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ABSTRACT 

During the summer of 1987 a study was conducted to determine the effects 

of a summer employment training program. Forty-eight mildly handicapped 

(learning disabled, emotionally handicapped, educable mentally handicapped) 

students participated. There were two types of treatment conditions: work 

experience plus employability and social skills training (WE+ESST)j and work 

experience only (WE). Fifteen students served as a control group. All students 

had participated in a work experience program during the preceding Spring and 

again in the following Fall. 

Students in the WE+ESST group received direct instruction on 

employability and social skills in a classroom setting for one hour a day, twice a 

week for six weeks. Work experience for both treatment groups consisted of 

working for a minimum of fifteen hours a week. They were monitored by job 

developers on at least a weekly basis. 

Students were rated using an employability and social sl<ills (ESS) rating 

scale, completed by job developers and employers on three separate occasions 

(May, September, and November). The results of the study indicated only 

student performance on the May administration of the ESS rating scale was 

significantly related to the dependent measure on acquisition, maintenance or 

generalization of employability and social skills among the three groups. In 

terms of the main tests, there was no significant difference in the way job 

developers and employers rated students' performance on employability and 

social skills. Neither were there significant interactions. However, a significant 

main effect for time of measurement was evident. This indicates that students, 



regardless of summer programming, increase their maintenance and 

generalization of the measured employability and social skills during the Fall 

semester. 

9 

This study had several limitations. The sample size was small since a large 

number of students had to be dropped from the study. There was only one 

dependent measure used. Moveover, students selected to participate in the study 

may have already had the skills that were taught in the summer program. 

It is recommended that the study be replicated with modifications. Since 

an incidental finding of the study was that a number of students lose their jobs, 

some program modifications to increase job retention are recommended. 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Statement of the Problem 

10 

There are several major issues in special education today. Some of these 

issues relate to the fairly recent transition initiative. Will (1984) has described 

the goal of special education as "an outcome-oriented process encompassing a 

broad array of services and experiences that lead to employment" (p.1). 

Employment of the handicapped has become a national priority and will probably 

remain one until considerably higher levels of employment, education and 

successful community adjustment are realized (Rusch & Phelps, 1987). 

Both unemployment and underemployment of the handicapped are of major 

concern. Of the approximately three hundred thousand handicapped youth 

leaving school, the vast majority encounter severe unemployment and 

underemployment problems. The United States Commission on Civil Rights 

(1983) reported that between 50% and 80% of all persons with disabilities are 

unemployed. Several followup studies conducted since the initiation of the 

transition initiative, in Vermont (Hasazi, Gordon & Roe, 1985), Virginia 

(Wehman, Kregel, & Zoller, 1984), Colorado (Mithaug, Horiuchi, & Fanning, 

1983), and Washington (Edgar, 1986) reflect similar figures. Although the 

employment rate is somewhat higher (about 60%), many students are only 

working part time or receive less than minimum wage. It would appear that 

meaningful employment outcomes for graduating students who are disabled have 

not fully materialized. 

To reach the goal of employment for handicapped individuals, some 



programming changes need to be made. Since one of the main outcomes of a 

handicapped student's education is employment, it is not surprising that this has 

been an area of focus with the more severely handicapped for some time. 

Severely handicapped students are usually in school through age 22 and have 

sufficient time to receive vocational pre-entry skills and vocational training. 

There is the general assumption that these students will not go on to higher 

education and need further training. In many cases, these students are not 

expected to meet the same graduation requirements as those of the regular 

students. In districts where they are expected to meet regular graduation 

requirements, the programs have been significantly adapted. 

11 

For mildly handicapped students, however, academic training appears to be 

the core of most secondary programs (Edgar, 1987). Edgar partially attributes 

this to the increased academic standards supported within the "excellence in 

education" movement. He points out that there is a tendency to recommend 

common, core academic experiences for all students and that these classes focus 

on advanced academic standards. He further states that for mildly handicapped 

students, the secondary curriculum for special education students appears to 

have very little, if any, impact on their eventual adjustment to community life. 

Most mildly handicapped students are in high school for only four years. 

Because these students often tal<:e the regular required academic classes and 

special education courses with a focus on academic support, there is little time 

left for them to take courses that might be relevant to employment or what 

they will do after high school. The mildly handicapped are far less likely to have 

a functional curriculum than the severely handicapped. Many special educators 

are concerned with the need for the students to meet the necessary academic 



requirements. They may not see the need to provide adaptations that can make 

academic learning relevant to what the student will be dOing after graduation 

from high school. If employment is to be an outcome of education, it would 

seem that some job related skills could be taught in conjunction with the 

academics. 

With the emphasis turning toward transition considerations and 

employment as a national priority, special educators need to view the student 

in a broader perspective. Although special educators have long recognized the 

need for individualized programming for handicapped students, they have not 

traditionally looked beyond the high school years. The emphasis has been on 

qualifying students for their diploma and then letting someone else worry about 

"what comes next". 

Will (1984) has made it clear that exit from high school should not mean 

the termination of services nor be considered the end result of an education. 

The eventual outcome for students should be employment. More recently, Edgar 

and Levine (1988) report that the current emphasis on employment programs is 

well warranted. Even though there may be a higher employment rate, the 

authors point out that unless these individuals are able to earn more than a 

minimum wage they will not escape poverty. Besides providing sldll acquisition, 

it may be necessary to help students locate jobs with reasonable salaries. The 

authors further recommend going beyond job training in high school and 

advocating for appropriate post secondary education programs. Consideration 

must be given as to what the student may do upon graduation. If the eventual 

outcome is going to be employment, then the schools need to be directing their 

programming to better prepare the student. The fact that this hasn't been 

12 
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occurring consistently, and to the extent it should, is apparent when one looks at 

studies that indicate reasons for job failure. 

There have been several studies focusing on reasons of job failure of the 

handicapped. These have led to recommendations for improved programming 

that will develop skills needed for success in jobs (Mithaug et al., 1985; Fardig, 

Algozzine, Schwartz, Hensel, & Westling, 1985; Murphy, 1987). Recommended 

areas for programming include social interpersonal skills (Murphy, 1987; Mithaug 

et al., 1985; Fardig et al., 1985), work experience placement (Halpern, 1985; 

Lynch, Kiernan & Stark, 1982; Mithaug et al., 1985), employability skills 

(Stinemiller & Retish, 1980; Mithaug et al., 1985; Brolin, 1976) and specific work 

skills (Brickey, Browning & Campbell, 1982). Programmatic conditions in schools 

that enhance employability skills include vocational training, social/interpersonal 

skill development, work experience, work adjustment skills and summer 

programs. Special educators are being asked to look beyond academic 

requirements and consider a student's training as preparation for a quality adult 

life. 

One possible way to provide opportunities to learn skills not taught in the 

student's academic program could be through a summer program. Summer school 

programming is an area that has recently received attention. Several court 

cases have addressed the issue of the need for summer programming (e.g. 

Armstrong v. Kline, 1979; Battle v. Commonwealth, 1980; and Board of 

Education of the Hendrick Hudson Central School District v. Rowley, 1982). 

These COU1;t cases, however, have dealt with the issue of summer programming 

primarily for the severely handicapped. Most available summer programs are 

only for the severely handicapped. 
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Mildly handicapped students may also experience skill regression over the 

summer months. In Tucson Unified School District (TUSD), where this study was 

conducted, it has been observed that students in work experience during the 

school year not only lose their jobs but also regress in skills they had 

demonstrated at the end of the prior school year. Summer school programming 

could help prevent this regression. 

Statement of Purpose 

The purpose of this study was to determine how two different types of 

summer employment training programs affected mildly handicapped students' 

acquisition, maintenance and generalization of employability and social skills. 

A total of 48 students participated in one of two types of summer 

employment training or were in a control condition: 

1) supervised work experience plus a class that provided explicit 

employability and social skill training (WE+ESST); 

2) supervised work experience with no explicit teaching of employability 

and social skills training (WE); or 

3) no work experience or skill instruction (ControI). 

All students in the study participated in work experience in the 1986-87 school 

year, prior to the summer of the study and participated in work experience 

again in the following Fall of 1987. 

The work experience consisted of a minimum of twenty hours a week for at 

least a six-week period. The ESST class met for an hour a day twice a week for 

a six-t,AJeek period. These interventions are described more in depth in Chapter 3. 

Employabilily and social skill performance was measured prior to summer 

training and in September and November using a rating scale developed by the 



researcher and completed by each student's employer and assigned job 

developer. 

Questions to be Addressed 

The study was designed to answer the following questions: 

15 

1. Does summer training in work experience (WE) or work experience 

plus employability and social skills training (WE+ESST) make a 

difference in mildly handicapped students' acquisition, maintenance 

and generalization of those skills? 

2. Do mildly handicapped students maintain and generalize 

employability and social skills in the Fall semester? 

3. Is there a difference in the way employers and job developers rate 

mildly handicapped students' performance on employability and social 

skills? 

Students were measured on their employability and social skills by their job 

developers and employers on three occasions. The first time was at the end of 

the school year in which the student had participated in work experience. This 

measurement served as a baseline level of performance and was used as a 

covariate in the statistical analysis. The second was at the beginning of the 

following school year after the summer program (September). The third 

occasion was eight to twelve weeks into the following school year (November) to 

determine if stUdents in the control group recouped skills that they may have 

lost over the summer months and whether those students taught these skills 

during the summer months had maintained and generalized them. Because 

research indicates that pay and IQ have some relationship to job success (Hasazi 

et al., 1985), these two variables were also covaried in the research design. 
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Significance of the Study 

This study has several major implications. First, the determination of the 

effects of direct teaching of employability and social skills combined with work 

exp€:rience during a summer program will be helpful to special and vocational 

educators who provide such training as well as to school administrators. 

Second, effective instruction that enhances learning of employability and 

social skills could help decrease the unemployment problem as students will be 

better prepared for a successful employment experience. Also, employers who 

work with better trained students will be more lil<:ely to hire a handicapped 

worker in the future. 

Third, information about the types of skills that could be taught in a 

summer training program can be helpful to those concerned about the inability to 

provide this training during the regular school year. With graduation 

requirements increasing, it has sometimes been difficult to provide opportunities 

for students to learn these employability skills that are needed for job success. 

Fourth, this study should provide information related to the recoupment of 

vocationally related skills for mildly handicapped students. This may point out 

the need for giving consideration to the inclusion of these skills in summer 

programming. If we are to consider these skills important in a student's 

education, there are policy implications for those concerned with summer 

programming. 

DEFINITION OF TERMS 

For purposes of this study, the following terms are defined: 

Employability Skills - skills that are related to obtaining and maintaining 

employment. Such sldlls include the areas of work attitudes, work habits, 
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grooming skills, etc. 

Employer - the person who directly supervises the student at the job site 

will be known as the employer. This mayor may not be the person who hires the 

student. This person will have ongoing regular contact with the student. 

Extended School Year - a school year that includes summer school. 

Job Developer - the person from the school district who assists a student in 

finding a job and monitors the work experience placement. This person provides 

related instruction as needed and works closely with employers when there are 

difficulties on the job. 

Mildly Handicapped - those students who have been identified as educable 

mentally handicapped, emotionally handicapped or learning disabled. 

Rater - the person who completes the Employability and Social Skills 

Rating Scale. This may be the job developer or the employer. 

Pre-test - Social/Employability rating scale administered to students prior 

to training. 

Social Skills - those job-related social/interpersonal skills that are used in 

work or simulated work situations. They include such skills as relating to peers, 

relating to supervisor, and appropriate behavior. 

Work Experience - on-the-job training or actual employment where a 

student works at a job site and receives school credit for the experience. This 

includes supervision by a job developer. Students having difficulty in a work 

experience placement may receive direct intervention by the job developer. 

Individualized Educational Program (IEP) goals and objectives are prepared for 

each student placed in work experience. Students may be paid for their work but 

some placements are non-paid while training occurs. 



CHAPTER 2 

LITERA TURE REVIEW 
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Research has indicated several critical elements that can contribute to 

preparing students for a successful transition from school to work. Three of 

these areas are the focus of this study: 1) the need for employability and job

related social skills training; 2) the need for work experience as a part of the 

secondary program; and 3) the need for summer programs. Each of these areas 

has been found to be of benefit to students but in practice they are often not 

available to the mildly handicapped student. 

The focus on academIc standards and graduation requirements force 

special educators to spend more time on required academic areas and less time 

on career and vocational experiences (Edgar, 1987). However, with the federal 

initiative in transition turning the focus of secondary educators to preparing 

students for employment, rather than just on meeting graduation requirements, 

researchers are taking an interest in this important area. There is often little 

time in a mildly handicapped students' educational career to fit in some of the 

areas identified as important to preparing a student for the world of work. For 

that reason some consideration should be given to the possibility of providing this 

instruction in the summer months. 

There are some educators who believe that the entire focus should be 

shifted from academics to skills related to job success (Goodman and Mann, 

1976). Research has indicated that one of the main barriers to successful 

employment has been social sl<:ill deficits. It has been assumed by some 

educators that students need instruction in job related social skills as well as 
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supervised work experience if they are to be prepared for successful 

employment. Each of these areas in and of itself is important. There are very 

few studies, however, that combine the three elements of work experience, 

summer programs, and employability/social skills training. 

Many of the studies reviewed focus more on the severely handicapped. 

Summer programs in particular, tend to be for the most severely handicapped. 

Work experience programs have been around for some time but are becoming 

more common for mildly handicapped as the result of some of the follow-up 

research pointing out their value. The need for teaching employability and social 

skills has become more apparent in recent years as well. Each of the three 

areas mentioned (employability and job related social skills, work experience, 

summer programs) are reviewed in the following sections. Much of the research 

in this area has been with the severely handicapped. The emphasis here, where 

possible, will be on those studies that focus on the mildly handicapped. 

Need for Work Experiences as Part of Programming 

The value of work experience has been cited in the literature (Brolin, 

Durand, Kromer, & Muller, 1975; Cobb & Hasazi, 1982; Halpern, 1978; Hasazi et 

al., 1985; Holler & Gugerty, 1984; Hunter & Zuger, 1979). Followup surveys of 

former special education students have been the most informative in this area. 

Results have focused on employment information such as whether or not the 

students are successfully employed and information about barriers to 

employment, reasons for job failure and wages earned. Since employment and 

underemployment are a major concern with the handicapped population, it is not 

surprising that researchers address this issue. 

Several studies have compared the vocational adjustment of handicapped 
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students in a work experience program with those who were not handicapped. 

Brolin and his associates (1975) studied eighty special education students 

classified as mentally retarded. The subjects were randomly selected from a list 

of 400 handicapped students attending various Minneapolis high schools between 

1966-1972. Nine students were eventually excluded because of insufficient 

information. The rest were divided into two groups, those who had received a 

six-month work program (Work Study Group) and those who had not (Academic 

Group). Work-study students were described as those who took at least one 

vocational co~rse and were placed on at least one job training station for skills 

development. The findings for both groups combined were that twenty-one 

percent had an "average or better" vocational adjustment, thirty-five percent 

had a "fair" adjustment, and forty-four percent had a "poor" adjustment after 

they had left school. At the time of the follow-up, forty-four percent of the 

total were unemployed. Only twenty-eight percent had been employed more 

than seventy percent of the time since high school. Those who had work-study 

experience during high school attained a significantly better overall degree of 

vocational adjustment than those who had the academic program. 

Chaffin, Spellman, Regan, and Davis (1971) found that wages were higher 

for students who had been in a work study program. The authors compared thirty 

handicapped students who had been in a work-study program with twenty-eight 

students who had not. He found the wages of the work-study group averaged 

$90.45 per week compared to $62.84 for the non-work-study. About the same 

percent were employed - eighty-five percent versus seventy-five percent. 

Halpern (1978) did a followup study of educable mentally handicapped 

young adults. He investigated the employment success and levels of employment 
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for graduates and early terminators from high school work study programs for 

educable mentally handicapped young adults. Data sources included vocational 

placement results in 14 Oregon school districts and 43 federally funded 

work/study programs. The author found that those who finished the program had 

higher employment levels than did similar persons not completing or only 

partially served by their programs. 

Some authors have specified that work experience should include pay 

for the students. Paid work experience was found to be important in followup 

studies by Hasazi and her colleagues (1985). They examined factors associated 

with the employment status of 462 handicapped youth from nine Vermont school 

districts. They found that 47% of those who had a work experience program 

were employed compared to 58% of those who did not but the difference was not 

found to be statistically significant. They found that part-time work during high 

school, however, resulted in 70% employment compared to 40% of those not 

holding such jobs. The authors concluded that students who had paying jobs 

during high school were more likely to be employed following graduation than 

those who did not. Cobb and Hasazi (1987) recommended that mildy handicapped 

students have at least one paid work experience prior to graduation as part of 

the transition planning process. 

These researchers have also specifically addressed the value of work 

experience provided during the summer. They found that parttime or summer 

work during high school were predictors of percentage of time employed since 

high school and current wages. Hunter and Zuger (1979) reported that disabled 

young people often do not have the opportunity to develop a strong vocational 

identity because of their lack of participation in summer employment or other 
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work opportunities. 

Although there have been several studies involving summer work 

experience programs for the handicapped, they have been primarily with the 

severely handicapped. The focus was on acquisition of new skills. Cacich and 

Dosch (1983) conducted a summer work experience program for visually impaired 

tenth and eleventh graders. The authors describe summer work experience as 

"an integral component of a total rehabilitation and education program for blind 

and visually impaired students." (p. 442). The work experience program was 

developed to augment the existing school year program. The objectives of the 

program were: 1) to assist students to understand their vocational potential by 

providing a comprehensive work evaluation; 2) to provide students with an on

the-job training program; and 3) to aid students in establishing a meaningful work 

history. The primary focus of the work experience segment was to provide 

students with work experience that helped to develop work skills and to provide 

a source of personal income. The coordinator located jobs and helped students 

develop interviewing skills. Job sites were monitored for six weeks. Each of the 

program objectives was met. In addition to meeting the objectives, there was an 

added benefit. Employers were educated to the unrealized potential of visually 

impaired persons and a significant number of participating employers hired the 

students for year round and part-time jobs. 

Rosenberg (1973) attempted to determine what effect a vocational work

training program had on mentally retarded adolescents in improving their self

concept during an eight-week summer residential program. The two intervention 

conditions consisted of Work Training (Treatment) and Sheltered Workshop 

(ControI). Two instruments were used to measure self-concept, the Piers-Harris 
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Children's Self-Concept Scale and the Self-Attitude Scale. A work performance 

rating scale was used to measure work attitudes and performance as judged by 

counselors. The sample consisted of eighty clients of a special education 

summer residential facility (forty-two males and thirty-eight females). The 

Work Training group consisted of twenty females and twenty-three males with a 

mean age of 19 and IQ of 45. The Sheltered Workshop group included eighteen 

females and nineteen males with a mean age of 19 and IQ of 46. Using 

multivariate analysis of variance, the author found that the Work Training group 

had higher work performance ratings and higher self-concept and self-attitude 

scores than the Sheltered Workshop group. Self-concept scores among males 

and females in the treatment group were similar while the control group 

revealed noticeably more positive self-concept scores in females. The 

conclusion was that work-training programs for the mentally retarded are more 

successful than the more conventional sheltered workshop approach. 

Employers are often positive about the value of work experience. 

Eigenbrood & Retish (1988) surveyed thirty-eight employers or supervisors who 

had participated in a work experience program for high school special education 

stUdents to determine their attitudes toward the work potential of individuals 

with handicaps. More than 90% of employers surveyed felt that special 

education stUdents need the type of real work experience that will allow them to 

develop the important job related skills necessary for vocational success. 

Work experience can be an integral part of a special education student's 

progl'am. In fact, Holler and Gugerty (1984), suggest that one might question the 

adequacy of any approach to the vocational preparation of handicapped students 

that does not provide work experience as an integral part of the student's 
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vocational program. 

In summary, the value of work experience for handicapped students has 

been shown in the literature. Students who have had work experience have been 

found to have a better work adjustment and higher wages. It would appear that 

the outcome of a well-trained student could contribute to the reduction of the 

unacceptably high levels of unemployment currently experienced by handicapped 

adults. 

Need for Summer Programs 

For some students, the need for extended school year (ESY) or summer 

programs has been established by the courts. Although the population addressed 

is the severely handicapped, there may be implications for the mildly 

handicapped. 

In Armstrong v. Kline, (1979) the court concluded that regression was 

caused by interruption of educational programs for children with severe 

disabilities and that for many of these children long periods of time were 

required to regain lost skills. The court found the 180-day rule (that school is 

only provided for 180 days) in violation of P.L. 94-142. In Battle v. 

Commonwealth (1980), the court noted that regression due to long interruptions 

in education violates the requirements of an "appropriate" education for children 

with severe disabilities. 

The outcome of the decisions in Armstrong v. Kline and Battle v. 

Commonwealth is that students who regress in skills must be enrolled in an 

extended school year program in order for their education to be appropriate to 

meet their unique needs. These court cases demand that summer programs, if 

they do nothing else, must at least strive to maintain the student's behavior in 
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critical areas. In the U.S. Supreme Court decision, Board of Education of The 

Hendrick Hudson Central School District v. Rowley (1982), the court imposes an 

obligation upon schools to consider individual education needs of children with 

handicapping conditions. 

At issue in the cases cited above has been whether or not extended year 

(summer) programs are necessary for students with severe disabilities in order 

to maintain skill levels in critical areas, decrease instructional time spent 

recouping skills lost over summer vacation, and provide increased opportunities 

for generalization training (Larsen, Goodman, & Glean, 1981). Handelman and 

Harris (1984) determine the issue to be whether the student can maintain 

behavior in the absence of instruction. 

Although skills regression is a concern, the courts have focused primarily 

on the issue of recoupment. To recoup refers to the relearning of previously 

acquired skills. The phenomenon of regression and recoupment is common to 

both handicapped and non-handicapped children (Larsen et ale 1981). For most 

children the regression/recoupment cycle is inconsequential to the overall rate 

of learning. For some children the ability to recoup lost skills is impaired to 

such an extent that overall progress is minimal. It is for these children that the 

extended school year program has been mandated by court decree. 

Several studies have been conducted to determine the amount of skill 

regression during the summer. Most of these studies involved severely 

handicapped students. Although students may regress or lose skills over the 

summer months, the important consideration is how long it takes the stUdent to 

recoup the losses. 

Conflicting data emerge from three early investigations of the 
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effectiveness of extended year programs. Ellis (1975b) found no evidence of 

regression in eight target areas of communication skills among 16 children with 

multiple handicaps who had participated in a summer program. In a second 

report, Ellis (1975a) observed significant gains in skills among 145 students with 

physical and neurological handicaps who had received summer programming. 

Edgar, Spence, and Kenowitz (1977) used teacher observations and rating scales 

to evaluate 18 summer programs. They found no evidence that these programs 

had facilitated skill maintenance. This finding, however, might have been due to 

lack of consistency between regular year and summer school objectives (Larsen 

et al., 1981). 

Ross (1982) compared the maintenance or non-maintenance of skills for 

multi-handicapped stUdents who did or did not attend a six-week summer 

program. The findings revealed no significant difference between treatment 

groups on pre and post measures. The author concluded that both populations did 

not "regress" or "acquire" new skills or behaviors; rather, they retained their 

Spring scores. 

Shaw (1982) looked at skill regression in 294 pupils from 14 school districts 

in California. He compared learning disabled children, ages 6 to 11, to non-

learning disabled students on reading and math skills. Students were given the 

Wide Range Achievement Test (Jastak, 1982) at the end of the school year (pre

test) and again in the fall. The pre-test and IQ scores served as co-variates. The 

author found that the regular education students' reading scores increased by 

five months while the learning disabled students' scores declined by one month. 

The author suggested that one reason for the difference could be that regular 
, 

students choose to practice the skills by reading during the summer while the 
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learning disabled students may not have read to the same extent. 

Other researchers have investigated the effects of an extended school year 

program on students' skill acquisition or maintenance. McMahon (1983) 

evaluated the progress of 26 students recommended for and provided with an 

extended school year. The students participating were the more severely 

handicapped. TI:8Y were determined by an evaluation team to be eligible for an 

extended school year program and attended a six-week summer program 

conducted at a private school. The reason for placement was based on the 

criteria set by Armstrong v. Kline (1979). That is to say that students were 

identified based on their critical need for summer instruction in one or more 

areas of self-sufficiency. The ten areas of self-sufficiency included muscular 

control, toileting, feeding, dressing, physical mobility, personal hygiene, impulse 

control, basic communication, interaction with peers and interaction with adults. 

Teachers were given the list of skills and asked to rate each area identified by 

the evaluation team as: skills maintained, regression noted, improvement 

observed, or does not apply. 

Data were recorded at four intervals. Subjects were monitored for a total 

of a nineteen week period with two interruptions in programming. The initial 

evaluation was recorded the first week of the ESY program after a three week 

interruption (at the end of the regular school year) of educational programming. 

At the end of the ESY program, six weeks later, the 26 students were re

evaluated for the second period of time. Data for the third period were 

collected after a two week interruption of educational programming at the start 

of the school year and a fourth evaluation was completed eight week::; later. 

Findings indicated that regression increased and improvement decreased 



28 
when evaluations were made after interruptions in educational programming. 

The opposite occurred when the student participated in the educational 

programming (regression decreased and improvement increased). Students 

displayed a roughly 70% maintenance of skill during measured intervals 

regardless of the non-instruction on those skills. Even though non-maintenance 

increased slightly during non-instructional periods, only a small proportion of 

these students displayed such a "regression" of skills. The author concluded that 

ESY programs are effective for the primary objective of maintaining skills. 

They didn't measure the time needed to recoup lost skills, however. The author 

pointed to a need to improve upon observation skills and the ability to record 

data in such a program. 

Cone (1984) critiqued and summarized findings from several studies on the 

effect of summer school on special education students. He indicated several 

trends that warrant further investigation. It was observed that these special 

education students displayed very little non-maintenance of skills from May to 

the following September and they typically required only short periods of skill 

retraining in September to equal May performance. Females appeared to 

demonstrate a greater amount of negative change (non-maintenance), but 

required slightly less retraining to reach May competency levels. The more 

severely handicapped students displayed a slightly less percentage of negative 

change on reported goals, but required slightly more retraining for non

maintained skills. Although the magnitude of change appeared to be stable 

across grade levels, the amount of retraining required to achieve May 

competency seemed to increase as the sample ascended in grade level. 

Behaviorally disabled students as a group exhibited only minimal non-
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maintenance, yet when non-maintenance occurred with these youngsters it 

seemed to require a greater amount of retraining time than for other groups. 

Consistent with the above, the goal area (e.g. behavior) actually showed a mean 

improvement from May to September, however, the mean retraining time for 

students not maintaining this goal was greater than for any other goal area. 

Barton, Johnson, and Brulle (1986) evaluated the effects of extended year 

programming on students who had severe to profound mental retardation and at 

least one additional disability. Subjects were divided into a control group (no 

summer school) and an experimental group which received a 6-week summer 

program similar to that provided during the regular year. Data indicated that 

children who received extended year services did acquire new skills, that these 

skills were additive to those gained during the regular year, and that children in 

the control group did not catch up to summer school participants by November of 

the following school year. 

Handelman and Harris (1984) investigated the effects of the "summer 

vacation" on the maintenance of skills in severely developmentally disabled 

children. Response maintenance was assessed over a nine-week period. The 

subjects were four boys, aged eight and ten, who displayed severe language 

deficits and disturbed interpersonal relationships. The four autistic boys were 

each trained to a criterion of 80% correct on two sets of noun labels. After 

training, one set of labels was reviewed twice a week for nine weeks (summer 

vacation); the other set received no additional training. Performance on both 

sets was retested. Each boy showed greater retention of the rehearsed compared 

with the unrehearsed material. The authors argued that the data provided 

beginning support for the contention that seriously developmentally disabled 
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children need to be in a program which offers year around schooling rather than 

an 180 day school year. 

Edgar et al., (1977) studied eighteen summer programs for the handicapped 

in the state of Washington. Results indicated that some children lost skills over 

the summer and that the summer programs reduced that loss, or even increased 

skills. There was, however, no data regarding stUdent performance in the 

subsequent school year. 

Other researchers have reported on the effects of summer programming on 

specific skill development for handicapped children. Results generally indicate 

significant growth in one or another skill area for different categories of 

handicapping conditions. Bateman (1968) reported significant gains in cognitive 

and language processes for retarded (trainable) children in a six-week summer 

camp experience. Taylor and Pollock (1968) have shown similar gains for 

trainable retarded deaf adults. Miller (1975) has further reported greater 

efficacy of extended programs for retarded persons when compared with similar 

gains for otherwise handicapped children. Michael (1975) reported that summer 

programming facilitates cognitive growth in language and hearing impaired 

children, particularly in reading and arithmetic. 

Determining which students are eligible for extended school year 

placement is not always clear-cut. One problem related to summer school 

eligibility criteria is how to determine what constitutes a significant regression-

recoupment disability. While regression and recoupment are common to all 

children, the impact on overall learning is inconsequential in the majority of 

cases (Larsen et al., 1981). Many variables can have a direct impact on the 

amount and quality of skill acquisition and maintenance activities available to 
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the child throughout the year. 

The eligibility criteria for summer school placement varies considerably 

(Alper & Noie, 1987). The most commonly mentioned specific factors considered 

in eligibility determination were: severity of handicapping condition, amount of 

regression occurring during the previous school year, and estimated time needed 

for recoupment. Eligibility appears to be contingent upon three key factors: 

type and severity of handicapping condition, evidence of regression-recoupment 

disability, and attainment of self-sufficiency (Larsen et al., 1981). Making 

eligibility decisions in individual cases will never be an easy task. Although not 

specifically addressed in the literature, one might assume that for a student 

receiving vocational programming at a job site, the summer break could have 

more serious consequences than for a younger child whose IEP objectives include 

dressing skills that are supported in the home throughout the year (Edgar, 1987). 

Most studies and the court cases have focused on the severely handicapped. 

The mildly handicapped are generally not considered eligible for an extended 

school year. Slenkovich (1987) in a review of court cases relevant to the issue of 

summer school concluded that the student whose only handicap is learning 

disabilities "will virtually never qualify for extended school year instruction" 

because "the lack of summer school will not cause the student with a learning 

disability 'irreparable' or permanent or major loss of skills" (p.69). She states 

that although a learning disabled student could benefit from summer school, he 

doesn't qualify because "his regression normally will not be so severe that he will 

be rendered unable to recoup his losses with the result that he will be less self

sufficient" (p.69). 

Alper and Noie (1987) obtained information on eligibility criteria by 
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surveying the State Departments of Education. The responses obtained from all 

50 state departments indicated wide discrepancies in the provision of extended 

year programs for students labeled handicapped. Little consistency between 

states was reported in regard to eligibility criteria, duration, or funding sources 

for extended year services. Even the length of ESY programs varied 

considerably. Variations in the duration of extended year services make it 

difficult to determine the amount of critical time needed to prevent or minimize 

regression. These results highlight the need to study several empirical aspects of 

extended year programs. 

Alper & Noie, (1987) stated that children with severe handicaps require 

summer school due to their regression-recoupment disability which has been a 

central argument in court. However, data provided by Barton et ale (1986) 

tended not to support the recoupment theory. The need for reliable and valid 

measures of regression and recoupment disabilities remains. 

One example of a study investigating the introduction of new sldlls during a 

summer program was conducted by Roessler and Johnson (1987). The authors 

studied the effects of Vocational Coping Training (VCT), a job retention training 

program that uses a social skill training strategy which was offered during the 

summer months. The main objective of VCT is to develop desirable vocational 

behaviors in relation to supervisor and co-worker demands. There were seven 

modules: understanding vocational coping, interpreting place and person cues, 

receiving and sending person cues, using helpful self-help messages, identifying 

job retention options and their probable outcomes, practicing vocational coping 

behaviors, and reviewing vocational coping. 

The VCT program was pilot tested with a group of twelve learning disabled 
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adolescents during a two-week summer enrichment program at the University of 

Arkansas. The VeT program utilized fourteen videotaped supervisory Ico-worker 

stimuli. Participants watched a segment and then role played responses. The 

responses were videotaped and scored for a number of variables such as speech 

length and self-presentation style. Modeling and role-playing were integral 

components. The skills emphasized were seen as critical to job retention. 

After training, VeT participants performed approximately 37% of the 

criterion behaviors in the role play situations whereas the other group performed 

only 26%. Limitations of the study were discussed. The control group received a 

number of interventions, thus making it difficult to draw conclusions about their 

performance. This study, however, represents an example of how new skills may 

be presented during the summer. The authors recommended the incorporation of 

information processing, problem solving, modeling and roleplaying strategies in 

any veT program. 

Additional efficacy studies are needed. Recommendations by Edgar et al., 

(1977) may be helpful in this regard. These authors suggested collecting data on 

student skill levels at four check points: the end of the regular school year, the 

end of the summer program, and at the beginning and end of the subsequent 

school year. If these data showed that students who participated in summer 

programs progressed more than nonparticipants by the end of the subsequent 

school year, it could be concluded that summer programs are effective. 

Merachanik (1987) suggests that a summer program for special needs 

students should be a part of the regular instructional program. The author points 

out that basic skills and achievement can fade too easily during the summer 

months and recommends that consistent reinforcement without a ten-week break 
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in continuity should be provided. 

Extended year programs for students with handicaps are increasing in 

number, and can be expected to continue to do so. Much more information is 

needed in order to assist parents and school personnel in designing and 

implementing extended year services that will have optimal impact on students. 

Need for Employability and Social Skills Training 

Since a high unemployment rate is evident in the handicapped population, 

researchers have attempted to identify the skills needed for handicapped persons 

to be successful in a job placement. One means of determining these skills is by 

asking employers about reasons for job failure. Although a variety of reasons 

have been cited in the literature, poor work adjustment in terms of social and 

employability skills is consistently identified as a major correlate of job success 

or failure. 

The focus in this section will be on those skills referred to as employability 

skills or job-related social skills. Examples of skills that might be included are 

punctuality, following directions, getting along with co-workers, getting along 

with the boss, and following safety rules. These types of skills are considered 

important for successful employment. 

Limited social and life skills have been cited as barriers to employment by 

some (Ford, Dineen, and Hall, 1984; Hastings, Hill and Kindinger, 1983). Sheldon, 

Sherman, Schumaker, and Hazel (1984) cite social skills deficits as a major 

reason handicapped students are frequently unsuccessful at employment. Gable 

(1984) found that poor social interaction skills were directly linked to job 

placement failure for a majority of emotionally handicapped adolescents. Foss & 

Peterson (1981) attributed inadequate job performance and low job retention for 
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the mentally retarded to deficient interpersonal skills. Schmitt and Hall, (1986) 

feel that psychosocial variables that accompany learning disabled adolescents as 

they make the transition to post-secondary experiences may be manifested in 

specific differences in the affective social/interpersonal and vocational areas. 

The authors recommend that secondary preparation include interpersonal skill 

development and exploration of psychosocial and lifespan issues. 

Faas (1987) assessed the relative influence of factors underlying successful 

transition of learning disabled students from high school to sustained 

employment. Subjects included in the study were groups of students consisting 

of successfully and unsuccessfully employed learning disabled adults and 

successful learning disabled college students. An additional group of subjects 

with low intelligence quotients constituted a severely learning disabled/slow 

learner group. A comparison group consisted of non-handicapped Arizona State 

University students. Although many of the subjects were drawn from a 

residential setting for learning disabled adults and other facilities, there were a 

number of self-referrals once people became aware of the project. There were 

approximately 30 in each group. All had exited high school and were age 18 or 

older. 

In this study, unemployed and successfully employed learning disabled 

adults were interviewed. There were a number of findings. One major finding 

was in the area of social interaction problems that were identified as a major 

cause of work dismissals. The LD adults considered unsuccessful in job 

placements reported a significantly higher level of difficulty in "getting along 

with others" than those with successful work histories. Reasons given for being 

fired pointed out that many of the problems involved difficulty with taking 
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directions and responding to supervisory criticism. 

The author recommended that social skills such as giving and receiving 

directions, speaking on a telephone and responding to criticism and compliments 

should be systematically taught to learning disabled junior and senior high school 

students. He recommended the teaching of basic social graces and skills such as 

how to dress for various work and social situations; how to recognize and avoid 

use of inappropriate social behaviors that might jeopardize relationships with 

others; and, how to perform successfully at various social situations. He further 

recommended training and simulated practice in social skills involved in various 

situations and how to advocate for one's self. The author further recommended 

that the school curriculum be modified to ensure that those exiting high school 

have mastered and are able to effectively use and apply the essential basic 

academic, social and work skills in real life situations. 

Additional areas recommended to be taught to secondary students have 

included job search, interview and selection (Mithaug et al., 1985); work 

attitudes (Stinemiller & Retish, 1980); preparation to perform acceptable work 

(Mithaug et al., 1985); getting along with others (Mithaug et al., 1985); 

appropriate social behavior (Brickey et al., 1982); work habits (Brolin, 1976; 

Kelman, 1984; Wilms, 1984); work skills (Brickey et al., 1982); and 

communication and interpersonal skills (Kelman, 1984; Wilms, 1984). 

Like Faas (1987), Greenspan and Shoultz (1981) suggested that an 

employee's failure to appropriately interact with co-workers and supervisors may 

be as important, if not more important, in maintaining employment than the 

employee's ability to perform the required work tasks specific to his or her job. 

The inability of many persons with moderate to severe handicaps to interact in 
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an appropriate social manner with supervisors and co-workers may impede their 

movement into less restrictive employment settings and may be a major factor 

associated with involuntary job terminations (Foss and Peterson, 1987; Rusch and 

Schultz, 1981). 

Intervention for learning disabled individuals must include social skill 

training if they are to be expected to succeed in a variety of academic and non

academic settings (e.g. work, community, home) despite their other handicaps 

(Schumaker and Hazel, 1984). Although there have been numerous stUdies on the 

effectiveness of social skill training for the non-handicapped and handicapped, 

there have been very few stUdies that focus specifically on job related social 

skills. Whether these skills are taught as part of a specific class or by a related 

service provider such as work experience coordinator, may not matter. The 

important aspect is that the students have the opportunity to acquire and 

generalize the skills to work experiences (Montague, 1987). 

Social skill training can be taught in a variety of ways. The explicit 

teaching of skills with an emphasis on cognitive behavior modification and 

learning strategies has been shown to be successful with academic skills. It also 

has been utilized in teaching job related social skills (Montague, 1988). The 

author investigated the initial and long term efficacy of job related social skills 

instruction for adolescents identified as learning disabled, emotionally 

handicapped, and mentally retarded. The dependent measures were: 1) 

behavioral observations during role play situations; 2) rating scales to measure 

students' self-perceptions of their social performance and parents' and teachers' 

perceptions of the students' performance across time. Subjects who 

participated were enrolled in 10th, 11th, or 12th grade and were in special 



education classes. Four classes were randomly assigned to the experimental 

(N=24) or control (N=25) group. Groups were matched for handicapping 

condition, gender, ethnicity, and grade. 
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Two phases to the experiment were completed, an instruction phase and a 

monitoring phase. In the instructional phase, an experimental pretest-posttest 

design was employed to examine the differences between the group receiving job 

related social skills training and the contt'ol group. For the monitoring phase, 

one class from the experimental and one control group class were randomly 

selected. The research design was a 2 instruction (present versus absent) by 2 

monitoring (present versus absent) between subjects plan. 

The dependent measures included a researcher-developed job social skills 

inventory and student, parent, and teacher social skills surveys. The 

instructional materials, also developed by the researcher, consisted of scripted 

lessons for 10 job related social skills and student and employer job reports. The 

skills to be developed included: 1) understanding instructions; 2) asking a 

question; 3) asking for help; 4) accepting criticism; 5) ordering job 

responsibilities; 6) accepting assistance; 7) giving instructions; 8) offering 

assistance; 9) apologizing; and 10) convincing others. 

The instructional routine incorporated adaptations of procedures from the 

direct instruction model (Englemann & Carnine, 1982) and the learning 

strategies model (Alley & Deshler, 1979; Schumaker, Nolan, & Deschler, 1985). 

A sequence of observable and measureable responses for each of the 10 social 

skills was developed from task analysis. Role play activities to depict typical 

work situations were a part of the program. 

The social skills instruction consisted of 30 sessions over a ten-week 
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period. Students were taught and then tested on skill attainment. Corrective 

and positive feedback was provided. 

Rating scales to measure student's self-perceptions and parents and 

teachers perceptions of student's attitudes and social behaviors as they relate to 

general social behavior and specific job social behavior were utilized. The social 

skills surveys were administerd to students and teachers three times over the 

school year: a) prior to instruction; b) following instruction; and c) at the end of 

the academic year. The parent survey was only administered as a pre test and at 

the end of the school year. 

Student and employer job reports were used to evaluate student 

performance. These were brief checklists and open ended questions reflecting 

topics and skills taught. They were used during the monitoring phase by having 

stUdents assess their own performance and having employers assess the students 

performance. 

Results indicated statistically significant differences between the 

experimental and control group for all 10 job social skills. The author concluded 

that adolescents with mild to moderate handicaps can acquire job related social 

skills during classroom instruction and apply skills effectively in simulated work 

situations. 

Only half of the students were placed in work settings which limited the 

possibilities of measuring treatment effects in the natural setting. The author 

believes that the poor rate of job placement adversely affected measurement of 

skill generalization. The author concluded that results suggest that the training 

package was effective for teaching specific job related social skills to students 

with mild to moderate handicaps labeled LD, EH, or MR. She recommends 
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further investigation in methods to effectively measure transfer and 

maintenance of skills in work environments as well as techniques to enhance this 

aspect of training. 

Whang, Fawcett, and Matthews (1981) taught two learning disabled 

adolescents six social skills relevant to occupational situations in an after school 

program. Skills that were taught included accepting a compliment, 

complimenting a co-worker, accepting an instruction from II supervisor, 

accepting criticism from a supervisor, providing constructive criticism to a co

worker, and explaining a problem to a supervisor. The teaching procedures 

included a written description and rationale for the skills, examples of 

appropriate performance of the skills, study questions about the skills and live 

rehearsals and feedback. Scripts were used for simulated situations. Training 

followed a standardized format (Matthews & Fawcett, 1977) consisting of 

reading the prepared materials, practice and corrective feedback. Participants 

were told to perform "as if" they were in the actual job related situation. Each 

role playing evaluation session was recorded on audiotape and two pretraining 

and posttraining situations were videotaped. An observer used behavioral 

checklists and listened to audiotapes and scored for occurrence or non-occurence 

of each discrete behavior. A percentage score was obtained. A second observer 

also scored the tape. Interobserver agreement was determined. Total reliability 

averaged .92. 

The authors attempted to measure generalization of treatment effects by 

recording observations before and after training at the stUdents' place of 

employment. Five employment experts were asked to view the videotaped role

playing sessions. The experts were not informed as to whether the selected 
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videotape was before or after training. Viewers were asked how satisfied they 

were with the students' performance. Ratings were completed on a five point 

scale ranging from "not satisfied" to "very satisfied". 

The authors found that although the students showed some improvement in 

their use of target skills in job settings, follow up observations indicated that 

skills declined over time. Observations in the work situations indicated that 

increases in performance of social skills generalized into the work setting. 

Social skills training has an important place in curricula for the mildly 

handicapped (Nelson, 1988). Although it has been shown that students can 

acquire socially appropriate behaviors, there is limited evidence that instruction, 

directed at improving students' social competence, works over time· and across 

settings (Schloss, Schloss, Wood, and Kiehl, 1986). 

One of the most important aspeets of employability and social skills 

training is the need for generalization. Although students may exhibit the skill 

in a classroom setting, it is more important that they exhibit it in the work 

environment. 

Summary 

Three areas of need were reviewed. They included work experience, 

summer programs and employability and social skills training. The literature 

shows that some handicapped students regress in skills over the summer months 

and that even though they may not qualify for a program based on court 

decisions, there still is reason to be concerned about skill regression. Besides 

the concern about regression over the summer months, there is the 

consideration that the summer can provide an opportunity to teach skills that 

students might not obtain during the school year because of increased academic 
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requirements. 

Follow-up studies of special education graduates on the status of their 

employment clearly point to a need for mildly handicapped students to have an 

opportunity for work experience. These studies also demonstrate that a major 

reason for job failure is the lack of needed employability and social skills. 

The provision of specific employability and social skill training during the 

summer months in conjunction with supervised work experience could provide 

students some relevant specific training in an area to which they might not 

otherwise be exposed. Therefore, it is important to study whether the explicit 

teaching of employability and social skills combined with a supervised work 

experience duping the sum m er months will show an increase in these skills. 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

Overview 
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The principal objective of the present study was to investigate the effects 

of summer employment training on mildly handicapped students' acquisition 

maintenance and generalization of employability and social skills. Three groups 

of students participated in this study. They included those students who 

participated in: a) an employability and social skills training class while 

participating in a work experience placement; b) a work experience only; and c) 

neither the class nor work experience (control). 

To measure the effectiveness of training, an employability and social skills 

(ESS) rating scale was completed on students in the study on three separate 

occasions. Both an employer and job developer were asked to complete the scale 

on each occasion. 

The research design is depicted in Figure 1. The dependent variable is the 

mean rating on the ESS rating scale. The between groups comparison was the 

treatment conditions (work experience plus employability and social skills 

training, work experience only, and control group). The within group factors were 

the time when the scale was completed (at the beginning of the school year, and 

eight to twelve weeks after school starts), and the rater who completed the rating 

scale (employer or job developer). The covariates include the results of the mean 

rating on the May ESS rating scale, level of IQ and pay. 

This chapter presents information concerning the subjects, materials and 

instrumentation, intervention procedures, data collection and data analysis. 
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FIGURE 1. 

Within Factors 

Time 

Post Test (September) Followup (November) 

Between Factors Person Completing Rating Person Completing Rating 

Employer Job Developer Employer Job Developer 

Intervention Condition: 

WE+EEST n=30 n=(30) n=30 n=(30) 

WE n=30 n=(30) n=30 n=(30) 

CONTROL n=30 n=(30) n=30 n=(30) 

Dependent variable: Mean rating on the Employability and Social Skills Rating 
Scale 

Independent variables: Intervention 

Covariates: 

Time 

Person completing rating 

Mean Employability and Social Skills rating as measured by 
job developer and employer prior to summer programming. 

Level of intellectual functioning (IQ) 

Level of pay 
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Subjects 

Subject Characteristics 

Subjects who participated in the study were selected from a pool of mildly 

handicapped (learning disabled, educable mentally handicapped, or emotionally 

handicapped) secondary students age 15 to 22 who participated in a work 

experience program during the 1986-87 school year. The participants were 

referred by job developers or department chairs from nine high schools in the 

Tucson Unified School District (TUSD). TUSD is a large metropolitan school 

district with approximately 57,000 students. There are over 4500 special 

education students. The total population is approximately 32% Hispanic, 5% 

Black, 3% Indian, 2% Asian, and 58% Anglo. All students in the study were 

identified as either learning disabled, educable mentally handicapped or 

emotionally handicapped according to TUSD's eligibility guidelines. (See 

Appendix A for the TUSD eligibility criteria.) A summary of student 

characteristics is presented in Table 1. It includes demographic information, 

assessment information, and information about the student's work history, 

experience (type of job, wages, absences). It is interesting to note that the WE 

group had a higher percentage of males (90%) than the other groups. The largest 

percent of the students in each group were learning disabled with a fairly even 

split between resource and self-contained placements. Students who left school 

or otherwise were not able to have the ESS rating scale completed were dropped 

from the study. 

Subject Selection 

From a pool of 114 students originally selected for the study or who served 

as replacements from the alternate list of subjects, 48 were included in this 



46 

study. The reasons for students being dropped from the study at'e depicted in 

Table 2. 
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TABLE 1 
Subject Characteristics 

By Total Group and Treatment Condition 

CHARACTERISTIC TOTAL WE+ESST WE CONTROL 

Sex: 
Male n 37 7 19 11 

% 77 64 86 73 

Female n 11 4 3 4 
% 23 36 14 37 

Ethnicity: 

Caucasian n 39 10 18 11 
% 81 91 81 73 

Black n 1 1 
% 2 9 

Hispanic n 8 4 4 
% 17 18 27 

Handicap: 

Learning 
Disabled n 37 9 17 11 

% 77 82 77 73 

Educable 
Mentally 
Handicapped n 6 3 2 

% 13 14 13 

Emotionally 
Handicapped n 6 2 2 2 

% 13 18 9 13 

Placement: 

Resource n 29 7 13 9 
% 60 64 59 60 

Self-Contained n 19 4 9 6 
% 40 36 41 40 



48 

Subject Characteristics 
By Total Group and Treatment Condition 

CHARACTERISTIC TOTAL WE+ESST WE CONTROL 

Test Results: 

Full Scale IQ: 

X 87 85 89 87 

S.D. 14 12 15 15 

Range 59-118 72-107 63-118 59-108 

(n= ) 48 11 22 15 

Reading Achievement X 6.8 6.7 6.9 6.9 

n 48 11 15 22 

Pretest X rating 5.4506 5.7405 5.3155 5.4363 

Work Experience: 

Type of Job: 

Clerical n 5 2 3 
% 10 11 20 

Janitorial n 1 1 
% 2 5 

Grocery 
Clerk n 5 2 1 2 

% 10 18 11 13 

Sales n 2 1 1 
% 4 5 7 
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Subject Characteristics 

By Total Group and Treatment Condition 

CHARACTERISTIC TOTAL WE+ESST WE CONTROL 

Work Experience (cont'd) 

Food Service n 20 6 11 3 
% 42 55 50 20 

Construction/ 
Trades n 14 2 7 5 

% 29 18 32 3 

Wages: 

Hourly Wage X: 3.39 3.58 3.51 3.35 

Absences: 

X Number During Fall 1.5 1 1.5 1.9 



50 
TABLE 2 

Number of Subjects Dropped from the Study by Reason for Dropping: 

Group: WE+ESST WE CONTROL 

Number of Subjects 

ORIGINAL SAMPLE 29 45 40 

Not Working: 

Terminated For: 

Poor Attitude 1 4 

Poor Work Quali ty 2 3 

Excessive Absences 2 4 

Employer Cutbacks 1 2 1 

Quit: 

Better Job 1 1 

Didn't Like Work 2 2 

Couldn't Find Job: 3 2 2 

Didn't. Want to Work: 1 1 

Graduated: 1 1 

Medical: 1 1 

Moved: 1 1 

Dropped Out of School: 2 2 

Course Requirements Not Met: 11 

Incomplete Data: (for reasons other 
than not having a job): 2 7 3 

Number of Subjects 

FINAL SAMPLE 11 22 15 
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Control Group - From the general subject pool, students who neither 

intended to work nor take a class in employability and social skills were placed in 

a control group pool. The ESS rating scale was administered to all eligible 

students. Forty (40) students were selected from a randomized list (by use of a 

random number table) to be evaluated on employability and social skills at the 

same intervals as the intervention groups. The first thirty (30) selected were 

assigned to the control group. Ten students were alternates. Students who were 

not working in the Fall were dropped from the control group and replaced by 

those who were until the control group pool was exhausted. Reasons for students 

being dropped from this group are shown in Table 2. A total of 25 students were 

dropped from this group. The largest number of students dropped from this 

group were dropped because they weren't working (17). 

Treatment Groups - It was intended that students be assigned to a 

treatment pool based on their availability to attend a summer class for two 

mornings a week during a six week period and to participate in a work experience 

program for at least six weeks. From this pool it was expected that 30 students 

would be randomly selected and assigned to one treatment condition and 30 

students assigned to the other condition. 

There were only twenty-nine (29) students available to attend the class and 

participate in work experience. That entire group was assigned to the WE+ESST 

treatment group. Students who did not attend at least ten training sessions or 

were tardy more than three times were dropped from the class. Eleven students 

were dropped. Eighteen students completed course requirements but seven of 

these were dropped becasuse of insufficient data or because they were not 

working in the fall. Only 12 students completed the course and maintained their 
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work experience placement but one was later dropped because of missing data. 

Sixty-five students were available to participate in work experience but 

were not available for the class. Of this group, thirty were selected from a 

randomized list (using a random number table) and assigned to this group. An 

additional fifteen participated in the program and served as alternates. 

Seventeen students were dropped from the study. The largest number were 

dropped because they had incomplete data (7) or were not working (11). As 

students were dropped, they were replaced by others from the pool until the pool 

was exhausted. 

Materials and Instrumentation 

The materials used in this study consisted of the teaching materials for the 

Employability and Social Skills class and the ESS rating scale. 

Training Materials 

The training materials were a set of twelve scripted lessons that included 

lessons from the draft of Job Related Social Sldlls for Special Needs 

Adolescents (Montague, 1988), and material from a videotape program, Working I 

and Working II (Stanfield, 1986) that focuses on employability skills. Within the 

training there were opportunities for simulation, role play and discussion of 

inappropriate and appropriate social skills in a job setting. The materials were 

chosen after an extensive review of available materials and curricula in this 

area. They were chosen for their relevance to the identified areas of need and 

because they are explicit and can be taught in a standardized manner. 

The lessons used were an adapted version of Job Related Social Skills 

Training for Special Needs Adolescents (Montague). There were 12 lessons that 

included: a) teacher and student dialogue; b) explicit directions for facilitating 
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group instruction; c) student cue cards to assist students in memorization of the 

skill steps; and d) five simUlation activities for practicing the skill in the context 

of typical work situations. (See Appendix B for a sample lesson.) The scripts 

adhered to an instructional routine that incorporates adaptations of procedures 

from the direct instruction model (Engelmann & Carnine, 1982) and the learning 

strategies model (Alley & Deshler, 1979; Schumaker, Nolan & Deshler, 1985). 

These procedures include modeling, active participation, specific and directed 

questioning, verbal rehearsal, cueing, visualization, role playing, guided practice, 

performance feedback, reinforcement and criterion testing. Combinations of 

these procedures have been effectively applied with handicapped stUdents across 

a variety of academic, social, and vocational skills (Goldstein, Sprafkin, 

Gershaw, & Klein, 1980; Warrenfeltz, Kelly, Salzberg, Beegle, Levy, Adams, & 

Crouse, 1981; Whang, Fawcett, & Mathews, 1984). 

Instrumentation 

The Employability and Social Skills (ESS) Rating Scale was the instrument 

used in this study to measure student performance on employability and social 

skills (see Appendix D). The instrument was developed by the investigator as 

the result of a number of activities. 

Initially, the literature and curricula that addressed employability and 

social skills was reviewed. The literature review focused on reasons for job 

failure and recommendations for vocational program improvement. After this 

activity, surveys were developed to determine which skills were deemed 

important by local employers and vocational educators relative to job training 

and employment (see Appendix E). Employers and vocational teachers were 

asked to check those skills that they believed students were lacking and which 
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skills they considered to be important for success in a training or work setting. 

After the survey results were obtained, a committee consisting of four job 

developers who were certified special education teachers reviewed the results 

and compiled some questions. Five job developers and five employers were 

interviewed to obtain more specific information about skills needed in that 

person's class or place of employment. 

Based on the survey and interview data, the committee developed a list of 

statements that focused on skills needed for employment preparation and 

vocational training. Some statements were combined or integrated to avoid 

repetition. The employability and social skill statements were clustered into 

fifteen areas. 

A rating system for the items was developed utilizing a seven point Likert 

scale. The scale attempted to measure the student's level of independence in 

doing the task. In other words, raters were to respond based on whether or not 

the student could perform the skill independently. 

Directions were developed for the instrument. (See Appendix D.) The 

instrument was piloted by having ten job developers and ten employers complete 

the scale and provide feedback on ease in understanding the directions and 

clarity of the statements. Directions were revised based on the feedback 

obtained. A test of reliability for internal consistency was conducted using 

Cronbach's alpha on a sample of special education students not included in the 

present study. Scales were completed by the student's job developers and 

employers. Table 3 presents reliability data for each of the fifteen areas for 

internal consistency. The reliability coefficients ranged from. 79 to .97 with 

only one coefficient being below .90. 



TABLE 3 

Reliability Coefficients 

ESS Rating Scale 

By Subscale 

SUBSCALE COEFFICIENT 

Independence .97 

Dependability .97 

Appearance .91 

Initiative .91 

Versatility .96 

Work Attitude .95 

Honesty .93 

Relating to Supervisor .95 

Relating to Co-Worker .95 

Work Safety .95 

Work Area .91 

Productivity .91 

Work Quality .95 

Following Directions .79 

Work Habits .95 
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Raters 

The rating scale was completed by two sets of raters: job developers and 

employers. Explicit instructions for completing the scale were specified on the 

rating scale. A cover letter accompanied the scale that described the study and 

stressed the importance of providing accurate information. Job developers were 

given an orientation on how to complete the scale by the researcher. The 

orientation took approximately thirty minutes. Information about the study and 

need for giving careful attention to the completion of the scale was provided. 

Job developers took the cover letter and rating scale to each student's employer 

and asked him/her to complete it. The job developers provided additional 

instructions where needed and insured that employers understood what was 

expected. 

Intervention Procedures 

Students participated in one of three treatment conditions: 1) Work 

Experience plus Employability and Social Skill Training (WE+ESST); 2) Work 

Experience only (WE); and 3) No work experience or ESST (Control). The 

treatment interventions are described in this section. 

Work Experience plus Employability and Social Skills Training Intervention 

(WE+ESST) 

Students participating in the ESST were in one of two classes consisting of 

approximately fifteen (15) stUdents. The classes spanned a six week-period and 

were held for one hour a day, two days a week. The two instructors who taught 

each class were job developers who were also certified as special education 

teachers. They have been doing job development for at least three years. They 

received training in the use of the materials. The materials have been described 
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in the Materials and Instrumentation section. 

The class schedule followed a similar pattern each day. The first five to 

ten minutes of the class were spent reviewing the previous class lesson. In some 

cases input from job developers regarding a specific student's behavior was 

incorporated into the review. In other words if one student was not exhibiting a 

previously taught skill, the teachers would provide review. The lesson for the 

current day was then introduced. Teachers instructed the students on the new 

sldll and then a situation was presented that required application of that skill. In 

some instances the students were told the situation. In others, they received a 

written description of a situation and were asked to write a response. Group 

discussion followed the situation. The final third of the class was spent in role 

playing where students were given an opportunity to apply the skill they had 

learned. Some role-plays were videotaped. The students critiqued each others' 

performance and gave feedback and constructive criticism. The instructors 

observed the students' behavior to determine skill mastery. Some students were 

given individual followup instruction after class. The stUdents' job developer 

provided some followup assistance and also gave input to the teachers about the 

student's application of the sldlls in the job settings. An outline of the course 

content is in Appendix C. Skills that were developed are listed in Figure 2. 

Each class was team taught with two job developers. The investigator 

made observations on two separate occasions to insure consistency of the 

instruction in the two classes. It was confirmed that each class was following 

the same format. 

Students were required to attend a minimun of ten out of the twelve 

sessions in order to be considered in this study. Make-up classes were provided 



FIGURE 2. 

Examples of Employability/Social Skills Taught in the Training Program 

Responding appropriately to social cues, verbal and non-verbal (e.g. using 

appropriate eye contact, smiling, saying hello, goodby). 

Speaking clearly and loudly enough to be understood. 

Having a range of responses available for different situations. 

Asking for help when needed. 

Indicating understanding of directions. 

Controlling aggression/inappropriate behavior. 

Practicing appropriate grooming. 

Being polite; listening attentively to others. 

Cooperating by taking turns/responding appropriately to questions. 

Accepting criticism. 

Apologizing for inappropriate actions. 

Stating ideas using facts and convictions. 

Expressing appreciateion for offers of help. 

Ordering job responsibilities appropriately. 

Reinforcing and acknowledging others' comments. 

Sensitivity to feelings of others. 

Beginning, maintaining and ending conversations. 

Having interesting things to say. 

Indicating understanding of job responsibilities. 

Being able to change as a result of people's reactions. 

Accepting help and thanking supervisor/others for assistance. 

Supporting others by giving them attention/offers to help them. 
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for those students who missed a class and were willing to make it up. The 

students were expected to achieve mastery on the sl<:ills taught. Mastery means 

that the student demonstrated the skill independently during clas,s simulations at 

least 85% of the time. When stUdents did not achieve mastery during the 

instructional period, they were given further instruction in their work experience 

placement. 

The work experience consisted of a minimum of 20 hours a week of 

employment in a work setting and in some cases, was as much as 40 hours a 

week. The work period spanned at least six weeks. Job developers were 

responsible for obtaining and/or monitoring job placements. If a student did not 

have a continuing job, job developers would review their vocational assessment 

information to determine interests and aptitudes. They would assist the student 

with job seeking skills and provide support if needed. Students were encouraged 

to find jobs on their own but assistance was available if they were not successful. 

Every attempt was made to help the students obtain a paying job, but some 

stUdents were placed at least initially for training only. Students in this group 

who did work, had the highest mean hourly wage ($3.56). 

There was at least weekly contact between the job developer and employer 

to determine how the student was progressing and whether there were any areas 

of concern. The employer was made aware that he or she could request 

assistance from a job developer at any time. Employers were asked to 

participate in development of a training plan to specify objectives the students 

needed to work on and were asked to complete an employer evaluation form in 

addition to the rating scale. 

The types of jobs that students held included: janatorial; dishwasher; 
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busboy; child care assistant; car wash attendant; kitchen helper; cook; stocker; 

upholstery apprentice; phone solicitor; sales and florist helper. 

Work Experience Intervention 

Students in this group received the same type of summer work experience 

described previously, only without specific employability and social skills 

training. The types of jobs held included: janitorial; dishwasher; busboy; 

courtesy clerk; Idtchen helper; child care assistant; plumber's assistant; and 

welder's assistant. 

Control Intervention 

This group received neither work experience nor ESST. They were, 

however, students who participated in work experience prior to summer and 

again during the fall. 

Data Collection Procedures 

The data collected included the rating scale completed at three different 

times. The three occasions were: 1) prior to training (May); 2) at the beginning 

of the school year (September), and 3) eight to twelve weeks (November) after 

school had started. The rating scale was completed by two groups of people: 

employers and job developers. These people were given the written guidelines 

and received instruction on how to complete the scale. Raters for the three 

time periods were not always the same as many students changed jobs and had 

different employers. In some cases job developers were also different. This 

may have caused some difference in the way students were perceived on 

different occasions, particularly if students changed jobs and expections were 

different. 

Additional data collected included assessment information, work history, 



wage information, IQ, and other demographic information. These data were 

obtained by file reviews and forms completed by job developers. 

Data Analysis 

61 

After all the data were obtained, the raters' responses for the fifty-five 

items on each scale were summed and a mean rating was determined. A 3 

(group) by 2 (time of measurement) by 2 (rater) analysis of covariance was 

performed on these mean ratings. There were three covariates: level of IQ, 

level of pay and the mean rating on the May ESS rating scale. 

For the covariates IQ was based on standard scores and was divided into 

four intervals: 1= below 2 S.D. below the mean; 2 = from -1 S.D. below the mean 

to -2 S.D. below the mean; 3 = from 1 S.D. below the mean to 1 S.D. above the 

mean; and 4 = from 1 S.D. above the mean to 2 S.D. above the mean. Pay was 

divided into four (4) levels: 1 = no pay; 2 = less than minimum hourly wage; 3 = 

$3.36 to $4.00 hourly; and 4 = above $4.01 hourly. 

The results of the analysis are in Chapter 4. 



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 
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This chapter describes the results of a study focusing on the effects of 

summer employment training on mildly handicapped students' acquisition 

maintenance and generalization of employability and social skills. A mixed 

design analysis of covariance was computed in which rater (job developer or 

employer), time of measurement (September or November) and treatment group 

(WE+ESST, WE and Control) were the independent variables with the mean rating 

on the ESS rating scale as the dependent variable. Level of intellectual 

functioning, level of pay, and mean rating on the students' previous level of 

employability and social skills served as the covariates. The following section 

presents the questions and results from the analysis. 

Question One 

The first question asked if summer training in work experience or work 

experience plus employability and social skills training made a difference in 

mildly handicapped students' acquisition maintenance and generalization of these 

skills. Specifically, the research question addressed if significant differences 

were evident among the three treatment groups on employability and social skills 

regardless of when the measure was taken (September or November) and who 

completed the scale (job developer or employer) when level of IQ and pay, and 

prior employability and social skill performance are taken into account? 

Within the analysis of covariance, the main effects test for treatment 

condition provided information regarding the effects treatment had on the three 

groups of subjects. The summary table for the analysis is presented in Table 4. 



TABLE 4 

Summary Table for the Analysis of Covariance 

SOURCE 

Covariates 

Treatment Group 

Error 

Time 

Group X Time 

Error 

Rater 

Group X Rater 

Error 

SUM OF DEGREES OF 
SQUARES FREEDOM 

91.39 

4.65 

88.32 

2.96 

.07 

15.15 

.45 

.54 

29.26 

3 

2 

42 

1 

2 

45 

1 

2 

45 

Time X Rater .54 1 

Group X Time X Rater .05 2 

Error 9.91 45 

* .01 

MEAN F 
SQUARES TEST 

30.46 

2.33 

2.10 

2.96 

.03 

.34 

.45 

.17 

.65 

.54 

.03 

.22 

14.49* 

1.11 

8.78* 

.10 

.70 

.26 

2.44 

.12 
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Results indicate that the covariates as a group had a significant effect on the 

dependent variable. Taken individually, neither the IQ level (t=1.20, 1/42) nor 

the level of pay (t=1.44, 1/42) were shown to be significantly related to the 

dependent measure. However, students' prior employability and social skills 

performance as measured by the ESS rating scale was shown to be significant (t = 

5.80, 1/42. p .01). The group and total means for these covariates are presented 

in Table 5. One would predict that the pretest would be influential for 

significance of prior employability and social skills performance since the same 

instrument was used across all three measurement occasions (May, September 

and November). 

The test for the group main effect indicated no significant difference oh 

the mean rating of employability and social skills performance among the three 

groups. The adjusted means for each group, on each measurement occasion by 

each rater are presented in Table 6. The means show that the average rating for 

each gr~up fell between five and six on the seven-point Likert scale indicative of 

the students' "exhibiting the skill independently more than 50% of the time, but 

needing occasional assistance" to "exhibiting the skill independently at least 

80% of the time, and needing only minimal assistance". 

Question Two 

The second question asked whether mildly handicapped students maintain 

and generalize employability and social skills during the Fall semester. The 

research question addressed whether there was a significant difference for the 

time when the measurement was completed (September or November) regardless 

of the treatment group in which the stUdent participated in (WE+ESST, WE, or 

Control) and the person completing the scale (job developer or employer) when 

r 



1'ABLE 5 

Means and Standard Deviations for the Covariates, Level of Pay, Level of 
Intellectual Functioning, and Rating on the ESS rating Scale Pretest 

COVARIATE MEAN STANDARD DEVIATION 

Level of Pay 

WE+ESST 2.909 .302 

WE 3.000 .000 

CONTROL 2.875 .816 

Level of IQ 

WE+ESST 2.273 .467 

WE 2.636 .790 

CONTROL 2.400 .828 

TOTAL 2.479 .743 

ESS Rating Scale Pretest 

WE+ESST 5.740 .827 

WE 5.315 1.050 

CONTROL 5.436 1.044 

TOTAL 5.451 .995 
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TABLE 6 

Adjusted means and standard deviations for Student Performance on the 
Employability and Social Skills Rating Scale by Group, Mean, and Rater: 

TIME: SEPTEMBER NOVEMBER 

PERSON 

66 

RATING: EMPLOYER JOB DEVELOPER EMPLOYER JOB DEVELOPER 

TREATMENT: 

WE+ESST 

X 5.7699 5.8393 6.0610 6.0757 

(S.D.) (.8212) (.5372) (.8106) (.5547) 

WE 

X 5.5286 5.4733 5.8372 5.5376 

(S.D.) (1.2355) (1.0251) (.9440) (1.1316) 

CONTROL 

X 5.4113 5.4225 5.7787 5.5634 

(S.D.) (1.4496) (1.4241) (1.4365) (1.4224) 
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level of IQ and pay, and prior employability and social skill performance were 

taken into account? 

The analysis of covariance yielded information that addressed the question 

of whether there was a significant difference for the time when the measurement 

was completed. Results indicate that there was a significant main effect for time 

of measurement. When the groups and raters are combined the total adjusted 

mean rating for November (x=5.7695) was significantly higher than the total mean 

rating for September (x=5.5412). 

It would appear that the students on the whole, regardless of rater or 

treatment showed growth in their employability and social skills after they had 

been in school for eight to twelve weeks. They performed better in their 

employability and social skills performance in November than September. This 

would indicate that students as a whole, maintain and generalize their 

employability and social sl<:ills. 

For the control group who received no summer training, it could mean that 

any skills "lost" over the summer may have been recouped. For groups who did 

receive treatment, results would indicate that these groups increased their 

maintenance and generalization of their skills in this time period. 

Question Three 

The third question asked if there was a difference in the way job developers 

and employers rate mildly handicapped students' performance on employability 

and social skills. The research question addressed whether there was a significant 

difference for the person completing the scale (job developer or employer) 

regardless of the treatment group in which students participated (WE+ESST, WE, 

or Control) and the time of measurement (September or November) when level of 
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IQ and pay, and prior employability and social skills performance were taken into 

account? 

To determine whether there was a significant difference for the person 

completing the ESS rating scale, information from the analysis of covariance was 

reviewed. Results indicated that there was no main effect for the person 

completing the scale. (Table 5). Job developers and employers do not rate 

students in a significantly different way. 

The analysis of covariance also addressed the possible interactions among 

treatment conditions, time of measurement and person completing the scale. No 

significant interactions were shown for date by rater, group by rater, date by 

group, or group by date by rater (Table 5). 
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CHAPTER 5 

Summary, Discussion, and Implications 

This chapter presents a summary of the study, a discussion of the results 

from the study and implications. 

Summary 

From May of 1987 through December of 1987, a study to determine the 

effects of summer employment training on mildly handicapped students' 

acquisition maintenance and generalization of employability and social skills 

was conducted. The subjects were identified by school district criteria as 

learning disabled, emotionally handicapped, or educable mentally handicapped 

students who were aged 16 to 22. The subjects had participated in a work 

experience program the preceding Spring. They also participated in a work 

experience program during the following Fall of the study. 

There were three groups of stUdents. One group received summer work 

experience plus employability and social skill training (WE+ESST) (n=11). 

Another group participated in work experience only (WE) (n=22), while the third 

group had no summer program and served as the control group (n=15). Students 

in the WE+ESST group attended a class that was one hour in length twice a week 

for six weeks. Classes were team taught by two Special Education teachers who 

were also job developers. Students were taught employability and social skills 

through direct instruction with simulations and role-playing as part of the 

program. 

The work experience for both the WE+ESST and WE groups consisted of 

working for twenty hours a week for at least a six-week period during the 
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summer. Job developers helped students find jobs and monitored placements. 

They provided followup support from the classroom experiences and gave input 

about the students' performance on the job to the classroom teachers. 

Students were assessed on three occasions (May, September, and 

November) using an employability and social skills (ESS) rating scale. The scale 

consisted of fifty-five statements describing various employability and social 

skills. Persons completing the scale rated a students' level of independence in 

demonstrating a skill based on a seven-point Likert Scale. The ratings were 

completed by two groups of people: employers and job developers. 

The purpose of the study was to determine if summer work experience or 

direct teaching of employability and social skills training combined with work 

experience would make a difference in students' acquisition, maintenance, and 

generalization of employability and social skills the following Fall. Comparisons 

were made among treatment groups (WE, WE+ESST, and Control), raters (job 

developers or employers), and time of measurement (September or November). 

An analysis of covariance was conducted to statistically analyze the data. 

The covariates were the level of IQ, level of pay, and the mean rating for the 

May measurement occasion. The dependent measure was the mean rating on the 

ESS rating scale for September and November. The between groups comparison 

was the treatment conditions (work experience plus employability and social 

skills training, work experience only, and control group). The within groups 

factors were the time when the scale was completed (September of November) 

and the rater who completed the scale (job developer or employer). The 

covariates were the mean rating on the May pre-test, level of IQ and level of 

pay. 
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Results indicated that there were no main effects for treatment or rater 

and no interactions. The only significant main effect was for time of 

measurement. Students were rated higher in November on their skills than in 

September. Results were affected by one significant covariate: the pretest 

completed in May. 

Discussion 

The results of this study do not support the notion that direct employability 

and social skill training combined with work experience or work experience alone 

has a significant effect on the acquisition and maintenance of employability and 

social skil~. However, this conclusion should be interpreted with caution. There 

are several reasons in relation to the subject sample, the structure of the class, 

the class content, the work experience and instrumentation that might account 

for these results other than the obvious --that treatment makes no difference. 

Subjects 

One major concern in this study was that a large number of students (n=66) 

had to be dropped from the study because they left school or didn't maintain a 

job placement (See Table 2). This may have affected the results in that the 

students remaining in the study represented a biased sample. The reasons for 

students being dropped from the groups varied across the three groups as 

presented in Table 2. Seventeen students in the control group were dropped 

from the study because they lost jobs (n=12 or 42% of the original sample), quit 

(n=3 or 8%), or couldn't find a job (2 or 5%). Four of these students dropped out 

of school. In comparison only one student in the WE+ ESST group lost a job with 

the reason given as employer cutbacks. However, three students in this group 

were unable to find a job during the summer and one "didn't want to work". Still 



72 
a number of students (eleven) from the WE+ ESST group were dropped from the 

class and consequently from the study for excessive tardies or absences or 

because they quit the class. In the WE group, 13 (28%) students were not 

working for various reasons. Seven were terminated, three quit, two couldn't 

find a job, and one didn't want to work. 

In reviewing these data, there are two major concerns about subject 

selection that come to mind. First, there is the concern about the large number 

of students dropped from the class. Possible reasons for students dropping from 

the class are discussed more in depth in the section on course structure 

presented later in this chapter. One reason for students being dropped could be 

that students were not appropriately referred for the class. All students 

referred to the class were to have been available for the class and to participate 

in work experience. They were to receive job developer assistance in finding a 

job prior to the start of the class. When class began, several of the original 

students didn't have a job and did not obtain one during the course of the class. 

Since the intent of the class was for students to learn the skills and apply them 

in a work place, these students really did not meet the class participation 

criteria. 

The fault here is either with the referral process or the criteria. The 

criteria seem necessary to facilitate generalization to the work place. It seems 

important for students to have the opportunity to apply their job related social 

skills. It would probably be better if the referral and screening process were 

started earlier in the Spring, so that the student's Spring semester job developer 

could help obtain a job placement. That person is more familiar with the 

student's skills and interests and could probably make a better "job match" 
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(finding a job that matches the students' skills and abilities). 

It is possible that some students signed up for the class because they 

needed high school credit. These students may not have been motivated to find 

and keep a job. Once they found out they would have to work in addition to 

taking the class, they may have decided it was too much trouble and quit. Again, 

a better screening and referral process could help in this problem. 

Another major consideration in subject selection needs to be the student's 

current skill level. Data from the pretest would suggest that some students 

referred for the program did not "need" the class because they already had 

mastered many of the skills and didn't need as much instruction for skill 

development. Although there is general agreement that mildly handicapped 

students do need job related social skills training (Montague, 1987, 1988; Whang 

et al., 1986) that doesn't mean that all of these students do not already have 

these skills. Students in TUSD, in particular, have opportunities through courses 

offered during the school year and the assistance of support staff to learn these 

skills elsewhere. Students targeted for the class should be those who 

demonstrate a need for this training. 

Course Structure 

Feedback obtained from parents, teachers and students on the structure of 

the class indicated that it may not have facilitated maximal learning and may 

have made it more difficult for students to obtain jobs. The course was offered 

for two one hour periods per week for a six-week period. Several parents and 

students reported that it was difficult or undesireable to have to travel to the 

school for a one hour class. Teachers reported that the instructional time per 

day was too short. The instructional unit, including a review of the previous 
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lesson, introduction of a new lesson, and role play usually required more than a 

one-hour period in order to give ample time for simulation and role playing. A 

two hour time block would provide a better instructional fit. 

Also, shortening the course to four weeks may make it more feasible for 

those involved to make adjustments for students. Working with summer 

employers in the spring to develop a plan for having students take the course and 

work could be very helpful. Over half of the students who were dropped from 

the class because of absences, were dropped in the last two weeks of the course. 

Reasons included vacation time or that it was "too hard to get there". The 

instructors suggested making the course four weeks, instead of six weeks, but 

lengthening the daily time. They also suggested that three days a week might be 

better than two. 

Finally, the time of day when the course was offered may have made it 

more difficult for students to obtain and keep jobs. Given the variety of jobs 

students held, finding an optimal time is difficult. However, offering the course 

in the early morning (7 A.M.) or late afternoon or evening may better match 

students' work schedules. 

Course Content 

The need for employability and social skill training has been demonstrated 

in the literature (Gable, 1984; Faas, 1987; Foss & Peterson, 1981). Although the 

course taught included skills in this area, there was still no significant difference 

noted for students in the WE+ESST group. One might hypothesize that the 

materials were not effective since students in the WE+ESST group did not do 

significantly better than the other groups. This could be an unfair conclusion. 

The materials used consisted primarily of lessons from the draft of Job Related 
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Social Skills for Special Needs Adolescents (Montague, 1987). This program 

consists of scripted lessons for teachers with simulated situations and role 

playing opportunities. It was intended to be taught in thirty sessions over a ten

week period. 

The time period used for the summer program was much shorter than that 

recommended by Montague (1987). There were also two additional lessons added 

that utilized materials from Working I and II (Stanfield, 1987) and additional 

adaptations made by the teachers. 

Feedback from the teachers indicated that they believed the materials 

were good and easy to use. The teachers believed that the students enjoyed the 

lessons. Students were attentive during the instruction and activities, and there 

was good group participation. All students achieved mastery in class on the 

skills taught which could demonstrate that the materials are effective. 

Students were asked to complete an evaluation of the course at the end of 

the time period. All of the students indicated that they liked the class and that 

they believed they had learned some new skills. 

There is the possibility that the students in the class already had many of 

the skills taught in the class. There were only 12 skills taught in the 12 sessions. 

The assumption had been made that all students needed this instruction. There 

were probably some students who did not need instruction in all twelve skills. A 

broader range of skills and skill levels to be taught might be helpful. 

Opportunity to individualize was limited since the lessons followed a very 

structured pattern. 

Work Experience 

It appears that there needs to be more intense efforts to obtain jobs for 
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these students. It is important that students be placed in an appropriate job. 

This should be accomplished through a review of students' interests and skills. 

Closer adherence to this procedure might result in improved placement times. If 

paying jobs are not available, then perhaps a volunteer job could be arranged. 

Working with one of the agencies that provides funds for summer youth 

employment may be a way to find paying jobs for a specified minimum number 

of hours. Students might be more inclined to maintain their work placement. 

Paid work experience has been found to be of value by some researchers (Hasazi 

et al., 1985; Cobb & Hasazi, 1987) so it would make sense that the preference 

would be on paying jobs. 

The fact that a number of students did not maintain a work placement is of 

concern. More intensive followup procedures after the initial placement could 

help. Perhaps if job developers could initially visit the work site more frequently 

and work more closely with the employer, then the student would get off to a 

better start and be able to maintain skills longer. Job developers could be 

trained to provide instruction in specific skill areas. An observation checklist 

that targets certain skills that the student needs to exhibit could be used by job 

developers and employers to identify problems sooner. This checklist would 

incorporate the skill areas being taught in the ESST class so that there would be 

coordination between what is being measured and taught. 

Reasons for termination should be determined. Other researchers have 

addressed this area (Mithaug et al., 1985; Fardig et al., 1985; Murphy, 1987). 

When a student is terminated, the job developer should find out the reason and 

work with the student to correct any identified deficits prior to placement in a 

new setting. Then that student should be monitored closely in the new setting. 
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Instrumentation 

The ESS rating scale utilized items focusing on employability and social 

skills that were considered important by employers and vocational teachers. 

Although considerable time was spent in the development, it may not have been 

well suited to the population being studied, the mildly handicapped. First, many 

of the students scored relatively high (5 or better) on the pretest. This may be 

related to the definitions given to the ratings 5 through 7. The emphasis was on 

how independently the student could perform the skill rather than on the quality 

or consistency in performing that skills. The fact that students can perform a 

skill independently may not be the most important consideration. 

The range in performance across the three higher ratings may have been 

too narrow. If a student exhibited a skill more than 80% of the time, they would 

be rated a "6" with little room to show improvement. In reviewing the raw data 

it is evident that a number of students exhibited a ceiling effect. 

Another concern with the instrument was its length. Prior to the use of 

the ESS rating scale, employers and job developers were used to completing a 

much shorter evaluation on students. The length may have adversely affected 

the validity of the results. Employers are less likely to take the time requested 

to accurately complete the instrument. One way to shorten the instrument 

would be to conduct a factor analysis to see if some of the questions could be 

combined. 

The raters for each student who utilized the instrument differed on many 

occasions because students switched jobs, school, and/or job developers. In 

several instances this had a tendency to affect the ratings. For example, while 

safety would be a major concern in a machine shop, it might be of negligible 
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concern in an office setting. Thus, the machine shop supervisor might rate a 

student more harshly than an office supervisor. 

In addition, it would have been beneficial to have at least one other method 

for measuring these skills. Parent surveys and student self-assessment were used 

by Montague (1988). This may yield some information about skill acquisition, but 

if one is concerned about the student's ability to apply skills taught in the 

classroom in the work place, then it would seem advisable to focus the 

assessments so that they are conducted in that environment. Behavioral 

observations could be used to measure skill maintenance and generalization in 

the work place. Job developers could visit the worksites and conduct an 

observation on at least a quarterly basis. While videotaping provides more 

opportunity to analyze the observation, it may be seen as intrusive. 

A paper and pencil test could also be used as a measure. This measure 

could provide some additional information on skill acquisition, but it can not be 

inferred that the student will exhibit the sl<:ill in the work environment even if he 

or she indicates that they know the appropriate time to use a sldll. 

A measure of employer satisfaction could be of interest. Employers could 

be asked how satisfied they are with a student's skills. 

The ESS rating scale was only administered on three occasions. A fourth 

measurement occasion in the Spring could further help measure skill 

maintenance. This might be helpful in obtaining further information on students 

dropped from the study because they lost a job in the Fall. 

Finally, asking employers to complete an ESS rating scale near the time a 

student is terminated could yield information about which specific skills were 

lacking. 
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Implications 

There are several implications from this study. They will be discussed in 

terms of the limitations and recommendations for future research. 

Limitations 

According to the results, one might conclude that the treatment was 

ineffective, but caution should be taken before making such a conclusion. There 

are several limitations of this study. First, the sample size was small because 

large numbers of students had to be dropped. Students who lost jobs, left 

school, or did not complete the class were not included in the final analysis. 

Since students in the control group might be expected to lose jobs it would seem 

there was a skewing effect when students who lost or quit jobs were dropped 

from the study. 

Second, there was only one dependent measure, the ESS rating scale. The 

ESS rating scale was completed by job developers and employers. The 

instrument could only be completed when a student maintained a job placement. 

Thus, students who may have learned the skills that were taught could be 

dropped from the study even if they were laid off because of employer cutbacks. 

Third, subject selection may not have been appropriate. Students were 

selected based on their availability to participate. Students in the WE+ESST 

group had to be available for the class. It is possible that many students in the 

class did not really need to be taught these skills and thus should not have been 

included. 

Fourth, the instrument itself had limitations. It was a seven-point Likert 

scale with guidelines that emphasized a student's ability to perform a skill 

independently, now how well they demonstrated the skills. The rating guidelines 
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may have contributed to a ceiling effect or been inappropriate for students in 

this study. 

Fifth, the course structure and content may not have been appropriate. 

The instructional period may have been too short to accomplish the tasks 

associated with a lesson. The range of skills may have been too narrow for the 

population. 

Recommendations 

This section will provide recommendations for redesigning the current 

study and some general recommendations based on the information obtained in 

the course of study. 

Student Selection 

Students selected for the class should be those students who are identified 

as needing the skills that will be taught. Job developers should be informed of 

the purpose of the course, what skills will be taught, and that students referred 

should be those who need the class. Students should already have a summer job 

or be highly committed to obtaining and maintaining a job. 

Course Structure 

The course should be offered within a shorter time period (four weeks). 

Classes should be taught three to four times a week for a longer time period (two 

hours) during each day. There should be an attempt to work with the students' 

employers to accommodate the course schedule. If employers are willing to 

schedule flexibly for the one month of the course, it might make it more possible 

for students to participate. 

Course Content 

The materials used included activities that were enjoyed by teachers and 
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students. Skills taught were those identified previously in the research (Faas, 

1987; Montague, 1988; Kelman, 1984; Wilms, 1984; Gable, 1984). These skills are 

needed by all students who may seek employment. A more careful screening and 

referral procedure will help select appropriate students. The materials should be 

utilized again. However, care should be taken that the content of the course is 

appropriate to the students taking it. It would also be important to have better 

coordination with job developers to reinforce the skills outside of the class 

setting. 

Instrumenta tion 

There should be more than one dependent variable in the study and the ESS 

rating scale should be modified. Modifications to the ESS rating scale would 

include making it shorter by doing a factor analysis and modifying the guidelines 

for rating to allow for more variability in scoring. 

At least one more measure to assess the students' acquisition, maintenance 

and generalization of employability and social skills should be utilized. A 

checklist could be the best tool so that students' performance of the skill in the 

work environment could be measured. The checklist could also be utilized during 

the class simulations to see if students demonstrate the appropriate behaviors. 

With the modifications mentioned, the same design could be utilized. The 

suggested modifications could help provide more helpful information about the 

effectiveness of a summer employment training program on the acquisition and 

maintenance of employability and social skills for mildly handicapped students. 

Future Research 

Some recommendations for future research seem appropriate based on the 

information provided in this study. 
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1. Program implementors should obtain information about students' 

work histories. If there are a large number of students being terminated because 

of inappropriate social skills, that would give credence to the need for training in 

this area. On the other hand, maybe verbal skills are more important as Faas 

(1987) determined. It is important to collect and analyze this information in 

order to prepare the best kind of training program for students. 

Students in successful job placements should also be studied. Students who 

are employed for a period of six months or more could be interviewed to 

determine why they believe they are successful. Their employers could also be 

interviewed to obtain more information about what leads to a successful job 

placement. 

2. More than one dependent measure should be used to determine a 

students' generalization of skills in an employment setting. In addition to a 

rating scale, observation checklists could be used. 

3. Students should be selected based on their need for the skills being 

taught. Criteria for selection should be established and distributed early in the 

Spring in order to select enough appropriate students for the study. 

4. The course structure should be for a shorter time span (e.g. four 

weeks), but have longer class periods (two hours). This might improve student 

attendance. 

5. More studies on the effectiveness of summer vocational programs 

need to be conducted. Summer programs are costly. It is important to 

determine if they will make a difference before substantial funding is allocated 

to them. 
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Program 

There are several implications for possible program changes as a result of 

this study. 

1. More intensive follow up in job placements should be provided. This 

could help reduce the number of job terminations that occurred in this study. 

2. It should be insured that there is a good match between the students' 

skills and interests and their job placement. Again, this could reduce job 

terminations. 

3. Close coordination is needed between course instructors who are 

teaching job related skills and the job developers who place and supervise 

students on jobs. This would help insure that students are applying the skills they 

have learned in the work-place. 

4. The teaching of employability and social skills could be taught during 

the school year either by job developers or as an elective course. 

Conclusions 

Although this study did not demonstrate a significant difference between 

students in the treatment groups and students in a control group, there were a 

number of limitations to the study. The study should be replicated with 

modifications before a judgement is made. 

Modifications that would be recommended for a replication of this study 

would include: a) better stUdent selection criteria; b) change in the course 

structure from six to four weeks with longer class periods (two hours); and c) use 

of more than one dependent measure to demonstrate maintenance and 

generalization of employability and social skills. 

One additional concern that arose in this study was the number of students 
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who lost jobs. Program modifications to increase job retentions should be made. 

Students may need more intensive instruction and followup if they are to be 

successful in work experience placements. 

In summary, unemployment and underemployment of the handicapped 

should be a major concern of educators. Specific training in areas known to 

cause job failures or present barriers to employment is needed. The 

implementation of a summer program to insure that students maintain and 

generalize skills learned the preceding year can be considered. Before using 

funds for such a program, however, more studies in this area are needed. The 

current study had its limitations. Replication with recommended changes is 

suggested. 
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LEARNING DISABILITIES 

DEFINITION: 
Federal 
"Specific learning disability" means a disorder in one or more of the basic 
psychological processes involved in understanding or in using language, 
spoken or written, which may manifest itself in an imperfect ability to 
listen, think, speak, read, write, spell, or to do mathematical calculations. 
The term includes such conditions as perceptual handicaps, brain injury, 
minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia, and developmental aphasia. The term 
does not include children who have learning problems which are primarily 
the result of visual, hearing, or motor handicaps, of mental retardation, or 
emotional disturbance, or of environmental, cultural, or economic 
disadvantage. (USOE, 1977, p. 65083) 

State 
"Learning disabled" means a child with a disorder in one or more of the 
basic psychological processes involved in understanding or in using 
language, spoken or written, which may manifiest itself in an imperfect 
ability to listen, think, speak, read, write, spell or do mathematical 
calculations. The term includes such conditions as perceptual handicaps, 
brain injury, minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia and developmental 
aphasia. The term does not include children who have learning problems 
which are primarily the result of visual, hearing or motor handicaps, of 
mental retardation, of emotional disturbance or of environmental, cultural 
or economic disadvantage. 

EXCLUSIONS: 
The student must have a learning problem that is not primarily due to the 
physical, psychological, and environmental correlates that underlie 
learning. The student must have had an opportunity to learn. The learning 
problem can not be the result of a "teaching disability". In other words the 
student's learning problem is not due to mental retardation, auditory or 
visual impairments, emotional disturbance and/or lack of an opportunity to 
learn. 

Difficulty in writing, speaking, or understanding the English language 
primarily due to an environmental background wherein a language other 
than Standard English is spoken predominately or exclusively shall not be 
considered a sufficient handicap to require Special Education. 

Educational Disadvantage means a condition which has limited a child's 
opportunity for educational experience resulting in a non-handicapped child 
achieving less than a normal level of learning development. 

Some examples of factors that could contribute to (continued)educational 
disadvantage and/or represent exclusionary factors include: 
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A. Limited opportunity to learn due to: 

1) frequent school, teacher, or classroom changes; 2) a teaching 
style that differs significantly from a child's learning style; 3) 
differences in academic and social expectations/requirements 
when a child moves from school to school, state to state, etc.; 
and 4) incomplete progress through the educational sequence 
due to moving or frequent absences that have resulted in a 
child's missing parts of a grade. 

B. Environmental interferences such as: 
1) reactions to specific conditions in the classroom, school or 
neighborhood; 2) present or past pervasive neglect due to adult 
incompetence (parental substance abuse, mental disorders); 3) 
present or past physical, sexual, or psychological abuse; and 4) 
economic stress. 

C. Language factors such as:1) language discrepancy between 
classroom instruction and home environment; and 2) a non
verbal household environment. 

D. Medical factors such as: 1) chronic conditions that cause a 
child to intermittently miss a significant number of days which 
is enough to interfere with learning while not being enough to 
qualify foJ." Homebound instruction (ex. rhumatoid arthritis, 
hemophilia); 2) nutritional oJ." dietary deficiencies or influences; 
3) conditions that might result in fatigue or lethargy which 
could interfere with a child's ability to concentrate (ex. 
hypothyroidism, anemia). 

CRITERIA:In oJ."der for a student to be considered as Learning Disabled and 
eligible for Special Education services the following criteria will be 
considered according to the severity, significance and persistence of the 
presenting problem(s) as related to: 

1) discrepancy between intellectual ability and actual 
achievement (performance) 

2) information processing abilities and disabiliites 
3) elimination of exclusionary factors 
4) the need for Special Education services that are required 

because the student cannot learn through ordinary methods of 
instruction. (This need will be validated by the Child Study 
Team who have already assisted in designing instructional 
adaptations for the regular classroom) 

COMPONENTS: Intellectual Ability 
To be considered learning disabled a student's intellectual functioning 
should be at or above - 1.00 Standard deviation on a Standardized individual 
intelligence test. This criterion thus excludes the student whose primary 
learning problem is due to mental retardation. 
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A comprehensive intellectual evaluation should be conducted. It is 
recommended that the global or full scale score be used in determining a 
child's current intellectual functioning. 

In cases where language differences or severe perceptual deficits are a 
factor, these requirements may need to be adjusted. A child whose I.Q. 
score falls below -1.00 standard deviation may still be considered for 
learning disabilities placement when factors such as these have clearly 
depressed the overall score. If alternative procedures are used to 
determine intellectual potential, they need to be described in detail. 
Clinical interpretation of these factors will need to be carefully 
delineated. It must be remembered that isolated subtest scores should not 
be a sole basis for determining intellectual ability. 

It is important to know that no one measure may be the sole criterion for 
making a decision. A child may not be screened out of consideration for 
learning disabilities placement based solely on I.Q. results. 

A student's academic functioning should be measured against intellectual 
functioning, not chronological age. This procedure may serve to identify 
the gifted student who is performing only at grade level, or exclude the 
slow learner. (See Appendix A-Table of Severe Discrepancy) 

COMPONENTS: Academic Achievement 
The student must evidence a significant discrepancy between achievement 
and intellectual ability in one or more of the following areas: 

Oral Expression 
Listening Comprehension 
Written Expression 
Basic Reading Skill 
Reading Comprehension 
Mathematics Calculation 
Mathematics Reasoning 

A significant discrepancy between ability and performance must be 
present. Some guidelines suggest functioning at or below 50% expected 
achievement level in relation to ability and age. Where standard scores are 
used, a significant deviation would be at least -1.5 S.D. from Mean (stanine 
2). 

The determination of an academic deficit is based on the student's 
expected ability. As measured by standardized achievement testes) the 
resultant score(s) generally would be in the lower 10-20th percentile in one 
or more of the following areas: reading, writing, arithmetic, spelling, 
and/or prerequisite skills in pre-academics. An academic defict should also 
be apparent in classroom performance. This should be noted in the 
classroom observation and/or by work samples. 
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In order to account for the effects of age on academic functioning, each 
end of the age/grade continuum must be considered. For example, at the 
kindergarten level a child functioning academically 6 months below his age 
peers may be considered to have a significant performance discrepancy. 
At the senior high school level generally an academic discrepancy may be 3 
or more years below grade level or at the 6th grade level. (See Appendix 
B-Table of Academic Potential) 

Process Skills 
A student must evidence a deficit in one or more of the psychological 
processes. A process deficit is based on the student's unique pattern of 
abili ties and disabilities and the discrepancies therein in the essential 
learning processes of perception, integration and expression. Deficits are 
identified on the basis of a student's resultant score(s) on test(s) that assess 
basic psychological processes and academic readiness skills. In general, the 
student will obtain a score more than -1.5 standard deviations below the 
test mean on one or more of the sUbtests. 

COMPONENTS: A severe process deficit also may be considered with resultant 
score(s) of less than -2 standard deviations in one area, or -1.5 standard 
deviations in three or more areas that measure the following basic 
psychological processes: 
a) visual, b) auditory, c) haptic, d) receptive or expressive language and e) 
sensory integration. Where age scores are used, the child's scores must be 
compared to the child's mental age. (See Mental Age Conversion Chart in 
Appendix) 

The criteria for a severe processing deficit should result in a variant 
profile of test scores, evidencing a pattern of strength and weakness. 
Normally the profile of the slow learner will be flat and there will be no 
evidence of a severe discrepancy between abilities and disabilities. 

PERSISTENCE: The student must evidence a history of school problems related 
to expected achievement. Academic strengths as well as weaknesses must 
be consistently present. The student may have had a recent experience 
that results in a persistent problem, such as: head injury, paralysis, 
seizures. The presence of these physical factors mayor may not be related 
to a subsequent learning disability. 

EVALUATION: Evaluation procedures require the involvement of a 
multidisciplinary team. This team must include a) the student's regular 
teacher or a qualified replacement if the student does not have a regular 
teacher, b) for preschool children, an individual qualified by the state 
educational agency to teach a preschool child, and c) at least one individual 
qualified to conduct individual diagnostic examinations of students (e.g., 
school psychologist, speech-language pathologist, learning disabilities 
specialist). Other support service specialists may be involved on an as 
needed basis. 
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The intellectual ability component is assessed by the school psychologist 
through the administration of standardized individual tests of 
intellectual/cognitive ability. Prior to this evaluation, screening 
instruments and group intelligence test results from student records may 
be administered/reviewed as indicators of overall ability. The school 
psychologist may additionally utilize measures of personality, behavior and 
data from classroom observations to develop a comprehensive 
psychological evaluation of the student. 

EVALUATION: The academic component is assessed by administering 
standardized achievement tests in the following areas: reading, writing, 
arithmetic, spelling, and preacademic skills. Selected achievement tests 
are listed in Appendix C. Generally these tests compare an individual's 
score with that of the standardization group of the test, thus identifying 
those below the norm. Scores are reported in a variety of ways (e.g., grade 
level, age level, percentile, stanine, and scale score). 

The process component is covered in standardized tests, criterion 
referenced assessments, and informal teaching probes that reveal 
diagnostic data about processing in the following areas: 

1. Visual: perceptual (discrimination and closure), memory, 
association, reception. 

2. Auditory: perception (discrimination and closure), memory, 
association and reception. 

3. Haptic: tactile, kinesthetic. 
4. Sensory-integration: visual-motor, auditory-vocal, visual

auditory (vocaI). 

Test scores generally include age-equivalent scores, critical cut-off scores, 
scaled scores, and percentiles. Selected tests are listed in Appendix C. No 
student shall be placed exclusively on the basis of a single score/measure. 
Correlated findings within and between subtests and varying instruments 
are necessary to support the presence of a learning disability. 

LD Evaluation Outside TUSD 
Students may be taken by their parents for evaluation outside TUSD. It is 
then the responsibility of the TUSD psychologist and Special Education 
Representative to review these evaluations in order to determine if the 
following measures are followed: 

1. The evaluation must be done by an appropriate professional. The 
professionals making the psychological and educational evaluations 
must hold the same credentials as the TUSD staff that would be 
assigned to evaluate the student. 

2. The evaluation should be current and must pertain to the student's 
current educational needs. 
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3. The evaluation must provide information which adequately justifies 
the need for LD placement. 

EVALUATION: Since the TUSD psychologist and school team will serve as 
reviewers they must receive a written report or written documentation of 
such evaluation prior to the time of the student's placement staffing 
conference, No placement can be made without this review. An oral 
statement from the outside evaluator is not sufficient. The evaluative 
data supplied by the outside evaluators must be sufficient to permit 
reviewers to 1) fulfill their legal responsibilities, ando2) ensure that the 
evaluation has been conducted and Special Education placement will be in 
accordance with the recommendations of the evaluator, and 3) that the 
district criteria for placement have been met. The TUSD reviews may 1) 
accept the outside evaluation and recommend placement, or 2) request 
further evaluation by appropriate TUSD staff before making a 
recommendation for or against placement. 

PLACEMENT: Following the evaluation of the student a professional 
conference will be held to determine the presence of a learning disability 
and need for a specialized instructional program. If the multidisciplinary 
team consensus is that the student needs meet the above criteria of 
severity and discrepan"cy he may be considered eligible for placement. 
Once this eligibility is established, placement in the least restrictive 
environment must be considered. Parents will then be invited to a 
multidisciplinary staffing conference, at which time a Special Education 
placement will be offered to the student. Placement will then occur only 
if the parent/guardian consents to placement. 

Special Education placement options for the learning disabled include: 

Regular class with consultant help to classroom teacher. 
Regular class/resource room 
Extended resource room 
Self-contained LD class 

The intensity of services must be matched to student need. Only the most 
severely involved student should be considered for a self-contained 
placement. Prior to being placed in a self-contained program a student 
should generally be kept within the mainstream and first be placed in a 
resource program. 

If related services are considered necessary for the student to benefit from 
Special Education, these services must be incorporated into the total 
program plan as necessary for each placement option. 
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TERMINATION: Termination of services may be considered when the need for 
Special Education is no longer in evidence. Such a determination will be 
made in a review staffing on or before the time of the annual review of the 
IEP. 

If a student has progressed to within 75% of his potential or expected range 
of academic achievement, placement must be reviewed and services may 
be considered for termination. When a student's achievement has 
progressed above the 80-85% level in an academic area that once had been 
considered deficit, as compared to his potential, the termination of 
placement must be considered. 

If the review testing indicates that the process deficits have been 
remediated, but academic progress is not commensurate with the measured 
change in process abilities, the student should be dropped from the roles of 
Special Education and referred for basic remedial education. 
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EDUCABLE MENTALLY HANDICAPPED 

DEFINITION: Federal 
"Mentally retarded" means significantly subaverage general intellectual 
functioning existing concurrently with deficits in adaptive behavior and 
manifested during the developmental period, which adversely affects a 
child's educational performance. 

State 
"Educable mentally handicapped" means a child who because of his 
intellectual development, as determined by evaluation pursuant to Section 
15-766, is incapable of being educated effectively through regular 
classroom instruction without the su[>port of special classes or special 
services designed to promote his educational development. 

CRITERIA:In order to place a student in an EMH program, the student must be 
considered to be mildly retarded and because of subnormal mental 
development be unable to profit sufficiently from the regular school 
program alone. The EMH student is considered to have potential in the 
following area: 

1. educability in academic subjects of the school at the primary or 
advanced elementary grade levels. 

2. educability in social adjustment to a point at which the student 
can get along independently in the community. 

3. occupational adequacies to such a degree that the student can 
later be self-supporting partially or totally at the adult level. 

Educational Characteristics 
An educable mentally handicapped student usually achieves or functions at 
an IQ level of approximately one-half to three-fourths of average 
intelligence based on individual psychological assessment. Academic 
expectancies for the student will vary depending on the degree of the 
handicap. 

Slowness in maturation may include problems in: 

1. auditory memory 
2. visual memory 
3. generalization 
4. language abilities 
5. conceptual and perceptual abilities 
6. imagination and creative problem solving 
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CRITERIA: Behavioral Characteristics 
(continued) Behaviors that may be present in the EMH student include: 

1. social immaturity 
2. short attention span 
3. poor memory 
4. delayed language 
5. low self esteem 
6. low frustation/tolerance level 
7. aggressiveness/acting out 

EXCLUSIONS: The student may not be placed into EMH programs solely 
because of difficulty in writing, speaking, or understanding the Standard 
English language. If the student is from an environmental background 
wherein a language other than English is spoken predominately or 
exclusively, this shall not be considered a sufficient handicap to require 
Special Education. 

PERSISTENCE: For educational purposes, mental retardation is generally 
considered a student's inadequacy in performing certain behaviors that are 
appropriate for a student's age group. The EMH student may first be 
identified when learning ability becomes an important part of social 
expectations. In most instances there are no obvious pathological 
conditions to account for retardation. 

EV AL U A TION: To be considered for placement in an EMH program a student 
must be unable to demonstrate behavior based on intellectual functioning 
that is appropriate for the student's age and social situation. A test of 
intelligence and a measure of adaptive behavior are therefore necessary in 
making the determination of whether the student is educably mentally 
handicapped. 

The primary language of the student is another factor to consider in the 
evaluation process. The student should be evaluated in the language in 
which he/she is most competent. If the stUdent is not competent in any 
language the student should be given a non-verbal evaluation. 

Assessment Measures 
A placement in EMH programs is never made solely on the basis of a single 
test. A comprehensive evaluation must include the following test 
components: 

1. Intelligence- Standardized tests of intellectual 
or cognitive functioning. 

2. Adaptive Behavior Scale - Measures may include a 
developmental assessment (e.g. Vineland Adaptive Behavior 
Scales; AAMD-Adaptive Behavior Scale, School Edition; 
Adaptive Behavior Inventory for Children (ABIC), Scales of 
Independent Behavior -Woodcock-Johnson, etc.) 
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3. Education - Measures of academic performance utilizing a 

standardized achievement test, and/or a criterion-referenced 
device. Informal assessments may be appropriate for K or Pre
K children. 

4. General- Data dependent upon individual case requirements: 
a. medical history 
b. developmental history 
c. physical-vision/hearing 
d. behavioral observations 
e. teacher's anecdotal l'ecords 
f. speech and language evaluation 

PLACEMENT: Professional Characteristics 
Following a comprehensive evaluation a professional conference will be 
held to determine if the student meets the criteria for placement as an 
EMH student. If the multidisciplinary team consensus is that the student is 
in need of Special Edcation, options for placement in the least restrictive 
environment must be considered. A recommended placement will be 
offered to the student when the parent/guardian is invited to the 
multidisciplinary conference. 

Special Education placement options for the educable mentally 
handicapped include: 

Regular class with consultant to classroom teacher 
Resource Room 
Self-contained EMH class 
Self-contained EMH class in a special school - Ganoung, Gump, 
Urquides, Howenstine 
Sheltered Work Experience 

TERMINATION: In addition to the annual review of the student's program the 
intellectual functioning level of the student must be re-evaluated 
periodically. If the degree of intellectual functioning increases or if the 
student evidences the ability to cope with the regular academic program 
without specialized instructional support, placement will be adjusted 
according to student need. 
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EMOTIONALLY HANDICAPPED 

DEFINITION: Federal 

State 

(8) "Seriously emotionally disturbed" is defined as follows: 
{i) The term means a condition exhibiting one or more of the 
following characteristics over a long period of time and to a marked 
degree, which adversely affects educational performance; 
(A) An inability to learn which cannot be explained by intellectual, 
sensory, or health factors; 
(B) An inability to build or maintain satisfactory interpersonal 
relationships with peers and teachers; 
(C) Inappropriate types of behavior or feelings under normal 
circumstances; 
(D) A general pervasive mood of unhappiness or depression; or 
(E) A tendency to develop physical symptoms or fears associated 
with personal or school problems. 
(ii) The term includes children who are schizophrenic or autistic. The 
term does not include children who are socially maladjusted, unless it 
is determined that they are seriously emotionally disturbed. 

"Seriously emotionally handicapped" means a child who because of serious 
social or behavioral problems, as determined by evaluation pursuant to 
section 15-766, is unable 9P incapable of meeting the demands of regular 
classroom programs in the schools and in the opinion of diagnostic and 
instructional personnel the child requires special classes or special services 
designed to promote his educational and emotional growth and 
development. 

CRITERIA: Educa tional/Beha vioral Char acteris tics 
The emotionally handicapped student is defined as having moderate to 
marked reduction in ability to control behavior which in turn reduces his 
ability to function effectively in learning or working with others. In the 
classroom, this inability affects the student's educational and social 
experiences and results in a noticeable susceptibility to one or more of the 
patterns of behavior stated above within the federal definition. These 
patterns of behavior manifest themselves in various ways depending on the 
age level of the student and severity of the emotional involvement. The 
emotionally handicapped student may exhibit these behaviors but will not 
be limited to these patterns. 

The decision to place a student in an emotionally handicapped program 
must be based on adequate documentation of the nature of the student's 
handicap and the extent to which the behavior/emotional problems 
interfere with the student's ability to succeed in a regular classroom. 
Documentation must include educational data. School personnel must 
observe and systematically document and record observed behavior. 
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EXCLUSION: The student may not be placed into EH programs solely because 
of difficulty in writing, speaking, or understanding Standard English 
language. If the student is from an environmental background wherein a 
language other than English is spoken predominately or exclusively, this 
shall not be considered a sufficient handicap to require Special Education. 

PERSISTENCE: The documentation for placement in an EH program must 
address itself specifically to the severity, frequency, and persistence of the 
behavioral/emotional problems, and to the student's educational needs. 
Students who are mildly maladaptive should not be considered emotionally 
handicapped. 

EVALUATION: The Psychological Evaluation 
The psychological evaluation must be comprehensive in nature and should 
utilize some form of behavioral assessment as well as standardized tests 
and measures. Consequently, the psychological evaluation may involve a 
variety of techniques such as those listed below. The choice of 
instruments, etc. is the responsibility of the individual psychologist. The 
following lists are examples only and do not preclude other techniques or 
measures: 

A. Behavioral Assessment 

1. Developmental Assessment (e.g., Developmental Profile, 
Vineland Social Maturity Scale, etc.) 

-
2. Behavioral Rating Scales (e.g., Cassel Child Behavior Rating 

Scale, Devereaux Elementary School Behavior Rating Scale) 

3. Classroom/school observations. 

4. Behavioral procedures (identify target behavior and obtain 
baseline data; e.g., may use time sampling interval recording, 
continuous recording, etc.) 

B. Personality Assessment 

Objective measures designed to assess adjustment, personality 
functioning, symptomology, etc. are needed. 

1. Child interview 

2. Personality inventories (e.g. Jesness, California Test of 
Personality) 

3. Projective Techniques (e.g., House-Tree-Person, Draw-a
Person, Incomplete Sentences Blank) are optional and may be 
used as an adjunct to other testing. They should not be used as 
the only personality measure. 
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C. Intellectual Assessment 

Standardized tests of intellectual/cognitive abilities. (If the student 
is untestable a measure of developmental level may be used. 

Educational Evaluation 
The educational evaluation must include a standardized individual 
test of achievement, and/or a criterion-referenced assessment device 
as well as documentation of classroom achievement. 

General Evaluation 
The following sequence may vary, depending upon individual case 
requirements: 

a. Cursory Medical History (by nurse from school medical 
records) 

b. Developmental History (social worker or nurse) 
c. (Optional) Professional Consultation (Psychiatrist, etc.) 
d. (Optional) Physical Assessment (Nurse Practitioner, 

Physician) 

Who May Evaluate for EH Placement 
"For placement in a program for the emotionally handicapped, 
comprehensive psychological or psychiatric evaluation by one or more 
of the following: a certified school psychologist, a psychologist 
certified by the State of Arizona Board of Psychologist Examiners, 
and/or a licensed psychiatrist" is required to support the in-school 
evaluation of the multidisciplinary team. 

The EH Consultation Team 

The EH Consultation Team is an optional component of the EH evaluation 
procedure, and its precise role and function may be determined within each 
region of TUSD. 

It is recommended that the team members be chosen from student services 
and Special Education personnel within each region. 

An EH Consultation Team could be utilized appropriately in cases when the 
school team is in conflict about EH placement for a particular student, or 
is unsure of the appropriateness of EH identification or placement for a 
particular student. The Consultation Team may also be used when the 
school team does not include a state certified school psychologist or a 
psychologist certified by the State Board of Psychologist Examiners. 
Another appropriate use of a Consultation Team might be to review 
documentation presented to the district for the purpose of placing a 
student in the EH program who has been evaluated in another school 
district or in a community agency. 
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EH Evaluation Outside TUSD 
Students frequently are placed in EH programs on the basis of evaluations 
done by certified or licensed psychologists or psychiatrists outside TUSD. 
It is the responsibility of the TUSD psychologist (or of the EH Consultation 
Team if they are so assigned) to review these evaluations in order to 
determine the following: 

1. The evaluation must have been done by an appropriate professional. 

2. The evaluation should be relatively current; i.e., it should pertain to 
the student's current educational needs. 

3. The evaluation must provide information which adequately justifies 
the need for EH placment. 

The TUSD psychologist and school team will serve as reviewer and must 
receive and review a written report or written documentation of such 
evaluation prior to the time of the student's staffing conference. No 
placement can be made without this review. An oral statement from the 
outside evaluator is not sufficient. 

A complete written comprehensive report is required and (continued)must 
provide information about the student's educational needs, the nature of 
his/her emotional handicap, and recommendations as to an appropriate 
educational placement. This is necessary in order 1.) to permit the TUSD 
reviewers to determine if there is such data to fulfill their legal 
responsiblilities and 2.) to ensure that evaluation has been conducted and 
that a Special Education placment has been made in accordance with the 
recommendations made by the professional evaluator. 

PLACEMENT: Professional Conference 

Following a comprehensive evaluation, a professional conference will be 
held to determine if the student is in need of a specialized instructional 
and behavioral program. This will involve the school team and may include 
the EH Consultation Team. Team members will review evaluation data and 
decide whether to recommend EH placement, to collect further data or to 
consider alternative placement. If EH placement is recommended, the 
type of program will also be specified. 

Placement Options 
If the results of a comprehensive evaluation and multidisciplinary team 
decision indicate that the student should be placed in a program for the 
emotionally handicapped, the following placements may be considered and 
are listed in order from the least restrictive to the more restrictive 
placement. 



Regular class with consultant help to the classroom teacher 
Regular class with Resource Room Support 
Self-contained EH class 
Institutionalization (day care, or residential treatment) 
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Only the most severely involved students should be considered for a self
contained placement. Prior to being placed in a self-contained program a 
student should generally be kept within the mainstream and first be placed 
in a resource program and/or offered related support services by a 
psychologist, counselor, social worker, etc. 

Alternative Measure to EH Placement 

Alternative Measures may be initiated at several points prior to formal 
placement in an EH program. They may be especially developed for a 
given student during the initial Child Study Team conference. Some of 
these alternatives are listed below: 

1. Use of logical consequences for school behavior, 

2. Individual, group or family counseling at school or(continued)in 
the community, 

3. Behavior management techniques (e.g., using positive or 
negative reinforcement, extinction, desensitization, etc.) in the 
school or at home, 

4. Situational changes (e.g., change of classroom setting, change 
of grade, change of school, etc,) 

5. Systematic suspension, or 

6. Placement in other Special Education program or alternative 
education program. 

RE-EVALUATION: 

Psychological Re-Evaluation of Students in EH Program 
Arizona requires by law that all Special Education students should 
have a psychological reevaluation every three years. This three-year 
period should be timed from the date of the last previous 
comprehensive psychological evaluation and not simply from the date 
of the last intelligence test. Furthermore, this reevaluation should 
be comprehensive in nature, not merely an I.Q. assessment, although 
it may certainly include intellectual assessment in addition to other 
kinds of assessment. The specific content of the reevaluation is left 
to the discretion of the individual psychologist. 
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In cases where the student is being seen on an ongoing basis in a 
community agency or private office for psychotherapy, the student's 
therapist may also be involved in the reevaluation if he/she has the 
necessary certification for EH evaluation. 

TERMIN ATIO N: 

Termination of services may be considered when the need for 
placement in EH programs is no longer in evidence. Such a 
determination will be made in a team review staffing on or before 
the time of the annual review. When students are able to maintain 
appropriate in-class behaviors and observational data indicates that 
they can be phased back into a regular classroom, they will be 
dropped from the Special Education rolls. However, follow-up 
suppport services from a psychologist, counselor or social worker may 
be continued after the student returns to the regular class. 
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SKILL 4: ASKING FOR HELP 

SCRIPTED LESSON 

OVERVIEW: 

GOAL: 

Asking for help is discussed as being important for job success. 

Students and the instructor task analyze the skill, which is then 

taught to the students using a direct instructional approach. Asking 

for help in a typical job-related situation is modeled by the 

instructor. Role plays, in which asking for help is required, are 

observed and discussed by students. 

Students will be able to ask for help when they need it across a 

variety of situations. 

OBJECTIVES: 

The student will be able to: 

1) approach the person who will be asked for help 

2) ask to speak to the person 

3) speak clearly and loudly enough to be heard 

4) state the problem or situation 

5) ask for specific help to resolve the problem or situation 

6) thank the person 
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MATERIALS: 

Flip charts 

Markers 

"Asking for Help" roleplaying cards 

Student cue cards 

PROCEDURE: 

Step 1: 

Step 2: 

Students and instructor are seated in a semicircle with flipcharts 

visible to all. Steps and dialogue for the lesson follow. 

Instructor: The last lesson focused on general questioning skills. The 

skill that you learned and practiced was asking a question. Who 

remembers the nonsense word for the five steps? (G-E-A-S-T) Yes, 

GEAST is the acronym. Whaat does "G" stand for? (Go to the person.) 

"E"? (Explain the problem or situation.) "A"? (Ask the question.) 

"S"? (Offer possible solutions.) "T"? (Thank the person.) Good, those 

are the five steps for asking a question. Today we will be talking 

about a very similar skill - asking for help. How is asking for help 

different from asking a question? (a variety of answers are 

acceptable, e.g. the "asker" might think more carefully about whether 

the person to be asked can actually help). 

Yes, the two skills require asking someone a question, but asking for 

help is somewhat different - because (instructor may repeat 

responses)." 

When might you ask for help at work? (When you need help, when you 

can't do something alone, when you're "stuck", etc.) 
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Who might you ask for help? (Employer, co-worker) 

What would you say when you ask for help? (Would you help me?, - the 

point is to be specific about the help that you need - Please hold the 

door for me?, etc.) 

Let's use a typical situation that would require asking for help. In this 

situation, is a file clerk for the Ames Insurance 

Comapny. She/he was told to file a pile of papers, but she/he has 

forgotten how, that is, are they to be filed under the person's name, 

account number, etc. 

Think about what is involved in asking for help. Let's list some ideas. 

(Instructor uses previous situation as example for suggestions.) 

-whom to ask (can the person help) 

-when to ask 

-how to ask 

-what to say 

-what questions to ask if you don't understnad the answer 

-making your question clear 

Good! Those are all things that must be considered before asking for 

help. 

There are many times when asking for help is necessary and important. 

Also, remember that very often people (your co-workers, employers) 
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enjoy being asked for help. All right, let's list the steps involved in 

asking for help. (Instructor asks leading questions so students can 

offer suggestions.) 

-select the person to ask and approach that person 

-ask if the person has time to speak (if necessary) 

-explain the problem 

-ask for specific help 

-thank the person 

Do these steps look familiar? (Yes) Where have you seen some of 

these steps? ("Asking a question" lesson) Yes, that's right. Asking a 

question and asking for help are very similar. At the beginning of this 

lesson, we mentioned that asking for help is more specific, usually, 

than asking a question, which can be general. 

Here is the chart that I made. Let's compare and review the steps. 

D 1) Decide whom to ask and go up 

to that person. 

A 2) Ask if the person has time 

to talk. 

E 3) Explain the problem. 

A 4) Ask for specific help. 

T 5) Thank the person. 

D Decide whom to ask 

A Ask for time to talk 

E Explain the problem 

A Ask for help 

T Thank 

Great!! Those are the five steps in asking for help. The acronym is 

DA-EAT. Let's verbally rehearse those steps. D, decide whom to ask, 

etc. 
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Memorize those steps, verbally rehearse them from now until 

tomorrow. Good work! You have the fourth skill, asking for help, a 

very important skill at work!! Ok, now and I will 

demonstrate the use of that skill by roleplaying the situation 

involving the file clerk. 

First roleplay: identify skill steps 

Second roleplay: complete and ask for feedback 

Third roleplay: student volunteer 

If time permits, practice (rehearse steps). 
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PROJECT STEP: 

SOCIALIZATION TRAINING FOR EMPLOYMENT PREPARATION 

SITUATION: LESSON 4 "ASKING FOR HELP" 

MODEL SITUATION: This situation requires you to ask for help at your job. You 

will be a part time employee at Bill's Sight and Sound. After your last 

customer, you noticed that the cash register tape was running out, and you 

have never changed it before. You need to ask a co-worker, ____ _ 

for help. 

STUDENT: (Approaches co-worker and asks to speak to him.) 

CO-WORKER: Yes, what's up? 

STUDENT: (Explains situation and asks for help.) 

CO-WORKER: Sure, let me show you. We need a new tape from under the 

counter. Peel off the red sealer. Take the old tape off and date it. Put the 

new tape on and thread it through the top. Connect it to the take up spool. 

That's it. 

STUDENT: NOTE - Student whould be able to follow steps in understanding 

directions. (ENART) 

CO-WORKER: You're welcome. 



APPENDIX C 

COURSE OUTLINE 

109 



110 
SKILL 1: ORDERING JOB RESPONSIBILITIES 

OBJECTIVES: 

The student will be able to: 

1) maintain eye contact during discussion of job responsibilities 

2) demonstrate listening through verbal or nonverbal communication 

(head nod, okay, etc.) 

3) indicate understanding of job responsibilities by asking questions or 

verbally stating that he has understood 

4) restate job responsibilities regarding appropriate dress, work 

schedule, and job-related duties 

5) thank the supervisor. 

SKILL 2: UNDERSTANDING DIRECTION 

OBJECTIVES: 

The student will be able to: 

1) maintain eye contact when directions are given 

2) deminstrate listening through verbal and/or nonverbal communication 

(head nod, okay, etc.) 

3) indicate understanding of directions by asking questions, or verbally 

stating that she/he has understood 

4) restate the directions in order given 

5) thank the supervisor. 
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SKILL 3: ASKING A QUESTION 

OBJECTIVES: 

The student will be able to: 

1) approach a person to ask a question 

2) ask to speak to the person 

3) state the problem or situation 

4) formulate and ask the question pertaining to the problem or situation 

5) clarify answer, if necessary 

6) give possible solutions or offer suggestions, if necessary 

7) thank the "boss". 

SKILL 4: ASKING FOR HELP 

OBJECTIVES: 

The student will be able to: 

1) approach the person who will be asked for help 

2) ask to speak to the person 

3) speak clearly and loudly enough to be heard 

4) state the problem or situation 

5) ask for specific help to resolve the problem or situation 

6) thank the person. 
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SKILL 5: ACCEPTING HELP 

OBJECTIVES: 

The student will be able to: 

1) return the greeting of the person who is offering help 

2) express appreciation to the person for the offer 

3) tell the person specifically the help that is needed 

4) speak clearly and loudly enough to be und~rstood 

5) thank the person. 

SKILL 6: OFFERING HELP 

OBJECTIVES: 

The student will be able to: 

1) approach the person who will be offered help 

2) greet the person, if necessary 

3) offer help 

4) ask for directions, if necessary 

5) take directions, if necessary 

6) respond to expression of appreciation, if necessary. 
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SKILL 7: GIVING DIRECTIONS 

OBJECTIVES: 

The student will be able to: 

1) indicate what the directions focus on 

2) speak clearly and loudly enough to be understood 

3) initiate eye contact during directions 

4) provide a set of sequenced directions 

5) monitor listener's understanding of directions 

6) answer any questions pertaining to directions or repeat directions, if 

necessary. 

SKILL 8: CONVINCING OTHERS 

OBJECTIVES: 

The student will be able to: 

1) approach the other person 

2) speak clearly and loudly enough to be understood 

3) initiate eye contact 

4) ask to speak to the person 

5) state his/her ideas using facts and conviction 

6) ask the other person for his/her opinion, if necessary 

7) state why his/her idea is a good one 

8) thank the person. 
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SKILL 9: APOLOGIZING 

OBJECTIVES: 

The student will be able to: 

1) approach the other person 

2) greet the person 

3) express a need to speak to the person 

4) clearly explain the situation leading to the apology 

5) formulate and make an apology 

6) end interaction on a positive note. 

SKILL 10: ACCEPTING CRITICISM 

OBJECTIVES: 

The student will be able to: 

1) maintain eye contact during the interaction 

2) acknowledge understanding 

3) speak loudly and clearly enough to be understood 

4) apologize, if necessary 

5) ask permission to explain 

6) explain situation using facts, if necessary 

7) ask how situation can be improved or offer solution 

8) end interaction with a positive note. 
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OBJECTIVES: 

The student will be able to: 

1) itemize necessary daily habits for good grooming 

2) perform self-evaluation of grooming practices 

3) identify appropriate and safe attire for individual jobs 

4) maintain good grooming habits daily. 

SKILL 12: PRACTICING GOOD WORK HABITS 

OBJECTIVES: 

The student will be able to: 

1) identify procedures for keeping the work area clean and safe 

2) demonstrate correct safety procedures 

3) demonstrate responsibility for keeping work area clean and orderly 

4) identify components of positive/negative work attitudes, i.e. verbal, 

facial, body language, etc. 

5) demonstrate appropriate verbal responses and body language to convey 

a positive work attitude 

6) identify attendance procedures for specific jobs 

7) state importance of being on time for work/returning from breaks 

8) state importance of notifying supervisor of tardiness or absences. 
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EMPLOY ABILITY /SOCIAL SKILLS CHECKLIST 

STU DENT-=-==-=-===-=-==-__ M ATRIC PROGRAM SCHOOL __ _ 
FORM COMPLETED BY -- POSITION== ___ _ 
SITE _________ PHONE. ____ DATE COMPLETED ____ _ 

The following is a list of employability/social skills. Please rate the named 
individual on a scale of 1-7. A rating of one (1) would indicate that the individual 
does not evidence the listed skill; a rating of seven (7) would indicated that the 
individual is competent or evidences the skill all of the time, independently. In an 
effort to clarify how you would decide whetherstudents would be a 1, 2, 3, etc. on 
the 7 point scale, the following guide is offered: 

Does not Exhibi ts skill Exhibits skill 
exhibit independen tly consistently -no 
this about 50% of assistance or 
skill. the time. prompting. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Think in terms of the level of independence in exhibiting the skill. 
1 - Does not exhibit the skill. 

1. 
2. 

3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 

8. 
9. 

2 - Exhibits skill when prompted, and only with assistance. 
3 - Exhibits skill with assistance, but less than 50% of the time. 
4 - Exhibits skill independently 50% of the time, but needs assistance the rest 
of the time. 
5 - Exhibits the skill independently more than 50% of the time, and needs 
only minimal assistance. 
6 - Exhibits skill independently at least 80% of the time and needs only 
minimal assistance. 
7 - Exhibits skill consistently, with no asdsistance or prompting. 

Does not Exhibits skill 
exhibit consistently-
skill. no assistance 

INDEPENDENCE 
Works without constant reminders and supervision. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Works without verbal reminders. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

DEPENDABILITY 
Is punctual. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Attends regularly (school/job). 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Reports absences/tardiness prior to occurrence. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Follows employer attendance procedures. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Does not abuse allowed absences. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

APPEARANCE 
Has clean body and hair. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Dresses appropriately. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

-1-
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Does not Exhibits skill 
exhibit consistently-
skill. no assistance 

INITIATIVE 
10. Demonstrates willingness to help others. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11. Begins work promptly upon assignment. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. Resumes work immediately after break. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. Seeks assistance appropriately (e.g. when out of 

materials, or assigned task is complete). 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. Offers suggestions for improved productivity, etc. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

VERSATILITY 
15. Is able to perform more than one task without 

reorienta tion. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. Switches from one task to another appropriately. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. Demonstrates ability to quickly understand new 

information and situations. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

WORK ATTITUDE 
18. Has a positive work attitude. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
19. Takes pride in work performance. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20. Readily accepts any related tasks. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
21. Works steadily even though may not like 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

assigned job. 

HONESTY 
22. Asks permission to use property/materials when 

appropriate. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
23. RetUl'ns property/materials to employer / 

supervisor / co-worker. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
24. Takes responsibility for damage to property/ 

materials. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
25. Tells the truth. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

RELATING TO SUPERVISOR 
26. Demonstrates respect for supervisor. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
27. Accepts direction from supervisor. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
28. Demonstrates temper control toward supervisor. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
29. Demonstrates appropriate physical interaction with 

supervisor. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
30. Accepts constructive criticism. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

RELATING TO CO-WORKERS 
31. Cooperates with co-workers. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
32. Demonstrates appropriate physical interaction 

with co-workers. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
33. Evidences even temperment-no temper outbursts, 

obscene language or gestures. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
34. Works without interfering with co-workers. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
35. Demonstrates respect for others. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

-2-
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Does not Exhibits skill 
exhibit consistently-
sl<:ill. no assistance 

WORK SAFETY 
36. Handles materials and equipment carefully. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
37. Wears safety equipment/devices when appropriate. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
38. Observes shop/lab rules. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

WORK AREA 
39. Cleans work area and tools. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
40. Returns material/equipment to storage area. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
41. Remains in work area (unless to secure additional 

work). 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
42. Organizes work area to maximize productivity. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

PRODUCTIVITY 
43. Works at required productivity level. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
44. Completes daily work assignments. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
45. Possesses endurance to complete work day. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
46. Limits personal conversations (does not interfere 

with work). 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

WORK QUALITY 
47. Does careful and accurate work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
48. Work meets specifications (based on task analysis 

or supervisor directions). 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
49. Monitors own work quality. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

FOLLOWING DIRECTIONS 
50. Able to follow oral directions. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
51. Able to follow written instructions. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
52. Pays attention when given instructions. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

WORK HABITS 
53. Demonstrates willingness to learn. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
54. Attends to task, concentrates well. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
55. Uses time productively. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

-3-

Return to Betsy Bounds, Assistant Director, Special Education, at 1010 East 10th 
Street, Tucson, Arizona, 85719. 
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VOCATIONAL EDUCATOR QUESTIONNAIRE 

Name ________________ Course Taught ________ _ 

School Phone "------------------ ------------------
1. Average number of special education students you have in your class(es) on a 

yearly basis _______ _ 

2. Please indicate problem behaviors special education students have exhibited 
in your class: 

__ Not staying in seat 
__ Bothering other students 

Short attention span --__ Lack of entry level skills 

__ Not following directions 
Poor work habits --__ Defying teacher 

__ Not completing assigned tasks 
Not able to read class materials 

--Other (Specify) ___________________ _ 

3. If you feel assistance would help you feel more comfortable in having 
special education students in your class(es), please indicate what type: --

4. What are the minimal skills you feel a special education student should have 
in order to meet a minimal level of success in your class(es)? _____ _ 

5. What adaptations are you willing to make for special education students? 
Provide additional materials --

--Provide adapted reading material 
Provide more individualized assistance 

--Provide assistance outside of class time 
Provide extra demonstrations --__ Allow additional time to complete tasks 

__ Provide specific learning skills 
__ Assign special education student a "partner" who can assist them 
__ "Allow student to meet less requirements than regular students 
__ Other (Specify) ___________________ _ 

Please return to Besty Bounds, Assistant Director, Special Education, 1010 East 
10th Street, Tucson, AZ, 85719. 
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EMPLOYER QUESTIONNAIRE 

NAME __________ POSITION ________ PHONE __ _ 

BUSINESS NAME. ___________ --...;ADDRESS _______ _ 

1. Please indicate the approximate number of Special Education students or 
graduates you have taken for training or employment. 

--OJT (Training) students Employed graduates 

2. For employed graduates, please rate their readiness to perform the job they 
were hired for. (Underline one.) (1) Very well prepared; (2) Somewhat 
prepared, needed minimal assistance; (3) Prepared minimally - needing some 
assistance - more than average employee; (4) Not very well prepared -
needed quite a bit of assistance; (5) Very poorly prepared - needs a lot of 
assistance. 

3. For OJT students please indicate skills you feel were lacking and would like 
to see students have prior to being placed. (Check all that apply). 

Interview skills __ Grooming skills 
--Oetting along with boss __ Dressing appropriately 
__ F,ollowing written directions __ Punctuality 

Work quality __ Reliability 
--Job retainment skills __ Appropriate behavior 
__ Getting along with co-workers 
__ Other (Specify) ___________________ _ 

4. For employed Special Education graduates please indicate skills you would 
like the students to have prior to employment. (Check all that apply). 
__ Getting along with boss Punctuality 

Following instructions Reliability --__ Following written directions Dependability 
__ Work quality Grooming skills 

--Appropriate work behavior Dressing appropriately 
Getting along with co-workers --__ Specific skill training (Specify areas) ____________ _ 

__ Other (Specify) ___________________ _ 

We want to improve our programming to better meet your needs. Please indicate 
any areas where you feel we could improve our programming and assistance to 
you. (Use other side, if necessary). ------------------

Please return to Betsy Bounds, Assistant Director, Special Education, 1010 East 
10th Street, Tucson, Arizona, 85719. 
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