all students, whether or not they have learning disabilities. 

Finally, given the limitations of sample size and concerns regarding the validity of student self-reports, more research in this area is advisable. Interventions based on learning strategies, as well as strategies for self-advocacy and self-management of writing requirements, are areas that might be explored. Based on this study and prior research, ongoing investigation is needed to determine ways to assist university students in meeting the written requirements they encounter. 
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A New Model for Access

Lea Van Meter

Introduction

In the summer of 1991, an article entitled "Access in Education: Assisting Students from Dependence to Independence" was published in the Journal of Postsecondary Education and Disability (Volume 9, pp. 264-268). In this article, Brown, Clopton, and Tussler discussed two models of service delivery: the Traditional Service Delivery Model and the Student Development Model. The former relies heavily on the professional for knowledge, control, and decision-making, which leaves the student to passively and gratefully receive the benefits of the professional's efforts. By contrast, the Student Development Model emphasizes the independent student with the professional as the facilitator. Their article struck a deep, resonating chord with me as the Director of Disabled Student Services (DSS) for the past nine years. Borrowing from the principles of student development and current organizational theory, my staff and I have worked to create a third model on our campus: an Integrated Access Model of service delivery to students with disabilities. The purpose of this position paper is to discuss this model and its implications for our campuses. 

Why a New Model?

Before 1973, when the concept of educational access was limited largely to architectural accessibility, and students became radicalized in pursuit of their civil rights, programs serving students with disabilities were rare. In 1993, we are at a very different place, both in terms of understanding the multidimensional nature of educational access, and in campuses' perception of our professional value. We have evolved from fledgling offices to ones with greater campus recognition, institutionalized resources, and, thus greater potential to effect change. In 1993 we serve a much larger and broader student constituency that is increasingly aware of disability rights and more ready to articulate them. We have new and powerful federal laws protecting these rights, and our institutions are wiser about their responsibilities under the law. Academic accommodation has replaced inaccessible architecture as the chief area of concern on many campuses. Given these new circumstances, we must renew our commitment to two broad goals: empowering students to become independent of us, and teaching our institutions how to become accessible without our Interventions. To achieve these goals, we must assist students to incorporate the professional skills of their service providers. As importantly, we must help our institutions become less reliant on those same skills. If we are to truly advance the larger purpose of the Americans with Disabilities Act, that of changing the nature of society into an accessible one, we must change the nature of our colleges and universities into accessible institutions. 

The Integrated Access Model

The Integrated Access Model, which I propose, is in harmony with current organizational theory as articulated by Deming (1986), Peters (1992), and Bennis (1993 a & b). This newer theory stresses integrated, boundary-less forms in which each person is expected to be more knowledgeable about the whole, that is, more flexible. This theory moves away from earlier ones in which there were high levels of differentiation and specialization, where the whole picture was unclear to individuals, and where persons did not see their relationship to the entire organization. 

A theory that decentralizes expertise and enlarges each person's scope translates itself well into the Integrated Access Model wherein all institutional units and persons have knowledge and skills in accommodating students with disabilities. 

Making The Transition

How can we move away from the Traditional Service Delivery Model, with an office for services to students with disabilities as its centerpiece, toward a model where the campus at large is empowered to assist students in meeting their own disability-related needs? How can we enlarge on the Student Development Model to create an institution where accommodation becomes an instinctive response to students' self-advocacy? Some specific rationales and suggestions toward that end are offered. 

Work to ensure that educational access to students with disabilities is viewed as the responsibility of the entire college or university, and not just that of one office. Students must receive appropriate and necessary assistance and accommodations from the department or person from whom they are receiving the service. For example, students needing large-print handouts and exams should expect that their professors routinely provide enlarged copies. 

Similarly, students having disability-related expenses should expect that their financial aid advisor will be able to utilize that information and professional judgment in order to fairly package that student's financial aid. Likewise, a computer center should expect to provide voice recognition software in order to accommodate a student's needs. Sharing information and sources of information should be the major role of the disabled student services staff; other offices should provide needed accommodation. 

Build a community of experts in order to accomplish this more undifferentiated knowledge and sensitivity base. Aggressively teaching (informing, sensitizing, and being a resource for) all campus units about appropriately responding to students' requests for accommodation is the essential task. On our campus, we have requested time on the agenda of faculty, administrators' and other staff meetings, conducted seminars during teaching assistant orientations, and planned a brown bag luncheon through our Center for Teaching, to which I invited faculty to address various disability-related topics. We look for ways to connect students with disabilities to the academic interests of faculty. For example, we helped to recruit hearing-impaired students for a senior faculty's research in speech-reading. To help students locate faculty role models, DSS hired a free-lance writer who interviewed faculty who have disabilities. Their stories will appear in a campus wide publication. Payment for writing these stories came from the Center for Teaching. 

Determine the most appropriate place for a service or accommodation to reside. Questions we need to ask: who should be responsible for providing a service? Who is already providing a similar service for other students? Who could provide the service with little modification to existing procedures? On our campus this is done through discussion among DSS staff, with the advice and counsel of its advisory committee made up of faculty, staff and students. For example, with adequate student notification, academic accommodations can be made directly by a faculty member, teaching assistant, or departmental staff with little or no intervention by an office specializing In services to students with disabilities. Using our campus as an example, the Office of Disabled Student Services had, for many years, arranged for special testing space, hired test proctors, and negotiated accommodations with faculty. Using the Integrated Access Model our staff determined that since testing is a faculty function, faculty and their staffs should be sensitized and given information so that they could provide necessary accommodation. Extensive groundwork was laid for these major policy and procedural changes. A draft letter introducing the changes and their potential benefits to both students and faculty was written by the Director of DSS to the Academic Vice Chancellor to be sent to faculty and their staff under his name. Meetings followed with the academic deans and academic departmental staff. Simple forms were generated by DSS to communicate the accommodations requested by the students and supported by DSS, and hand-carried to each faculty member by the student. Several conversations followed with individual professors who wanted clarification as mid-term examinations were underway. While this process seemed daunting and its outcome uncertain, the process went smoothly with few problems. 

Another example of the Integrated Access Model applies to transportation. DSS has, from its beginning, operated a van transportation system, using two lift-equipped vans to transport students needing adaptive transportation to all campus locations. In fall of 1993, the plan to relocate this modified demand-response paratransit system to the Office of Transportation Services (TSM) and integrate it with all campus transportation services is in progress. The transition will require training of new personnel currently unfamiliar with riders who have special needs, and the orientation of student users to any changes in service procedures the relocation will bring. The change will expand the information base of all TSM staff. 

Become politically involved with institutional policymaking and long-range planning decisions, and the effects those decisions might have on members of the campus community who have disabilities. Change the way the institution operates. Seek invitations to serve on critical campuswide planning and policy committees, providing your perspective on issues that may have an impact on students, faculty, and staff with disabilities. Our staff have requested and accepted invitations to serve on such important committees as that of a division-wide budget committee, campuswide transit oversight and transportation committees, as well as search committees for key campus personnel. Review existing campus policies to determine if an adverse effect on persons with disabilities exists. Recommend changes. Make initiatives. Build coalitions. Identify unmet needs. A survey of students, faculty and staff to determine the climate of campus accommodation is useful, opening the way to continued dialogue, Find others on your campus and in your community who can problem-solve, advocate, and find resources to meet the need. Join them. Lead them. 

Keep pressure on high-level campus administrators to state boldly policies regarding the accommodation of students with disabilities. Refer to those policies, and designate personnel responsible for implementing these policies. Two years ago, our office supported the campuswide change of policy leading to a smokefree campus. This year, with the approval of the campus Committee on Educational Policy and the support of our Registrar's Office, our campus codified and published campus policy requiring accommodation in examinations for students with verifiable disabilities. This policy assigns joint responsibility among DSS, faculty, and students for arranging accommodations. It also states that students may make those arrangements directly with their faculty. 

Assist students to become excellent self advocates. To begin this process, they must understand the implications of their disabilities in their academic lives, and their rights and responsibilities as persons with disabilities. Teach students how to be effective self-advocates. These skills can be learned in a variety of situations: in one-on-one advising sessions, through role-play, analyzing their interactions on campus, and in workshops with students on such topics as problem-solving, working with complex bureaucracies, and dealing with difficult people. Students who have achieved these skills can teach other students. This year we are planning a jointly sponsored workshop with the Office of Ombudsman, Women's Center, and the Student Affirmative Action Office that will provide students with strategies to become more confident and resourceful self-advocates. 

Conclusion

Heretofore, we have looked toward building the resources of our programs in order to create access for students with disabilities. We have gained the expertise to serve them well. The next step is to share that expertise with our campus departments and strongly encourage them to use it to serve students and teach others. Adopting this focus will, for many offices serving students with disabilities, represent a shift from providing accommodation to teaching others how to accommodate. Doing this will require us to adjust our thinking from "us" as the experts and providers, to the notion that all campus personnel can become ready and able to meet the needs of students with disabilities. As we do this we expand the creativity and freshness of approach that others bring. Recognizing that although some campuses have more experience with the model which I have just described, every campus can look for new ways to incorporate its elements to a greater extent. As with all educational access programs, the goal is to create a campus environment where we are no longer necessary.
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Project Excel: A Demonstration of the Higher Education Transition Model for High-Achieving Students with Disabilities
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Abstract

Project Excel, a six-week summer transition program for high-achieving students with disabilities at the University of Arkansas, demonstrated the usefulness of the Higher Education Transition Model as an organizational concept and framework for the administration of the transition process. The model includes psychosocial adjustment, academic development, and university and community orientation as essential considerations for students with disabilities as they enter and adjust to college life. The twelve students who participated in Project Excel received academic advising and personal counseling, enrolled in six hours of college credit, and participated in a wide range of social and recreational activities. Overall, students rated the program as a good- to -excellent college preparatory experience. 

The process of transition from childhood to adulthood has been a topic of keen interest among educators and social scientists for many years. Recent initiatives within special education and rehabilitation service delivery systems for individuals with disabilities suggest that students with disabilities require more support than their nondisabled peers to progress through the often traumatic adolescent years. School-to work transition programs coordinate educational and vocational rehabilitation services for youths with disabilities, which enables them to initiate the career development process within school curricula (Turner & Szymanski, 1990).

Unfortunately, that transition model has not yet been fully applied to higher education, where students with disabilities often encounter a void in vocational rehabilitation where special education left off, with inadequate institutionalized services in place to meet their college transition needs. In other words, choosing to attend college rather than going directly to work after high school puts the student with a disability at a disadvantage, because no formalized transition policies have been established to address the former option. 

That disadvantage is expressed in research and programs that have documented the difficulties experienced by college students with disabilities. Evenson and Evenson (1983) noted that attitudinal barriers often result in delayed vocational development, unsatisfactory career development, and lowered expectations among college students with disabilities. Cordoni (1982) considered psychosocial adjustment to be a major impediment to effective transition among students with learning disabilities, and maintained that colleges and universities do not provide adequate support for personal, social, or academic adjustment. Rosenthal (1989) also reported that college students with learning disabilities have unique needs that are frequently unrecognized and, consequently, unmet by postsecondary institutions. Similarly Brandt and Berry (1991) reported that academic preparation, personal/social skill development, and individualized transition planning are common problem areas for students with learning disabilities who plan to attend college. 

Siperstein (1988) proposed a three-stage service delivery model that enabled colleges to address the needs of students with learning disabilities as they enter, attend, and exit college. Aune (1991) described a transition model for preparing students with learning disabilities for the transition to postsecondary education. Retention rates of students with disabilities increased under this model when compared to the general student population. 

In an effort to gain information on the transition from high school to adult life, Knox and Parmenter (1990) interviewed 73 young people with a range of disabilities. The most frequently made suggestion by these individuals was the need for linkages between school and community agencies. Social and personal issues (e.g., recreation, friendship) were seen as equally important in transition. 

Students with disabilities generally lack awareness of their rights and responsibilities regarding support services (Baker & Blanding, 1986), find it difficult to advocate for themselves (Shaw, Brinckerhoff, Kistler, & McGuire, 1991), and encounter perceptions that people with disabilities need help in all areas of life (Baker & Blanding, 1986). These and other problems might be traced to the unavailability of proactive transition interventions at the postsecondary level. 

Colleges and universities have recently begun to recognize the lack of effective transition services for students with disabilities. A number of postsecondary institutions offer summer programs that promote transition experiences for incoming students with learning disabilities (Dalke & Franzene, 1988; Goldstein, 1988; Sandperl, 1989; Seidenberg, 1986). As noted in a list of 14 pre-college summer programs compiled by the HEATH Resource Center (1992), many of these provide information to students with learning disabilities looking for ways to enhance their college performance. These programs are held on campus and offer high school students an opportunity to preview the college experience through activities which include college orientation, study skills, self-advocacy training, computer training, and leisure/recreational activities. Four of the 14 programs provide transition activities for enrolled freshmen, whereas others serve students who plan to enroll in a program at any college or university. A review of the literature suggested that prior to Project Excel, no program had addressed the transition needs of high-achieving students with physical, sensory, and learning disabilities. 

Promoting Access and Academic Excellence through the Higher Education Transition Model

Jointly sponsored by the Office for Continuing Education and the Division of Student Services at the University of Arkansas, Project Excel, an intensive six-week summer program, was designed to: (a) facilitate the transition to college for incoming students with disabilities, and (b) promote academic excellence. 

Program activities were clustered into three categories: (a) psychosocial adjustment, (b) academic development, and (c) university and community orientation. These categories, which emerged from a series of summer workshops and college transition programs for students with disabilities, provided a comprehensive framework for the development of a Higher Education Transition Model for working with high-achieving students with disabilities. 

Project Excel recruited high-achieving students with disabilities, defined by high school grade point averages of 3.0 or higher and /or ACT (American College Testing Program) composite scores of 22 or higher. 

Implementing Project Excel

Planning and Recruitment

As the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 recognizes people with disabilities as a minority group that deserves antidiscrimination civil protection, Project Excel dealt with barriers similar to those reported by Oliver and Brown (1988) in their effort to equalize educational opportunities for minorities. These included: (a) the need for involvement of the majority populous; (b) the impact of false assumptions by faculty and administrators that they are interested in and knowledgeable about minority issues; (c) the need for formation of networks within and among minorities; (d) the need to include diverse activities, which would therefore increase the majority populous in the overall effort of integration; (e) the importance of providing access to service components for students; and (f) the need for systematic retention efforts as important issues in minority recruitment. 

Recruitment for the summer, 1992, program began in December, 1991. A program brochure was developed and sent to Arkansas rehabilitation counselors, Arkansas public school guidance counselors, and all students who had been admitted to the University of Arkansas for fall, 1992 and had identified themselves as having disabilities. Project recruiters then telephoned students who met the program's eligibility criteria as stated in the brochure (3.0 high school grade point average, 22 composite ACT scores, and/or outstanding achievement in extracurricular activities). 

Parents, teachers, and counselors participated actively in Project Excel's individualized recruitment approach. 

Students and Their Academic Characteristics

Project Excel's selection committee chose 12 high-achieving students with disabilities from Arkansas, Texas, and Illinois as participants in the program. Disability types represented among those students were blindness (2 students), deafness (1), learning disability (7), spinal cord injury (1), and attention-deficit hyperactivity disorder (1). The students with legal blindness had low vision (L6/200 R20/400; L20/400 R20/200) and were accommodated by enlarged print, taped texts, readers, paratransit services, centrally located residences and mobility training on campus. The student who was deaf (hears less than five percent of sounds) used an interpreter in the classroom, in some tutoring sessions, and in most extracurricular and community activities. She was encouraged to help residence hall managers, newly made friends, and program participants to learn some sign language and to use some accommodations (e.g., telecommunication device for the deaf [TDD] ). 

The university provided paratransit services, a scribe, and physical access to the classroom for the student with a spinal cord injury (C2/C3 level). Residence life staff and others worked closely with Project Excel staff to ensure that this student was not exposed to extreme temperatures or without power for his life support system. Rehabilitation Services provided a voice-activated computer, which the student used to control his home environment (e.g., phone, lighting, television). Employing and managing persons to provide personal assistance presented major transition concerns for this student and his parents. 

Five of the seven students with learning disabilities had specific disabilities in reading, written expression, and math. One student had a disability that affected his processing of verbally presented information. Six of the students with learning disabilities qualified for extended time and a reader for tests. Five students were accommodated by a scribe. The student with the attention-deficit disorder was accommodated by extended time for tests, which were given in a less distracting environment than the class room. All students were provided with class notes and specialized tutoring. 

Few students were proficient in the use of technology. Several students had no skills in computer technology, and their instruction began with keyboarding. None of the students who qualified for taped texts knew how to use them effectively. 

Most students were of middle to upper-middle class socioeconomic status. Eleven students were of European-American descent, and one African-American student participated. This ethnic distribution is consistent with the University's eight percent minority enrollment rate. 

Project Excel's 12 students demonstrated a mean high school grade point average of 2.76 with a mean composite ACT score of 21.5. Four students had been awarded university scholarships for the fall of 1992. The majority (8) of Project Excel students were unconditionally admitted to the university, while four were provisionally admitted, pending remediation of course deficiencies. Eleven students were admitted as freshmen, while one was accepted for transfer enrollment. 

Personnel and Budget

Project Excel, a low-cost, self-supporting program, was implemented by existing disabled student services staff. Graduate assistants and interns assisted with program administration, academic instruction, counseling, university orientation, special events, and other activities. Personnel involved in the project included full year staff: the program director, a certified school psychologist, an English instructor, and "accommodators" (readers, notetakers, and sign language interpreters). Faculty consultants were used in the evaluation of students' needs for accommodation and the daily assessment of program activities. 

Two doctoral level interns from Rehabilitation Education served as the program coordinator and program counselor. Graduate assistants helped with special events, the technology lab, and tutoring. Four students were employed as clerical assistants and peer helpers. One student was employed as an accommodator for a member of the summer staff. The program director and program coordinator taught the assistive technology course. Program fees ($3,000 for in-state residents and $3,684 for out-of-state) included tuition (six credit hours), room and board, university new-student orientation, workshops, seminars, special events, transportation to and from program events, and books and supplies. Accommodations were the responsibility of the year-round university program of services. The emphasis on existing campus resources was cost-effective, and allowed most expenditures to be allocated for direct services for students. The Arkansas Vocational Rehabilitation program sponsored four Project Excel students, and one student was a Texas Vocational Rehabilitation client. 

Components of Project Excel

Psychosocial Development

As "college is an important time of growth and development, a time of transition from dependence to independence, and especially so for individuals with disabilities" (Benshoff, Kroeger, & Scalia, 1990, p. 43), psychosocial adjustment must be considered as a paramount issue of this important transition process (Cordoni, 1980). In fact, Chelser (1982) found the need for social skills training and the need to overcome dependence among the most pressing concerns for adults with disabilities. Brinckerhoff, Shaw, and McGuire (1992) exhorted postsecondary service providers to prioritize service delivery options that promote independence. Accordingly, the Higher Education Transition Model included psychosocial adjustment as an essential consideration. Every program activity focused on enhancing independence. 

Project Excel employed a counselor who assisted students in identifying personal transition needs and in considering issues of psychosocial adjustment. The program counselor also participated in staff training, facilitated appropriate student interventions, and provided direct student consultation in the following areas: (a) goal attainment, (b) career exploration, (c) problem-solving, and (d) socialization. In individual counseling sessions, students expressed a broad range of psychosocial adjustment concerns. Issues included attendant care, medical needs, roommate concerns, fear of academic failure, test anxiety, peer rejection, time management, familial expectations, self-concept, and participation in intercollegiate athletics, Greek organizations, and other social activities. 

Academic Development

Project Excel students enrolled in six hours of college credit coursework, three credits each in "English Composition" and "Techniques in Assistive Technology." A comprehensive academic development model, including individualized assistance, writing consultation, tutoring, individual educational evaluations, personalized technology sessions, and examination accommodations (Sandperl, 1989) facilitated student participation in these courses. Program staff participated in this process by (a) assessing students' academic histories, (b) monitoring students' performance in college courses, (c) teaching academic strategies and technology skills, and (d) providing technical assistance to faculty and university staff. 

Assessing Academic Histories A certified school psychologist compiled educational, personal, and medical histories for each student prior to the summer program. These histories were used to assess the degree of each student's disability, and to determine the expected impact of the disability on college success. The examiner's assessments and recommendations constituted the basis for each student's individualized accommodation plan (IAP). The IAP, a signed agreement between a student and the university, summarized the student's need for accommodation and facilitated the transition process. Content of IAP's in Project Excel varied widely according to individual needs. For example, the IAP of one student with low vision called for enlarged printed materials (classroom handouts, program agendas, and menus). The IAP for the student who was deaf called for such accommodations as interpreter services and residential modifications (flashing light knocker, and flashing emergency system). The IAP's of students with learning disabilities varied with the type and degree of severity of the disability. For example, one student with a math disability required accommodations only when he worked with numbers. Accordingly, his IAP would be in effect only when he was enrolled in math or in a class that included math. The IAP of another student with a learning disability called for a notetaker, a reader, a scribe, and extended time for tests. A third student, whose disability affected written expression, required the accommodation of a scribe. The IAP directed the services and accommodations that each student received during Project Excel. 

Monitoring classroom performance. Each participant's academic performance was monitored and evaluated on a daily basis by Project Excel's interdisciplinary team. Accommodations that were implemented to equalize opportunities for success included sign language interpreters, notetakers, readers, enlarged print, taped reading materials, scribes, extended time, alternative testing conditions, modified housing, specialized transportation, electronic editing and communication adaptations, and modified instructional formats. Other out-of-class support services included study sessions, tutoring, exam reviews, goal establishment, research assistance, and writing consultation. Each student was encouraged to evaluate the effectiveness of his or her individual accommodations on a daily basis and to request an IAP review conference if significant changes were needed. 

Teaching academic strategies and technology skills. In a laboratory component of the "Techniques in Assistive Technology" course, students explored and developed a clear understanding of academic strategies and appropriate technological alternatives. While course lectures presented different disability types and technological procedures that benefit those with specific disabilities, the laboratory provided opportunities for hands-on interaction with personally relevant assistive technology. Laboratory sessions included explanation and demonstration of such assistive devices as four-track, variable-speed cassette recorders; keyboard activated telecommunication systems; voice activated computers; voice-output synthesizers; Braille devices; augmentative speech devices; independent living aids; prostheses and orthotics; closed-circuit magnification machine; large-print computer programs; hearing amplification systems; electronic spellers; word processing aids; and information management systems. Students were also oriented to university wide computer networks, laboratories, and operations, particularly those used in their degree area. 

Providing technical assistance to faculty and university staff. Project Excel's planning phase included collaboration with university agencies such as residence life and dining services, transit and parking, physical plant, university health services, financial aid, and academic affairs. Faculty representatives from rehabilitation, special education, counselor education, psychology, English, and educational technology also participated in Project Excel's development. 

During Project Excel, technical assistance was provided for instructors in the English and technology courses. Instructors met with program staff to define student accommodation needs. As all Project Excel students had been admitted to the university for the fall, 1992 semester, program staff provided technical assistance to faculty advisors in formulating course schedules. Project Excel staff facilitated the student-faculty advising process through such recommendations as course load and scheduling modifications. Students met with their respective advisors and were introduced to their major faculty professors during their participation in Project Excel. 

University and Community Orientation

Project Excel's university and community orientation component provided a structured opportunity for students to acquaint themselves with their new surroundings. Program activities designed to facilitate transition to the university environment included (a) special events, (b) New Student Orientation, and (c) peer interaction. 

Special events. Project Excel featured workshops, seminars, and social events that provided associations with campus resources and student groups. Self-advocacy and problem solving seminars helped students to develop strategies for identifying and requesting on campus accommodations. Representatives from numerous university offices participated in a campus resources seminar, which gave students a chance to learn about financial aid, Greek organizations, university health services, residence life and dining, parking and transit, student services, campus activities, and student government. 

In another seminar, a panel of successful University of Arkansas students with disabilities presented peer perspectives on the college experience. Informal recreational and leisure activities included a picnic at a city park, dinner at a local restaurant, Sunday night pizza parties, and casual sports events. Students also took part in a preregistration workshop, where New Student Orientation staff members offered suggestions for orientation and fall registration. 

New Student Orientation. Project Excel participants enrolled in the University of Arkansas' one-day New Student Orientation program. Students registered for fall courses, met faculty advisors and deans, toured the campus, completed placement examinations, and participated in social activities. Parents were invited to share the orientation experience with students. 

Peer interaction. An important part of Project Excel's underlying structure was group participation and peer interaction. Students formed a cohesive group, and friendships developed among those with different disabilities and socioeconomic backgrounds. Living in an on-campus residence hall offered opportunities for social interaction in the college milieu, and students established many associations outside of Project Excel. 

Student Performance

Students chose majors ranging from studies in the humanities, such as journalism and music, to technical fields, such as architecture, engineering, and athletic training. Provisionally admitted students removed all deficiencies during Project Excel, except those deficiencies in mathematics. Each student earned an A in "Techniques in Assistive Technology," and "English Composition" grades included three Cs, six Bs, and three As. Students entered the fall semester with a mean grade point average of 3.5. 

Student Evaluation

On a post-program Likert scale evaluation questionnaire, students rated Project Excel as a good-to-excellent college preparatory experience. One student remarked, "Project Excel has been a very good experience for me, because I've met lots of people and I'm more prepared for the fall than I would have been." Another noted, "Project Excel has been very helpful in introducing the university's resources to me." Most considered the opportunity to meet new people as the most beneficial aspect of the program, followed by earning six hours of college credit and introduction to campus resources. 

Difficulties reported by students focused on adjustment to residential life, anxiety concerned with Greek "rush" activities, time management, stress related to test taking, grades, and learning to use accommodations in a college setting. Project Excel staff noted that students were not fully aware of their need for academic accommodations and therefore, tended not to articulate those to advisors, professors, and other college professionals. 

Student participants' favorable reactions to Project Excel are even more encouraging when viewed in light of their first semester academic performance. Students' mean grade point average was 2.84 in their first semester of courses, which was markedly higher than the 2.34 mean grade point average for all first semester freshmen at the University of Arkansas. 

Due to Project Excel's small sample size and in the absence of an equivalent comparison group, inferential statistics would not be an adequate tool for evaluation. 

Conclusion

Project Excel, an effective demonstration of the Higher Education Transition Model, provided a comprehensive transition experience for 12 high-achieving students with physical and learning disabilities. Program activities enabled students to develop friendships, successfully complete two college courses, and acquaint themselves with the university and surrounding community. 

As postsecondary institutions strive to improve access for people with disabilities, and professionals from education and rehabilitation continue to emphasize transition from public schools to career opportunities, Project Excel underscored one university's commitment to academic excellence and equalized opportunity, and provides an example for adaptation in other settings. 
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Case-Managed Support Services for Students who are Deaf or Hearing Impaired
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Abstract

The population of college students who are deaf or hearing impaired on mainstream campuses has grown in recent years. Although support services have expanded in an effort to meet the needs of students with hearing impairments, the range of services provided and program retention rates have been sources of concern. This article presents an overview of case-managed support services program developed specifically to serve this population at major southeastern university. Program components and processes that are integral elements of this model are described. 

Providing support services to students who are deaf or hearing impaired in mainstream university settings requires an understanding of deafness, rehabilitation counseling, student personnel services in higher education, and the university culture. Multiple resources and supports need to be accessed, then coordinated in an ecologic, systemic manner to facilitate the interaction between students and components of the academic environment. The purpose of this article is to describe a case-managed support services program that effectively addresses and resolves many of the academic issues and needs of such students in an integrated university environment. 

Higher Education and Disability

Access to educational opportunity is a precursor to access to social participation (Biklen, Ford, & Ferguson, 1989). With regard to persons with disabilities, when educational opportunities are impeded by lack of accommodation, then access to social opportunities is impeded as well. This is particularly salient for youth with disabilities for whom the single most important means of achieving social integration is education (Burton, 1979). Research has demonstrated that postsecondary education instills in persons with disabilities, "... a broader perspective on life, a much wider variety of career options, and an appreciation for a greater range of avocations" (Welsh, Walter, & Riley, 1989, p. 11). 

In the last decade, the number of students with disabilities on the nation's college campuses has tripled. They now account for slightly more than 10% of all college students (Rothstein, 1991). As this population has expanded, so has the number of programs developed to meet their needs. Today, many major universities and smaller colleges offer a broad array of services for students with disabilities (Wilson, 1992). Although such programs are intended to facilitate the access of students with disabilities to appropriate educational opportunities, full integration has been slow to evolve. For example, despite passage of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, a benchmark for disability rights legislation, unconditional inclusion of persons with deafness or hearing impairments in mainstream universities has been a difficult goal to achieve (Brown & Foster, 1991). The Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 has revitalized the challenge for colleges and universities to integrate and accommodate such students. Historically, college students with deafness or hearing impairments have gravitated to post-secondary institutions such as Gallaudet University and the National Technical Institute for the Deaf, both renowned for exemplary services for such students. These institutions have demonstrated clearly that policies, programs, and instructional methods developed for students with hearing impairments are vital and effective in helping these students advance educationally and economically. For students with deafness or hearing impairments, postsecondary education that is tailored to meet their needs acts as a deterrent to the under- or unemployment that is typical among these young adults (Kasen, Ouellette, & Cohen, 1990). 

Support Services for College Students who are Deaf 

As the population of deaf students has grown in recent years, programs developed to meet their academic needs on college campuses have expanded (Rawlings, Karchmer, & DeCaro, 1988). But the range of services offered by such programs and their retention rates have been problematic (Schroedel & Watson, 1991). Several authors attribute these problems to multiple interacting factors. Aside from funding constraints, these factors include: (a) strong faculty needs for training that facilitates their interactions with students who have minimal or no usable hearing (Lang & Conner, 1988; Sass-Lehrer, Cohen-Silver, & Bodner-Johnson, 1990); (b) classroom environments and university cultures that are less receptive to the communication needs of students who are deaf or hearing impaired (Saur, Layne, Hurley, & Opton, 1986); (c) deficits in the social competencies of such students; (d) absence of a support services counselor who signs (Davie, 1990); and (e) lack of integration of services and resources within the university. Clearly, the synergistic effects of these factors influence educational outcomes. 

Hameister (1984) observed that students with disabilities enrolling in postsecondary education often need support in developing social skills, leadership skills, and a positive self-concept. Garland (1985) concurred and suggested that such support be formally structured through cooperative efforts of faculty and staff responsible for student affairs. By identifying evolving student needs and expectations, and by developing strategies to meet those needs, a formal program of support services can play an important role in linking students with disabilities to faculty and peers in the academic environment. Successful linking is best accomplished through case management, a process that has proved to be effective and practical in a wide array of human services endeavors (Anthony & Blanch, 1989). Case management services have resolved problems arising from fragmented services, provided by too few or too many professionals, in settings that are markedly different from the academic communities where students must f unction on a day-to-day basis (Rapp & Chamberlain, 1985). When applied in the mainstream university, case-managed support services also promote a trusting relationship with a counselor who can help instruct the student on how to negotiate the academic system. 

This article presents a model program developed specifically to accommodate the needs of deaf students in an integrated academic environment of a major southeastern university. By applying the principles of sound case management, the program successfully bridges the service, resource, and support gaps between students who are deaf or hearing impaired and components in the academic environment.

Enhancing Access to the University Community through Case Management

The university, which is the site for this approach to service delivery, is known for comprehensive services for students with mobility, sensory, and learning disabilities. The program is part of a larger support services structure, administered by the Dean of Student Affairs, which provides services to 175 students who have disabilities. These services encompass academic advisement, academic accommodation such as tutoring and notetaking, technological assistance including wheelchair repair, and supportive counseling. The constellation of support services is viewed as a pool of important available resources that play an active role in facilitating the meaningful participation of students with disabilities in the campus community.

In 1991, the Student Support Services program (SSS) expanded to include services for students who are deaf or hearing impaired. The expanded program was designed to have a dual focus - both on students and on the academic environment. A rehabilitation counselor who has interpreting skills was employed to collaborate with faculty, staff, and students in managing the system of 10 integrated services that is shown in figure 1. These services represent those components which are essential for deaf students on a hearing campus.

Program implementation rests in the hands of the SSS Counselor for the Deaf, whose role calls for a blending of clinical and managerial functions and environmental interventions such as identifying and coordinating the multiple resources available within the university; advocacy; social skills teaching, mentoring, and coaching; and personal counseling. When students who are deaf or hearing impaired are not knowledgeable about how to access resources available in the university setting, the SSS Counselor steps in to: (a) match student needs with opportunities and resources in the academic environment, (b) teach students how to access these resources, (c) monitor their interaction, and (d) intervene when necessary. The SSS Counselor for the Deaf performs five fundamental functions in this case-managed support services system, all of which must mutually involve the Counselor and the student to be effective. Each is described along with illustrative case study anecdotes. 

Assessment 

The purpose of assessment is to determine students' eligibility for academic support services. Methods used in this process range from intake interviewing to reviewing audiological reports. During the intake interview, it is important to ask about strengths, limitations, previous academic difficulties, previous support services, and study habits. Audiological reports provide important information regarding the degree and severity of hearing loss and can be used to assess classroom needs and housing accommodations. The SSS Counselor should use many assessment techniques as well as personal accounts from students as a basis for eligibility determination and service planning. Audiological reports alone are not sufficient for this purpose. For example, one student preferred to communicate manually even though he had some usable hearing. In this instance, the student's preferred communication mode was given priority. 

Planning

Once eligibility is established, planning the services necessary for academic success is important to ensure their availability. Delineation of services is accomplished with student participation. The types of services that may be needed include interpreters (oral or manual), notetakers, tutors (content and instructional), and taped or transcribed lectures. Beginning to plan services during the assessment phase allows the SSS Counselor to recruit volunteers, hire personnel, and coordinate their activities, all in a timely manner. Interpreters re obtained from Vocational Rehabilitation (VR) sources or from a local or regional Directory of Certified Interpreters to ensure quality interpreting for students. Content tutors may be needed for students who have vocabulary limitations or trouble with certain concepts discussed in classes. Documentation of the delineation of services is essential for future planning. By documenting services, the SSS Counselor can maintain a record of what services were beneficial, or not, to the student and use this record for future planning. 

Linking 

The SSS Counselor plays an important role as the link between the student and the university community. The SSS counselor provides technical assistance in situations where questions arise concerning the use of assistive listening devices (ALDs), telecommunication devices for the deaf (TDDs), or the role of interpreters in the classroom. When students with hearing impairments are unaware of the availability of ALDs and look to the SSS Counselor for information, the Counselor shares information, and then refers the student to VR. The SSS Counselor also may be called upon to link students to speech and hearing centers where students can be tested for and fitted with ALDs. The university looks to the SSS Counselor for Deaf as a resource for other personnel that is, the Counselor may be called upon to train incoming counselors, provide guidelines for serving this population, and orient incoming freshmen who are deaf or hearing impaired to the university. Finally, the SSS Counselor is instrumental in facilitating the formation and continuation of support groups for these students. 

Monitor 

The purpose of monitoring is to maintain the student's appropriate academic progress and personal well-being. Evaluations at midterm and final periods of the academic year document performance in coursework and provide indications of difficulties. Regular meetings with the student are necessary for feedback on their academic progress. They are encouraged to share specific information such as test scores with the Counselor. Faculty are encouraged to monitor progress as well, contacting the SSS Counselor at the onset of perceived problems. Addressing personal needs via individual counseling allows the counselor to help students with the social, relational side of life in the university. In one situation, a student was experiencing distressing problems with a roommate who complained about the student's need to turn up the volume on a television they shared. The SSS Counselor mediated their dispute, taking care to consider both sides, then provided information about closed-captioned televisions and economical captioning decoders. The students decided to purchase a decoder, installed it, and resumed watching their favorite programming in mutual comfort. 

Advocacy

Perhaps the most important function is that of advocating for the academic and personal rights of students with hearing impairments. The purpose of this function is to ensure reasonable accommodations in the university and community. "Dave's" dilemma illustrates how essential advocacy is in this case-managed system. Dave entered the university as a freshman in 1991 . He had a profound hearing loss and wore bilateral hearing aids; his aided speech recognition was 40-60 percent. During the semester, Dave encountered difficulties in a class in which instructional materials were presented as slides. To complicate matters, Dave's professor, who wore a full beard and mustache, totally dimmed all lights during his presentation and moved about the classroom while discussing the slide material. Dave could not lip-read under these conditions. The SSS Counselor went to the professor with Dave, explained why Dave was experiencing difficulty, and suggested reasonable accommodations. The professor agreed to stand at a lighted podium while presenting slides and even trimmed his mustache and beard so that Dave could better read his lips. 

Conclusion

This article has described an innovative case managed program designed to meet the needs of students who are deaf or hearing impaired in a mainstream university setting. The success of such a program relies first and foremost on the clinical knowledge and managerial skills of program staff. It is essential that the SSS Counselor for the Deaf have a working knowledge of hearing impairments, including associated medical and psychosocial implications. Several students have offered their insights regarding the benefits of the program. One student reported her appreciation for knowing that someone in the university setting understood why it upset her when she would ask for something to be repeated and was told, "I'll tell you later." Another student, who is deaf and blind, was appreciative of the Counselor's knowledge of ALD's. In this instance, the Counselor introduced the student to a Personal FM System, which greatly aided his speech recognition in the classroom, and successfully advocated for VR to purchase one for him. 

Numerous publications and training programs can contribute to staff's fund of knowledge about deafness or disabilities in general. Training programs for postsecondary service providers are located at Regional Resource Centers for Deafness throughout the nation. If in-service training is not an option because of funding or geographic constraints then many informative and useful publications can be requested from institutions such as the National Technical Institute on Deafness or Gallaudet University. 

The integration of students with minimal or no usable hearing on a mainstream university campus involves not only the obvious academic accommodations, such as interpreting and notetaking, but also the consideration of the relational side of life in academia. Social interaction and supportive relationships constitute a substantive dimension of college life that can be facilitated by a case-managed approach to support services for deaf students. 

The process of integrating students who are deaf or hearing impaired on a hearing college campus requires careful planning, patience, perseverance, and the mobilization of resources and supports. As this model program demonstrated, attention must also be given to the coordination of multiple, simultaneous services in order to ensure continuity in the academic experience. 

The system of services in this model creates the capacity for successful integration; but, it is the SSS Counselor who nurtures those clinical and environmental strategies that are essential to ensure opportunities for integration. For example, by successfully advocating for an ALD for 'Dave', his grade rose from a 'D' to a final of 'B' simply because he could better understand the lectures. By applying the principles of sound case management, the SSS Counselor can successfully serve as a partner with students who are deaf or hearing impaired in negotiating the university system. Monitoring and advocacy are necessary to ensure that such students obtain the help they need. 

More mainstream universities need to incorporate case-managed functions into existing or developing support services programs so that there can be increased opportunities and choices for students who are deaf or hearing impaired. In order to fully live up to the expectations of the Americans with Disabilities Act, there needs to be an increase in the number of mainstream support service providers who are knowledgeable in the aspects of deafness and can effectively serve this population. 

Resources

National Technical Institute on Deafness
Rochester Institute of Technology
One Lomb Memorial Drive
P.O. Box 9887
Rochester, NY 14623
(716)475-6400 - V; (716)475-6400 - TDD 

Gallaudet University 
800 Florida Avenue, NE 
Washington, DC 20002-3625
(202)651-5373 V/TDD
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Learning Disabilities in Adult Basic Education: A Survey of Current Practices

Ann Ryan and Lynda Price

Abstract

The purpose of the study was to explore a number of issues critical to the effective service delivery and skill education of adults with learning disabilities in Adult Basic Education (ABE) programs in all 50 states and two American Territories. Adult Basic Education directors answered brief questions in the following areas: the prevalence of students with learning disabilities in their ABE programs; what definitions of learning disabilities were currently in use in their local ABE educational programs; how ABE students were diagnosed for learning disabilities in conjunction with these programs; and how important and what type of training ABE instructors were currently receiving about learning disabilities. Data describing these areas are summarized in five tables. Recommendations based upon the study are discussed and include: increasing staff training for ABE instructors and paraprofessionals; wider dissemination about the effectiveness of ABE programs as an option for individuals with learning disabilities; and further research to explore the relationship between ABE and learning disabilities in adults. 

In 1989, Adult Basic Education provided a variety of services for over 3.3 million Americans in programs based on adult basic education, adult secondary education, and English as a second language (U. S. Department of Education, 1992a). These programs were designed to provide learning opportunities for persons over sixteen years of age in two general categories: high school equivalency training to prepare for the General Education Development (GED) tests and literacy skill building (Mocker, 1986). Prompted by legislation such as the Adult Education Act (P.L. 100-297) and the National Literacy Act (P.L. 102-73), programs for Adult Basic Education currently exist for persons with and without disabilities in 57 states and territories (U.S. Department of Education, 1992b). 

The justification for Adult Basic Education (ABE) as a primary source for literacy development is firmly supported on both state and national levels. For example, the state of Minnesota reported almost 700,000 persons 16 and older did not have a high school diploma and were not currently enrolled in an educational program (Literacy Coalition, 1987). This same report estimated that over 26 million adults, or one in every five Americans, have marginal literacy skills that require basic skill development (i.e., 4th-6th grade reading level). 

Currently, little information is available addressing the relationship between persons with disabilities and their participation in Adult Basic Education. The relationship between ABE and students with learning disabilities who have dropped out of high school has largely been unexplored, though some studies have tried to address this topic. For example, Zigmond and Thornton (1985) have reported a high school dropout rate among students with learning disabilities to be 54%. No data currently exist, however, as to whether these former students subsequently pursued the equivalence of high school diplomas through GED testing or other nontraditional programs. 

In 1989, preliminary available data indicated that six percent of the 3.3 million students enrolled in ABE programs reported having one or more disabilities (U.S. Department of Education, 1992a). Although this report did not provide information regarding enrollment according to area of disability, individual authors have attempted to approximate this figure. For example, Travis (1979) estimated that as many as 80% of all students currently enrolled in ABE programs across America may have learning disabilities. The staff of Project Literacy U.S. (U.S. Department of Education, 1992c) projected 30-40% of the 23 million functionally illiterate adults to have either English as a second language (ESL) or learning disabilities. Ross (1987) proposed determining the number of students with learning disabilities in ABE by extrapolating figures from the general school age population (eg., determining the percent of school-age students enrolled in ABE programs and then calculating the percent of school-age students with learning disabilities). This, she asserted, could determine a maximum level at which learning disabilities could be predicted in ABE. She also asserted, "...it is reasonable to assume that the ABE instructor is more likely to encounter learning disabled students than adult educators in other environments" (p. 6). 

Specific points should be considered in light of this information. First, if significant numbers of adults with disabilities, especially learning disabilities, are seeking assistance from local ABE programs, information should be collected related to how policymakers, teachers, and others assisting in these programs are prepared to address the multiple issues typically presented by these students. Specifically, how are students with this disability identified in ABE programs? Second, since many adults with learning disabilities may have been passed through education without receiving the benefits of PL 94-142 (Ryan " Price, 1992), what options currently exist for ABE students who request adult diagnoses or assistance in understanding their learning patterns? The focus of this article is to provide information from a recent survey which begins to address these critical questions. The purpose of the study was to explore a number of different issues critical to the effective service delivery and skill education of adults with learning disabilities in all 50 states and two American territories who attend ABE programs. 

Method

Respondents

Fifty-two directors of Adult Basic Education were administered a survey at their national meeting. Follow-up telephone calls were made to directors not responding to the initial request. Responses were received from 100% of the state directors of ABE and two directors of U.S. territories. Directors were selected as respondents in this survey because of their roles as policy makers. 

Instrumentation

A two-page survey was developed by the authors of the study to focus on six questions related to ABE and learning disabilities. The topical areas explored were: the projected prevalence of ABE students with learning disabilities in each state/territory; the procedures used by ABE personnel for diagnosing learning disabilities; and the type of training ABE instructors are receiving about learning disabilities. 

Respondents were asked to mark answers in a variety of ways. Each director wrote the predicted percent of ABE students with LD (identified and unidentified) in their state. Next, were four forced-choice options. Respondents were asked to identify the definition, model of diagnosis, or style of in-service on learning disabilities which were most likely utilized in their state. The final question consisted of a 5-point Likert-type scale (5 = maximum priority to 1 = not a priority) designed to solicit each director's perception of the priority placed on educating ABE instructors regarding learning disabilities in adults. 

Results

Data collected from this survey are categorized into four basic areas which correspond to Tables 1 through 5. Each table provides information about how ABE programs are currently functioning with respect to learning disabilities. The tables include data on prevalence, definition, provisions for diagnostic services, and the degree to which in-service activities are available to instructors as well as priority of in-service training. 

Prevalence

The estimated prevalence of students with learning disabilities was the first area explored by this survey. Each respondent was asked to estimate the percent of students in ABE programs in their state with learning disabilities. It should be noted that this estimate includes students who either had previously diagnosed learning disabilities or who were suspected as having undiagnosed learning disabilities. As Table 1 illustrates, the perceived prevalence of LD varied greatly among the states. Forty-eight of the 52 directors were able to respond to this question. Among them, 60% (n=29) estimated 15-40% of their ABE students to have learning disabilities. In contrast, 21% (n=10) of the respondents predicted that half or more of their students had or were suspected of having LD, while 19% (n=9) projected their state's prevalence to be 10% or less. Directors from three states and one territory were unable to estimate what percentage of students they worked with had some type of identified or unidentified learning disabilities. 

Definition

The second area critical to describing policies and procedures of ABE programs with respect to students with learning disabilities involved the definition adopted by each state or territory. These data are summarized in Table 2 according to two sub-questions: (a) Does the state have a definition for adult learning disabilities?; and (b) if yes, what is the source of that definition? Of the 52 states and territories, 62% (n=32) reported a definition for adult learning disabilities had not been adopted as of 1992. Twenty five percent (n =13) said their states had in place a formal definition for learning disabilities which could be used by local ABE programs. Thirteen percent (n=7) indicated their states planned to adopt a definition in either 1992 or 1993 or the definition was currently "under discussion." Of the 13 states reporting a definition of learning disabilities, six indicated using P.L. 94-142 (since reauthorized as P.L. 101-36, IDEA) as the definition for learning disabilities; two respondents were using a formal state-developed definition; and five were using a definition created specifically at the site (local) level. 

Diagnosis

One important service delivery component for students with disabilities is the provision of diagnostic service including the delineation of learning patterns and interpretation of findings in practical ways. ABE directors were asked which of the following would likely be recommended to a student seeking adult diagnosis for learning disabilities: diagnosis on-site for a fee or free of charge, diagnosis off-site through a state agency or private agency, or "other." Table 3 summarizes these results. 

Half (n=26) of the directors reported the referral of students to state agencies such as the Rehabilitative Services, and 27% (n=14) reported that diagnostic assessment would likely occur on-site free of charge. Only 4% (n=2) reported that students would be directed to private agencies. No states or territories indicated that students were charged on-site fees for diagnostic services. Nineteen percent (n=10) of the directors selected the "other" category and offered written responses. These responses included comments from one director that adult diagnosis was not required since traditional 

Table 1 Estimated Prevalence of Learning Disabilities in Adult Basic Education 

	State
	Estimated
Prevalence
	State
	Estimated
Prevalence

	Alabama
	20
	Nebraska
	10

	Alaska 
	40 
	Nevada 
	20

	Arizona 
	15 
	New Hampshire 
	15

	Arkansas 
	35* 
	New Jersey 
	10

	California 
	25 
	New Mexico 
	50*

	Colorado 
	50 
	New York 
	40*

	Connecticut 
	15 
	North Carolina 
	3

	Delaware 
	50 
	North Dakota 
	55*

	Florida 
	20 
	Ohio 
	25

	Georgia 
	25 
	Oklahoma 
	25

	Hawaii 
	1 
	Oregon 
	15

	Idaho 
	55* 
	Pennsylvania 
	20

	Illinois 
	10 
	Rhode Island 
	20

	Indiana 
	35 
	South Carolina 
	75

	Iowa 
	40 
	South Dakota 
	5

	Kansas 
	35 
	Tennessee 
	20

	Kentucky 
	DK 
	Texas 
	20

	Louisiana 
	15* 
	Utah 
	10

	Maine 
	25* 
	Vermont 
	50

	Maryland 
	30* 
	Virginia 
	50

	Massachusetts 
	15 
	Washington 
	10

	Michigan 
	23 
	West Virginia 
	DK

	Minnesota 
	90 
	Wisconsin 
	DK

	Mississippi 
	20 
	Wyoming 
	20

	Missouri 
	50 
	American Samoa 
	DK

	Montana 
	25 
	Puerto Rico 
	5


Table 2 Responses Related to Issues of Definition

	1. Definition of Learning Disabilities
	2. Source of Definition Among States Reporting Definition of Learning Disabilities (n=13)"

	State or Territory Has Adopted a Definition of Learning Disabilities
	Number
of States
	%
	Source of
Definition
	Number
of States

	No
	32
	62
	PL 94-142
	6

	Yes
	13
	25
	State Authored
	2

	Under Consideration
	7
	13
	Site Authored
	5


Table 3 Provision of Diagnostic Services for Students Suspected of Having LD in ABE Programs 

	Place
	Number
	Percent

	On-site For a Fee
	0
	0

	On-Site Free of Charge 
	14
	27

	Referred to State Agency
	26
	50

	Referred to Private Source
	2
	4

	Other
	10
	19


Table 4 Availability of In-service, Activities on Learning Disabilities 

	Initiative
	Number
	Percent

	Individual Seeks on Own
	4
	8

	Regional 
	20
	38

	Provided by State
	24
	46

	Other (all of the above)
	1
	2

	Unknown
	3
	6


Table 5 Priority for In-service Activity of Learning Disabilities 

	Priority Rating
	Number (N=52)
	Percent

	Maximum
	6
	12

	High
	29
	56

	Moderate
	15
	29

	Low
	2
	4

	Not a Priority
	0
	0


school-age (K-12) diagnosis had been available. Additionally, 10% (n=5) of the directors responding "other" reported that state or on-site diagnosis could be accessed. Of the 10 respondents checking other, 40% reported all options being available to students. 

Training

Additional information collected from the survey focused on the needs of ABE professionals and paraprofessionals for information on learning disabilities. Two related questions were asked pertaining to the in-service activities of ABE instructors throughout the United States and territories. First, the respondents were asked if in-service activities on learning disabilities had been available to these educators. Second, the respondents were asked what kind of priority they would assign this kind of activity. Information from this portion of the survey is summarized in Tables 4 and 5. 

Of the 52 states and territories, 85% (n=44) of respondents indicated in-service had been systematically provided. Twenty respondents (38%) reported in-service training was held on a regional basis for ABE instructors. Twenty four respondents (46%) indicated in-service training had been provided on the state level. Four states (8%) responded that individuals themselves were responsible for learning about this area of disability since neither state nor regional programs had been provided. One respondent (2%) reported that, indeed, all options had been made available to ABE instructors in the state, while the remaining three directors (6%) did not know what options were available to provide in-service training on learning disabilities to ABE personnel. 

Finally, directors were asked to indicate a priority level for the implementation of activities that would educate instructors on learning disabilities. As illustrated in Table 5, 67% (n=35) of the respondents indicated that the in-service of ABE instructors was either a "high" or "maximum" priority. Twenty nine percent (n=15) perceived in-service activities as a "moderate" priority, and 4% (n=2) rated it a "low" priority. None of the respondents surveyed said in-service training on learning disabilities was not at all a priority for their staff in ABE programs. 

Discussion

The focal point of this study was to describe several issues related to Adult Basic Education and learning disabilities. Adult Basic Education is perceived as a significant and perhaps final educational option for some adults with learning disabilities. Because scant literature is available on this topic, the survey was intended to examine four important areas: prevalence, definition, diagnosis, and in-service training. Each is discussed in further depth. 

Prevalence

One impression emerging from the literature is the lack of definitive information concerning the prevalence of students with learning disabilities in ABE programs. The findings of this study underscore this confusion by yielding a projected range of LD incidence between 0-90 percent. This phenomenon may be the result of several factors. First, there appear to be few procedural guidelines in place for the diagnosis and identification of students with learning disabilities in ABE; second, there are no systems for tracking the prevalence of students with LD; third, and most fundamentally, there remains a general lack of clarity regarding the definition for learning disabilities as it applies to adults. 

Ross and Smith (1988) investigated the opinions of 306 ABE staff members. They reported that teachers and counselors of ABE/GED programs also expressed difficulty identifying formally diagnosed adults with learning disabilities in this setting. The authors indicated surprise at experiencing such difficulties since ABE teachers in their study perceived a high prevalence of learning disabilities among their students. The findings of the present study support Ross and Smith's (1988) conclusions that "although neither teacher nor counselor estimates permit any precise determination of the number of learning disabled students ... these data suggest that: (a) LD students are enrolled in many ABE... programs..., [and] (b) a significant number of additional students are suspected to have learning disabilities" (p.20). 

Definition

As noted above, one primary reason for difficulty obtaining a reliable estimate of the national prevalence is the lack of consensus regarding the definition of adult learning disabilities. The data from this study indicate that most states and territories (62%) have not adopted a definition for this disorder pertinent to adults and adult service providers. This situation is further confounded by the finding in this study that only 13% (n=7) of the remaining states are currently considering implementing such a framework. These findings may hold significance for adults in ABE. The recognition of students with unique learning needs and the student's ability to access multiple levels of support may, indeed, depend on the skills of adults with disabilities and their service providers to accurately articulate the disorder. 

Historically, few definitions of learning disabilities have included reference to adults. In an analysis of the 11 most widely recognized definitions of learning disabilities in existence since 1962, Hammill (1990) noted that the definitions could be categorized as either conceptual (theoretical) or operational. He reported that five of the conceptual definitions contained elements that include or imply learning disabilities throughout the lifespan (Kirk, 1962; U.S. Office of Education, 1977; Association for Children with Learning Disabilities, 1986; Interagency Committee on Learning Disabilities, 1987, National Joint Committee on Learning Disabilities, 1988). Further analysis found only one definition intentionally included language specific to adults (ACLD, 1986) while the remaining four inferred the possible inclusion of long-term manifestations of the disorder by excluding reference to a specific age group. Hammill (1990) and Brinckerhoff, Shaw, and McGuire (1993) recommend the NJCLD definition as the conceptual definition of choice for postsecondary institutions. 

The importance of establishing a definition that best applies to the multiple needs of adults with learning disabilities cannot be underscored too emphatically. The question remains, how ever, whether the answer to this need exists in yet another theoretical definition for learning disabilities. It may not be necessary for each state and territory to devise for itself the links between theory and practical application. Perhaps what is needed now is an operational definition of learning disabilities; a definition that can be both recognized and implemented by teachers and service providers in an array of postsecondary settings. An example of such an operational definition is found in the four-level operational interpretation proposed by Brinckerhoff, Shaw, and McGuire (1993). 

Diagnosis

The findings of this study indicate that diagnostic services for adults with suspected learning disabilities are currently available through a variety of sources. These range from assessments offered through state agencies to those provided by private examiners. The variability of these services, however, are undoubtedly impacted by other issues previously addressed in this report: the current lack of consensus regarding an operational definition for adults with learning disabilities, and the lack of procedural guidelines for adult diagnosis. Confounding these issues is the lack of agreed upon criteria for the identification of learning disabilities in adults. While individual diagnosticians may, indeed, apply their own criteria to the identification of adult learning disabilities, there are no provisions that these same criteria "fit" with the needs or philosophies of Adult Basic Education, or that the instruments used in the identification of learning disabilities have, in fact, been standardized on the adult population. 

Though confusion may exist at the state level of government, there is some evidence that teachers of ABE are aware of the need for more sophisticated diagnostic services. For example, Ross and Smith (1988) reported over two-thirds of ABE teachers surveyed indicated a clear need for more information on assessment procedures for adults with suspected learning disabilities. 

This concern for more information must be addressed in ABE programs as the accurate diagnosis of learning disabilities can have utility both for students who are accessing support and instructors who work with them. Adults cannot advocate for themselves in the classroom or workplace if they do not understand themselves and the ways in which they learn. If, indeed, "disability self-awareness" is to become a key phrase for the 1990's (Ryan " Price, 1992), then these issues must be addressed within logical contexts. 

Additional rationales for appropriate diagnosis of learning disabilities in ABE settings were addressed in the following statement of the U.S. Department of Education (1992c): 

Why diagnose for learning disabilities in our adult learning center students? Why not treat every ABE/GED student alike and do our best to remediate the specific weaknesses? ... Readers will need to arrive at their own answers to these questions; however, most will concur that the learning disabled adult is not like other students who come into the center. The uneven performance and pattern of frustration these students have experienced requires knowledge and understanding by the facilitator to help the student understand him/herself, as well as to appropriately refer the student to other agencies if needed. (p.1) 

As reported here, an array of options are currently available to adults seeking diagnosis of learning disabilities. Questions remain, however, about the costs of these options and the extent to which they are viably accessed by adults in our society. 

In-service Training

As recognition of the enrollment of adults with learning disabilities in ABE expands, questions regarding the preparation of personnel to deal with these students and their complex learning patterns have also increased. These questions become more pertinent as only some states currently require teaching licenses in Adult Basic Education for their instructors, suggesting a need for training programs which could include topics such as instructing adults with (learning) disabilities. Yet again, Ross and Smith (1988) reported most teachers surveyed perceived a general unavailability of support and in-service training for working with students with special learning needs. 

As this study indicates, the majority of ABE directors perceive a high to maximum degree of need for in-service training in the specific area of learning disabilities. In addition, the following comments were offered by state or territorial directors: 

"We give this a high priority; LD is one of the top three major concerns for ABE instructors." 

"Instructors identify in-service as a strong need, but we are unsure about what are the best practices in adult ed." 

"We would like to know who are professional development experts in this area." 

"We're not really doing as much as we should be in this area, but resources are slim and conclusions are inconsistent." 

"It's a problem not having the expertise to find the answers about how and where we should go with this." 

The data collected from this survey and the written comments of the directors indicate most states and territories are willing to address the multiple issues associated with understanding learning disabilities in ABE settings. Some confusion exists, however, regarding who are the experts and how their support can be accessed. As the topic becomes more pertinent, perhaps information sharing will increase among the directors and their state/territorial personnel through formal (e.g., conference formats, policy statements) and informal means, and available literature. 

Conclusion

Although the fifty state and two territorial directors of ABE generally acknowledged students with learning disabilities in literacy and GED programs, much work needs to be done. Indeed, this awareness represents only a readiness to begin addressing the multiple interlocking issues associated with complex learning disabilities in adults. 

To date, disappointingly few field-based studies have been conducted. This study, and others cited in this article, represent only introductory surveys on this complicated topic. For example, no information was found regarding the attributes of students in Adult Basic Education or their reasons for enrolling in these programs. Nor was information available regarding their motivation for attending ABE programs or their anticipated outcomes. With so much emphasis today on outcome-based education and the need to articulate what students should know, policymakers in ABE would be wise to consider the impact of learning disabilities on both the student and instructor in ABE. 

It should be noted, however, that some directors expressed inadequacy regarding their understanding of learning disabilities and the extent to which their states are involved in the issues presented here. Interpretation of this study should be conducted within the limitations of this understanding. 

As more and more adults with unique learning styles request assessment for a diagnosis of suspected learning disabilities, the leadership of Adult Basic Education may consider the need for systematic change. If ABE directors are in the position of knowing how to create change, then attention can ultimately be shifted to knowing what to change. Scales (1986) asserted, "the ability and willingness of institutions to respond actively to the challenge of providing services to disabled students is linked to the size of their base of knowledge in how to approach the issues involved" (p. 31). 

Adult Basic Education programs may be it coming of age" at a prime time in the history of education and, indeed, special education and learning disabilities. The current emphasis on life-long learning, "learning-how-to-learn", selfadvocacy, equal access to employment and other areas of adult life creates an ideal climate for expansion of this investigation. Now is the time for support to come forward for students, their instructors, and indeed the policymakers who influence the structure of programs for adults with learning disabilities. 
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