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A n orientation to teaching is outlined that stresses the necessity of matching
both motivation and capabilities. This model encompasses both regular instruc-
tion and remediation. The approach begins with an emphasis on improving
regular instruction by enhancing the ability of teachers to personalize instruc-
tion. For students found to need additional assistance, remediation is intro-
duced and pursued using a hierarchical framework. The emphasis at all times
is on use of the least intervention needed and maintaining a focus on motiva-
tion as a primary consideration.

A transactional perspective of human behavior (see discussion by
Bandura, 1978) recognizes that preventing and remedying many
learning problems require the involvement of all teachers in com-
prehensive e� orts to address the wide range of barriers that interfere
with classroom learning and teaching (Adelman & Taylor, 1993, 1994,
1997). This includes making signi�cant changes in learning environ-
ments and instructional systems to enhance literacy. In the vernacu-
lar of teaching, a transactional perspective states that such
modi�cations should be designed to meet learners where they are. In
practice, this old adage is usually interpreted as a call for matching a
student’s current capabilities (e.g., knowledge and skills). However,
matching motivation also is essential. Such a motivational emphasis
encompasses concerns about intrinsic motivation and overcoming
avoidance motivation (Deci & Chandler, 1986).
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FIGURE 1 Sequences and levels in providing a good match and determining
least intervention needed.

It is clear that the emphasis on matching capabilities is the preva-
lent orientation in the literature on teaching reading and writing
(Jordan & Goldsmith-Phillips, 1994; Joyce & Weil, 1996; Lyon &
Moats, 1997; Reid & Maag, 1998). Motivational considerations are
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often given short shrift. The irony, of course, is that most teachers
recognize that motivational factors often play a key role in account-
ing for poor instructional outcomes. One of the most common laments
among teachers is : ‘‘They could do it, if only they wanted to !’’ Tea-
chers also know that good reading abilities are more likely to emerge
when youngsters are motivated not only to pursue class assignments,
but also are interested in reading as a recreational activity.

Our intent here is to outline an orientation to teaching that
stresses the necessity of matching both motivation and capabilities
and a model that encompasses both regular instruction and remedia-
tion. The approach outlined begins with an emphasis on improving
regular instruction by enhancing the ability of teachers to person-
alize instruction. For students found to need additional assistance,
remediation is introduced (see Figure 1).

At �rst glance, it may seem inconsistent that we would stress a
transactional perspective of learning and instruction and also advo-
cate sequential and somewhat hierarchical approach to intervention
for youngsters experiencing difficulty. Our work re�ects both an
appreciation that learning and teaching are dynamic and nonlinear
processes and that some learners experience problems that require
the use of something more than the best that individualized or even
personalized instruction o� ers. We continue to refer to that some-
thing more as remediation, although we would welcome someone
inventing a better term. Among those who focus on remediation,
there continues to be debate over whether to focus on observable
skills or possible underlying problems (see Adelman & Taylor, 1993,
1994). Our approach to remediation is an attempt to deal with this
matter in an empirical way. Before discussing the model in greater
detail, it will help if we expand brie�y on our view of the concepts of
the match and personalized instruction.

PERSONALIZATION AND MATCHING MOTIVATION
AND CAPABILITY

The theoretical concept of the match (as advocated throughout the
body of work produced by leading scholars such as Bruner, 1966;
Hunt, 1961; Piaget, 1952; Vygotsky, Vygotsky, & John-Steiner, 1980)
re�ects a transactional view of learning and learning problems. In
the more recent literature, the tendency is to refer to the concept of
the match as the problem of �t. In practice, all individualized and
personalized interventions are based on this concept. The major
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thrust in most individualized approaches is to account for individual
di� erences in capability, whereas personalization has been de�ned as
accounting for individual di� erences in both capability and motiva-
tion (Adelman & Taylor, 1993, 1994).

Personalization represents an application of the principles of nor-
malization and least intervention needed (which encompasses the
concept of least restrictive environment). Personalization can be
treated as a psychological construct by viewing the learner’s percep-
tion as a critical factor in de�ning whether the environment appro-
priately accounts for the learner’s interests and abilities (Adelman &
Taylor, 1993). In de�ning personalization as a psychological con-
struct, learners’ perceptions of how well teaching and learning
environments match their interests and abilities become a basic
assessment concern.

Properly designed and carried out, personalized programs should
reduce the need for remediation related to reading and writing. That
is, maximizing motivation and matching developmental capability
should be a sufficient condition for learning among those students
whose difficulties are not the result of interfering internal factors.
Personalized programs also represent the type of program regular
classrooms might implement in order to signi�cantly improve the effi-
cacy of inclusion, mainstreaming, and prereferral interventions.

As we have indicated, most teachers recognize the importance of
designing interventions to be a good �t with the current capabilities
of their students. Often, however, the same degree of emphasis is not
given in schools to individual di� erences in motivation. This is not to
say that the matter has been ignored in the literature on motivation
(Deci & Ryan, 1985; Dev, 1997; Stipeck, 1998; Weiner, 1985). The
value of attending to motivational considerations related to literacy
in general and reading in particular is a major theme in products
from those associated with the National Reading Research Center
(e.g., Guthrie & Wig�eld, 1997; Morrow & Sharkey, 1993; Sweet &
Guthrie, 1996).

From a cognitive-a� ective theoretical viewpoint, there are very
good reasons for teachers to make motivation a primary consider-
ation. For one thing, motivation is a key antecedent condition. That
is, it is a prerequisite to student performance. Poor motivational
readiness may be a cause of poor learning and a factor maintain-
ing learning problems. Thus, strategies are called for that can result
in a high level of motivational readiness (including reduction
of avoidance motivation)—so that students are mobilized to partici-
pate.

Motivation is also a key ongoing process concern. Processes must
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elicit, enhance, and maintain motivation so that students stay mobi-
lized. For example, an individual may value learning to read but may
not be motivated to pursue the processes used to teach reading. Many
students are motivated when they �rst encounter reading instruction
but do not maintain that motivation.

When they arise, negative motivation and avoidance reactions—
and the conditions likely to generate them—must be circumvented or
at least minimized. Of particular concern are activities people per-
ceive as unchallenging, uninteresting, overdemanding, or overwhelm-
ing. Students react against structures that seriously limit their range
of options or are overcontrolling and coercive. Examples of condi-
tions that can have a negative impact on a person’s motivation are
sparse resources, excessive rules, and a restrictive day-in, day-out
emphasis on drill and remediation.

Finally, enhancing intrinsic motivation is a basic outcome
concern. Although a student may function well-enough to learn the
basics of reading and writing at school, the youngster may have little
or no interest in using newly acquired knowledge and skills unless
a situation demands it. Responding to this concern requires strat-
egies to enhance stable, positive, intrinsic attitudes that mobilize
an individual’s ongoing pursuit of desired ends in nondemand
situations. Such intrinsic attitudes are needed to generate the type
of motivated practice (for example, reading for pleasure) that is
essential if what has just been learned is to be mastered and assimil-
ated.

No teacher has control over all the important elements involved in
learning. Indeed, teachers actually can a� ect only a relatively small
segment of the physical environment and social context in which
learning is to occur. Because this is so, it is essential that teachers
begin with an appreciation of what is likely to a� ect a student’s posi-
tive and negative motivation to learn. For example, our work (as syn-
thesized in Adelman & Taylor, 1993, 1994) suggests teachers need to
pay particular attention to the following points :

performance and learning require motivational readiness.d Optimal
Readiness is no longer viewed in the old sense of waiting until an
individual is interested. Rather, it is understood in the contempo-
rary sense of o� ering stimulating environments that can be per-
ceived as vivid, valued, and attainable.

not only need to try to increase motivation—especiallyd Teachers
intrinsic motivation—but also to avoid practices that decrease it.
For example, under some circumstances, overreliance on extrinsics
to entice and reward may decrease intrinsic motivation.
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represents both a process and an outcome concern. Ford Motivation
example, programs must be designed to maintain, enhance, and
expand intrinsic motivation for pursuing current learning activ-
ities and also for involvement in related learning activities beyond
the immediate lesson and outside of school.

motivation requires focusing on a student’s thoughts,d Increasing
feelings, and decisions. In general, the intent is to use procedures
that can reduce negative and increase positive feelings, thoughts,
and coping strategies. With learning problems, it is especially
important to identify and minimize experiences that maintain or
may increase avoidance motivation.

The point about minimizing experiences that have negative associ-
ations deserves special emphasis. Students with learning problems
may have developed extremely negative perceptions of teachers and
programs. In such cases, they are not likely to be open to people and
activities that look like the same old thing. Major changes in
approach are required for the student to notice that something has
changed. Exceptional e� orts must be made to have these students
view the teacher as supportive (rather than controlling or indi� erent)
and perceive content, outcomes, and activity options as personally
valuable and obtainable.

Major intervention implications are that a program must provide
for a broad range of content, outcomes, and procedural options,
including a personalized structure to facilitate learning, and then
provide opportunities for learner decision making. There also must be
nonthreatening ways to provide ongoing information about learning
and performance. Such procedures are fundamental to mobilizing
most learners in classroom programs and can be essential for those
experiencing learning difficulties.

For learners who are motivated, facilitating learning involves
maintaining and possibly enhancing motivation and helping establish
ways for learners to attain their goals. The intent is to help the indi-
vidual learn e� ectively, efficiently, and with a minimum of negative
side e� ects. Sometimes, all that is needed is to help clear the external
hurdles to learning. At other times, facilitating learning requires
leading, guiding, stimulating, clarifying, and supporting. Although
the process involves knowing when, how, and what to teach, it also
involves knowing when and how to structure the situation so that
people can learn on their own (Fuchs, Fuchs, Mathes, & Simmons,
1997; Johnson & Pugach, 1991; Marr, 1997; Slavin, 1994; Slavin,
Karweit, & Madden, 1989).
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A SEQUENTIAL AND HIERARCHICAL MODEL FOR
CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION

Based on the above thinking, we use a two-step approach for
revamping classrooms to better address the needs of all learners
(Adelman, 1971; Adelman & Taylor, 1977, 1993, 1994). As illustrated in
Figure 1, the �rst step is personalization of the classroom program.
After a personalized program is properly implemented, it is to be
expected that, though mobilized to try harder, some students will con-
tinue to have signi�cant learning problems (e.g., those whose diffi-
culties are the result of interfering internal factors). In e� ect,
personalization amounts to appropriate accommodation of individual
di� erences in motivation and capability. It is an essential �rst step in
assessing who does and does not require remedial interventions.

Depending on problem severity and pervasiveness, remediation
involves one (or more) of three levels of focus. Level A pursues
observable problems related to age-appropriate life tasks (basic know-
ledge, skills, and interests) level B focuses on missing prerequisites
for learning and level C looks for underlying problems interfering
with learning (disabilities, avoidance motivation, serious interfering
behaviors sometimes related to emotional disorders).

In personalizing teaching, decisions about general curriculum
goals for a student are based on assessment of the individual’s inter-
ests and abilities. The level of remediation on which to focus with
respect to any curricular goal is determined by assessing an individ-
ual’s responses to daily instruction. Speci�c remedial objectives are
formulated initially through dialogue with the learner to generate
processes and outcomes that are valued and perceived as attainable.
General goals and speci�c objectives are modi�ed through ongoing
dialogues informed by analyses of task performance and supplement-
ed with formal assessment devices when necessary.

Procedures used for personalization and remediation must re�ect a
primary, systematic focus on motivation. In particular, they should
emphasize (a) assessing motivation, (b) overcoming negative atti-
tudes, (c) enhancing motivational readiness for learning, (d) main-
taining intrinsic motivation throughout the learning process, and (e)
nurturing the type of continuing motivation that results in the
learner engaging in activities away from the teaching situation.
Attending to these matters is seen as essential to maximizing main-
tenance, generalization, and expansion of learning. Failure to attend
systematically and comprehensively to these matters means
approaching passive (and often hostile) learners with methods that
confound diagnostic and research e� orts and may just as readily
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exacerbate as correct learning and behavior problems (Adelman &
Taylor, 1990; Brehm & Brehm, 1981; Deci & Ryan, 1985; Jordan &
Goldsmith-Phillips, 1994).

Step 1 : Personalized Instruction

Table 1 outlines the underlying assumptions and major program ele-
ments of personalized programs. As de�ned above, personalization
stresses the importance of a learner’s perception of how well the

TABLE 1 Underlying Assumptions and Major Program Elements of a Per-
sonalized Program

I. Underlying Assumptions
The following are basic assumptions underlying personalized programs as we con-
ceive them.

is a function of the ongoing transactions between the learner and thed Learning
learning environment (with all it encompasses).

learning is a function of an optimal match between the learner’s accumu-d Optimal
lated capacities, attitudes, and current state of being and the program’s processes
and context.

both a learner’s motivation and pattern of acquired capacities must bed Matching
primary procedural objectives.

learner’s perceptio n is the critical criterion for evaluating whether a goodd The
match exists between the learner and the learning environment .

wider the range of options that can be o� ered and the more the learner isd The
made aware of the options and has a choice about which to pursue, the greater
the likelihood that he or she will perceive the match as a good one.

improved learning, personalized programs enhance intrinsic valuing ofd Besides
learning and a sense of personal responsibility for learning. Furthermore, such
programs increase acceptance and even appreciation of individual di� erences, as
well as independent and cooperative functioning and problem solving.

II. Program elements
Major elements of personalized programs as we have identi�ed them are :

use of informal and formal conferences for discussing options, makingd Regular
decisions, exploring learner perceptions, and mutually evaluating progress ;

broad range of options from which the learner can make choices with regard tod A
types of learning content, activities, and desired outcomes;

broad range of options from which the learner can make choices with regard tod A
facilitation (support, guidance) of decision making and learning ;

decision making by the learner in making choices and in evaluating howd Active
well the chosen options match his or her current levels of motivation and capabil-
ity ;

of program plans and mutual agreements about the ongoingd Establishment
relationships between the learner and the program personnel ;

reevaluations of decisions, reformulation of plans, and renegotiation ofd Regular
agreements based on mutual evaluations of progress, problems, and current
learner perceptions of the ‘‘match.’’
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learning environment matches her or his motivation and capability.
That is, the environment is a good match only if the learner perceives
it as a good match.

Because learning is an ongoing, dynamic, and interactive process,
a learning environment must continuously change to match changes
in the learner. A student perceives the environment as personalized
and responds by learning ; the changes in him/her usually call for
changes in the environment so that he will continue to perceive it as
personalized. There must be an ongoing series of transactions and
mutual changes on the part of the learner and the learning environ-
ment.

Procedural Objectives
Speci�cally, the teacher can be viewed as trying to accomplish a

set of comprehensive procedural objectives to facilitate motivated
learning. A primary objective is to establish and maintain an appro-
priate working relationship with students—for example, through cre-
ating a sense of trust and caring, open communication and providing
support and direction as needed. This objective includes a focus on
clarifying the purpose of learning activities and procedures
(especially those designed to help correct speci�c problems) and why
these procedures are expected to be e� ective. Each activity should
build carefully on previous learning and present material in ways
that focus attention on the most relevant features of what is to be
learned—for example, each should use sca� olding, modeling, and
cueing. To help minimize the negative impact of processes designed to
provide continuous information about learning and performance, tea-
chers need to clarify the nature and purpose of evaluative measures
and apply them in ways that deemphasize feelings of failure. Then,
there must be guidance and support for motivated practice—for
instance, suggesting and providing opportunities for meaningful
applications and clarifying ways to organize practice. Finally, tea-
chers must provide opportunities for continued application and
generalization—for example, concluding the process by addressing
ways in which the learner can pursue additional, self-directed learn-
ing in the area or arrange for additional support and direction.

The focus in facilitating learners is not on one procedure at a time.
Teachers usually have some overall theory, model, or concept that
guides them toward certain procedures and away from others (Joyce
& Weil, 1996). In general, procedures and content are tightly inter-
woven, with procedures seen as means to an end. In this connection,
it is frequently suggested that learning is best facilitated when pro-
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cedures are perceived by learners as good ways to reach their goals.
The emergence of advanced technology (e.g., computers, video) is pro-
viding many new opportunities to blend content and process together
into personalized activities.

Structure
There appears to be a belief among some teachers that a tight and

controlling structure must prevail if students are to learn (Joyce &
Weil, 1996). This view is caricatured when teachers caution each
other : ‘‘Don’t smile until Christmas !’’ Good structure allows for
active interactions between students and their environment, and
these interactions are meant to lead to a relatively stable, positive,
ongoing working relationship. How positive the relationship is
depends on how learners perceive the communication, support, direc-
tion, and limit setting. Obviously, if these matters are perceived nega-
tively, what may evolve in place of a positive working relationship is
avoidance behavior.

Some students—especially those who are very dependent, uninter-
ested, or who misbehave—need a great deal of support and direction
initially (Reid & Maag, 1998). However, it is essential to get beyond
this point as soon as possible.

As long as a student does not value the classroom, the teacher, and
the activities, then the teacher is likely to believe that the student
requires a great deal of direction. We stress that the less the student
is motivated, the more it is necessary to teach and control behavior,
and the less successful the whole enterprise of schooling appears to
be. Conversely, the more the student is motivated, the less it is neces-
sary to teach and control, and the more likely the student will learn.

To facilitate a positive perception, it is important to allow students
to take as much responsibility as they can for identifying the types
and degree of support, direction, and limits they require. In providing
communication, it is important not only to keep students informed
but also to interact in ways that consistently convey a sense of appro-
priate and genuine warmth, interest, concern, and respect. The intent
is to help students know their own minds, make their own decisions,
and at the same time feel that others like and care about them (Oyler,
1996).

To achieve these objectives, a wide range of alternatives must be
available for support and direction so students can take as much
responsibility as they are ready for. Some students request a great
amount of direction ; others prefer to work autonomously. Some like
lots of help on certain tasks but want to be left alone at other times.

When a continuum of structure is made available and students are
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able to indicate their preferences, the total environment appears less
con�ning. Although we see this as positive, it does tend to make
many observers think they are seeing an open classroom or open
structure, as these terms are widely understood (Smith, 1997). This is
not necessarily the case. A better description might be that the intent
is to make small classes within large ones. The main point of person-
alizing structure is to provide a good deal of support and direction for
students when they need it and to avoid creating a classroom climate
that is experienced by students as tight and controlling. Such an
approach is a great aid in establishing positive working relationships.

Options and Learner Decision Making
Clearly, motivation is a primary consideration in facilitating the

learning of such students. The place to start generally involves
expanding the range of options related to content, processes, out-
comes, and support so that these youngsters perceive classroom activ-
ity as a good �t with what they value and believe than can do.

Every teacher knows a classroom program has to have variety
(Davis, 1997). There are important di� erences among students as to
the topics and procedures that currently interest or bore them. For
students with learning problems, more variety seems necessary than
for those without learning problems.

Moreover, among those with learning problems are a greater pro-
portion of individuals with avoidance or low motivation for learning
at school. For these individuals, few currently available options may
be appealing. An old joke has an exasperated teacher saying to a
student : ‘‘I know you like lunch-time best, but there must be some-
thing else you’d like to do at school.’’

How much greater the range of options needs to be depends pri-
marily on how strong avoidance tendencies are. In general, however,
the initial strategies for working with such students involve further
expansion of the range of options for learning, primarily emphasizing
areas in which the student has made personal and active decisions,
and accommodation of a wider range of behavior than is usually tol-
erated.

From a motivational perspective, one of the basic instructional
concerns is the way in which students are involved in making deci-
sions about options. Critically, decision-making processes can lead to
perceptions of coercion and control or to perceptions of real choice
(being in control of one’s destiny and self-determining). Such di� er-
ences in perception can a� ect whether a student is mobilized to
pursue or avoid planned learning activities or outcomes (Deci &
Ryan, 1985).
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People who have the opportunity to make decisions among valued
and feasible options tend to be committed to follow through. In con-
trast, people who are not involved in decisions often have little com-
mitment to what is decided. If individuals disagree with a decision
that a� ects them, they may also react with hostility.

Thus, essential to programs focusing on motivation are decision-
making processes that a� ect perceptions of choice, value, and prob-
able outcome. Optimally, we hope to maximize perceptions of having
a choice from among personally worthwhile options and attainable
outcomes. At the very least, it is necessary to minimize perceptions of
having no choice, little value, and probable failure.

Yes, but . . . . The idea of motivated learning and practice is not
without its critics. One such criticism might be, ‘‘Your points about
motivation sound good. I don’t doubt that students enjoy such an
approach ; it probably even increases attendance. But (long pause)
that’s not the way it really is in the world. People need to work even
when it isn’t fun, and most of the time work isn’t fun. Also, if people
want to be good at something, they need to practice it day in and day
out, and that is not fun ! In the end, won’t all this emphasis on moti-
vation spoil people so that they won’t want to work unless it is per-
sonally relevant and interesting ?’’

Learning and practice activities may be enjoyable. But even if they
are not, they can be viewed as worthwhile and experienced as
satisfying. We recognize that there are many things people have to do
in their lives that will not be viewed and experienced in a positive
way. How we all learn to put up with such circumstances is an inter-
esting question, but one for which psychologists have yet to �nd a
satisfactory answer. It is doubtful, however, that people have to expe-
rience learning basic knowledge and skills as drudgery in order to
learn to tolerate boring situations!

In response to critics of motivated practice, those professionals
who work with learning problems stress the reality that many stu-
dents do not master what they have been learning because they do
not pursue the necessary practice activities. Thus, at least for individ-
uals experiencing learning problems, it seems essential to facilitate
motivated practice.

One of the most powerful factors keeping a person on a task is the
expectation of feeling some sense of satisfaction when the task is
completed. For example, task persistence results from the expectation
that one will feel smart or competent while performing the task—or
at least will feel that way after the skill is mastered. This seems to
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characterize youngsters’ interactions with video games and their
various hobbies.

Beyond having potential for preventing and correcting a full range
of learning problems, the personalized, sequential, and hierarchical
approach outlined here is seen as having promise for identifying dif-
ferent types of learning problems and detecting errors in diagnosis.
For example, when only personalization based on capability and moti-
vation is needed to correct a learning problem, it seems reasonable to
suggest that the individual does not have a learning disability. At the
same time, when a highly mobilized individual still has extreme diffi-
culty in learning, the hypothesis that the person has a disability
seems more plausible. In our work, personalization is seen as a neces-
sary step in facilitating valid identi�cation of di� erent types of learn-
ing problems.

Step 2 : Remediation

Intervention can be costly—�nancially and in terms of potential
negative consequences. Therefore, when professionals attempt to
ameliorate problems, standards for good practice call on them to pre-
scribe as much as is needed but no more than is necessary. The ability
to provide what is needed, of course, depends on the availability and
accessibility of an appropriate array of interventions. However, even
if one has the good fortune to be able to prescribe from such an array,
good practice requires using an intervention only when it is neces-
sary and the bene�ts signi�cantly outweigh the costs.

The desire to meet needs in ways that ensure the bene�ts outweigh
costs (�nancial and otherwise) makes the concept of least interven-
tion needed a fundamental intervention concern. This concept (and
the related notion of placement in the least restrictive environment)
�nd support in ‘‘the principle of normalization,’’ which is associated
with mainstreaming and deinstitutionalization. It is re�ected in laws
that protect individuals from removal from the ‘‘mainstream’’ without
good cause and due process. Such legislation and associated regula-
tions underscore concern that disruptive and restrictive interven-
tions can produce negative e� ects, such as poor self-concept and
social alienation. In turn, these e� ects may narrow immediate and
future options and choices, thereby minimizing life opportunities.

As an intervention guideline, the concept of least intervention
needed stresses that one must �rst and foremost strive to do what is
needed, but in doing so, one must not interfere with an individual’s
opportunity for a normal range of experiences more than is absolu-
tely necessary. Thus, even when a student has been diagnosed as in
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need of special education, placement in a special education class is
inappropriate if the youngster can be worked with e� ectively in a
regular classroom. At the same time, it should be evident that regular
classroom placement is no guarantee of e� ectiveness.

From the foregoing perspective, concerns arise about research
applications that encourage an overemphasis on narrowly focused
assessment and remedial approaches in e� orts to correct the wide
range of learning problems found in public schools. For example,
applied ideas for assessing and fostering development of language
and cognitive abilities (e.g., phonological, executive function,
writing, and mathematics skills) are appropriate and invaluable
(Jordan & Goldsmith-Phillips, 1994; Lyon & Moats, 1997; Stahl, 1998).
However, an overemphasis on remedying these areas of development
could have the same unfortunate consequences as the historic over-
emphasis on remedying problems related to visual-spatial abilities.
That is, when speci�c areas for remediation are overstressed, other
areas tend to be deemphasized, resulting in a narrowing of curric-
ulum and a fragmentation of instruction (Shannon & Crawford, 1997).

Remediation is an extension of general e� orts to facilitate learn-
ing. Thus, before a remedial focus is introduced, the best available
nonremedial instruction should be tried. As discussed, this means
trying procedures to improve the match between the program and a
learner’s motivation and capability. A signi�cant number of learning
problems may be corrected and others prevented through optimal,
nonremedial instruction. There does come a time, however, when
remediation is necessary for some individuals. In the following
section, we sketch criteria for deciding who needs remediation,
outline its general features, and highlight the focus and form of reme-
dial methods.

W hen Is it Needed?
Stated simply, an individual needs remediation when the best non-

remedial procedures are found to be ine� ective. As we have sug-
gested, remediation is used for motivation problems and for those
who have difficulty learning or retaining what they have learned.

Because remediation in all areas is usually unnecessary, as much
learning as possible will probably continue to be facilitated with non-
remedial approaches. Besides facilitating learning, such procedures
provide an essential foundation and context for any remedial strat-
egy, especially if they are valued by the learner.

W hat Makes Remedial Instruction Di� erent ?
Techniques and materials designated as remedial often appear to



Personalized Classroom Instruction 269

be very di� erent from those used in regular teaching. However, the
di� erences often are not as great as appearance suggests. Some reme-
dial practices are simply adaptations of regular procedures. This is
even the case with some packaged programs and materials especially
developed for problem populations. A great many regular and reme-
dial procedures draw on the same instructional models and basic
principles (GagneÂ , 1985; Joyce & Weil, 1996). Thus, the question is
frequently asked : ‘‘What’s so special about special education?’’ The
answer to this question involves understanding the following factors
that di� erentiate remedial from regular teaching.

Sequence of application and resource costs. Remedial practices are
pursued after the best available nonremedial practices have been
found inadequate. Due to the types of factors described below, reme-
diation is more costly than regular teaching (allocations of time, per-
sonnel, materials, space, and so forth).

Teacher competence and time. Probably the most important feature
di� erentiating remedial from regular practices is the need for a com-
petent teacher who has time to provide one-to-one instruction. While
special training does not necessarily guarantee such competence,
remediation usually is done by teachers who have special training.
Establishing an appropriate match for learners with problems is diffi-
cult. Indeed, a great deal of this process remains a matter of trial and
appraisal. Thus, there must be additional time to develop an under-
standing of the learner (strengths, weaknesses, limitations, likes,
dislikes). There must also be access to and control over a wide range
of learning options.

Outcomes and content. Along with basic skills and knowledge,
special education often adds other content and outcome objectives.
These are aimed at overcoming missing prerequisites, faulty learning
mechanisms, or interfering behaviors and attitudes.

Processes. Remediation usually stresses an extreme application of
instructional principles. Such applications may include reductions in
levels of abstraction, intensi�cation of the way stimuli are presented
and acted upon, and increases in the amount and consistency of direc-
tion and support—including added reliance on other resources. Of
course, special settings (outside regular classrooms) are not the only
places such processes can be carried out.

Psychological impact. The features of remediation are highly
visible to students, teachers, and others. Chances are such features
are seen as ‘‘di� erent’’ and stigmatizing. Thus, the psychological
impact of remediation can have a negative component. The sensitive



270 L. Taylor and H. S. A delman

nature of remediation is another reason it should be implemented
only when necessary and in ways that result in the learner’s per-
ceiving remediation as a special and positive opportunity for
teaming.

Special educators also have the responsibility to clarify whether
general educators share the same basic concerns. Special educators
are asked to take on an additional concern. Their responsibility is to
clarify which general answers to educational matters are adequate
for everyone and how the answers should be modi�ed to account for
speci�c subgroups of learners. Until much more is known about how
to meet the needs of those who are not well served by regular class-
room programs, a role for remedial teaching and special education
will certainly remain.

Remediation, however, is not synonymous with either special edu-
cation or special placements. Once one escapes from the debate over
where a youngster should be taught, the concern shifts to fundamen-
tal factors that must be considered in meeting students’ learning,
behavioral, and emotional needs and doing so with the least interven-
tion. Is there a full array of programs and services designed to
address factors interfering with learning and teaching (e.g., such as
those outlined in Figure 2) ? Is there an appropriate curriculum (that
includes a focus on areas of strength and weakness and encompasses
prerequisites that may not have been learned, underlying factors that
may be interfering with learning, and enrichment opportunities) ? Do
the sta� have the ability to personalize instruction/structure teach-
ing in ways that account for the range of individual di� erences and
disabilities in the classroom (accounting for di� erences in both moti-
vation and capability and implementing special practices when
necessary)? Does the student-sta� ratio ensure the necessary time
required for personalizing instruction, implementing remediation,
and providing enrichment?

Levels of Remedial Focus
As noted above, specialized psychoeducational procedures to facili-

tate learning can be applied at any of three levels (again see Figure
1).

A ge-appropriate life tasks. Current life tasks involve a variety of
basic knowledge, skills, and interests as part of day-by-day living at
school, home, work, and in the neighborhood. These include reading,
writing, interpersonal and intrapersonal problem solving, and so
forth. At this level, remediation essentially involves reteaching, but
not with the same approach that has just failed. Alternative ways



Personalized Classroom Instruction 271

FIGURE 2 From primary prevention to treatment of serious problems : a
continuum of community-school programs.

must be used when the student has had difficulty learning. This is
accomplished by further modifying activities in ways likely to
improve the match with the learner’s current levels of motivation and
capability. Teachers can use a range of environmental factors to
in�uence the match, as well as techniques that enhance motivation,
sensory intake, processing and decision making, and output.
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Prerequisites. At this level, the focus is on identifying and teach-
ing missing prerequisites. Procedures are the same as those used in
facilitating learning related to current life tasks.

Interfering factors. At this level, we must face the possibility of
faulty learning mechanisms. A variety of underlying problems has
been suggested as interfering with learning. Remedial approaches are
designed to overcome such de�ciencies by directly correcting the
problems or indirectly compensating for them.

It is evident that remediation, especially in the classroom, is often
delayed because so many individuals with learning problems also
manifest behavior problems. Such individuals are frequently
described not only as learning disabled but also as hyperactive, dis-
tractable, impulsive, emotionally and behaviorally disordered, and so
forth. Their behavior patterns are seen as interfering with e� orts to
remedy their learning problems, and for many students, such inter-
fering behaviors have to be eliminated or minimized in order to
pursue remediation. The focus in such cases is on any actions of an
individual that compete with the intended focus of remediation.
Besides trying to reduce the frequency of deviant and disruptive
actions directly, programs have been designed to alter such behavior
by improving impulse control, selective attention, sustained attention
and follow-through, perseverance, frustration tolerance, and social
awareness and skills.

In sum, what makes remedial strategies appear di� erent is their
rationale, the extreme degree and consistency with which they must
be applied, and their application on levels of functioning other than
current life tasks. What may make any remedial procedure work is
the fact that it is di� erent from those a student has already tried and
found ine� ective. Special procedures have the bene�t of being novel
and thus having motivational and attention-inducing value.

As a general stance regarding remedial activity, we concur that
learning problems and learning disabilities ‘‘cannot be corrected or
‘cured’ by a special teaching method or training technique. It is
imperative that teachers have a wide range of instructional materials
and techniques at their disposal and that they are imaginative and
�exible enough to adapt these to the speci�c needs of their pupils’’
(Koppitz, 1973, p. 137). We would add, however, that e� ective �ex-
ibility and imaginativeness in facilitating learning stem from a sound
understanding of what is involved in personalizing regular and reme-
dial instruction.
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A SOCIETAL APPROACH TO INTERVENTION

Beyond the classroom, an even broader perspective is evolving
regarding research and practice for problems related to learning and
behavior. Policymakers increasingly are recognizing the importance
of multifaceted approaches that account for social, economic, poli-
tical, and cultural factors. The potential array of prevention and
treatment programs is extensive and promising. The range can be
appreciated by grouping them on a continuum from prevention
through treatment of chronic problems (again, see Figure 2). Activ-
ities along this continuum encompass primary prevention to promote
and maintain safety and physical and mental health, preschool pro-
grams, early school adjustment programs, improvement of ongoing
regular support ; augmentation of regular support, specialized sta�
development and interventions prior to referral for special help, and
system change and intensive treatments. Examples of relevant inter-
ventions are cited in Figure 2.

Unfortunately, implementation of the full continuum of programs
outlined in Figure 2 does not occur in most communities. Moreover,
what programs there are tend to be o� ered in a fragmented manner.

Policymakers see a relationship between limited intervention effi-
cacy and the widespread tendency for complementary programs to
operate in isolation. For instance, physical and mental health pro-
grams generally are not coordinated with educational programs, or a
youngster identi�ed and treated in early education programs who
still requires special support may or may not receive systematic help
in the primary grades. Failure to coordinate and follow through, of
course, can be counterproductive (e.g., undermining immediate bene-
�ts and working against e� orts to reduce subsequent demand for
costly treatment programs). Limited efficacy seems inevitable as long
as interventions are carried out in a piecemeal fashion. Thus, there is
increasing interest in moving beyond piecemeal strategies to provide
a comprehensive, integrated, and coordinated programmatic thrust
(e.g., Adelman, 1993, 1996; Adelman & Taylor, 1997; Greenwald,
Hedges, & Laine, 1996; Hodgkinson, 1989; Kagan, 1990; Sailor &
Skrtic, 1996).

The range of programs cited in Figure 2 can be seen as integrally
related, and it seems likely that the impact of each could be exponen-
tially increased through integration and coordination. Indeed, a
major breakthrough in the battle against learning and behavior prob-
lems may result only when the full range of programs are implement-
ed in a comprehensive and integrated fashion.
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CONCLUDING COMMENTS

Researchers primarily concerned with improving intervention for
those with learning problems must at the very least broaden their
view of teaching. Optimally, they need to expand their view beyond
teaching. Whatever their view of intervention, it is essential that
they focus on motivation as a primary intervention concern. Beyond
teaching, it is important to think in terms of a societal approach
encompassing a comprehensive continuum of multifaceted, integrated
programs and services. There is a considerable agenda of research
that warrants attention related to these ideas.

As the world around us is changing at an exponential rate, so must
the way we approach learning difficulties. Everyday, our society is
called upon to do something about the many individuals who have
trouble learning academic skills. In responding to this call, we must
be prepared to go beyond the narrow perspective of speci�c assess-
ment practices or direct instruction of observable skills. What is
needed is a broad understanding of what causes learning problems
(including learning disabilities) and what society in general and
schools in particular need to do to address such problems.
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