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Anotacija

Straipsnyje pateikiama mokymosi sutrikimy turin¢iy mokiniy edukaciné charakte-
ristika. Tyrimo dalyviams (mokiniams, tévams, mokytojams, Svietimo pagalbos moki-
niui specialistams) buvo pateikti klausimai apie vaiko mokymosi situacijg, vaikui teikia-
ma pagalba mokykloje ir namuose. Atsakymy analizé atskleidé pozityvius ir negatyvius
veiksnius, kuriuos ugdymo(si) procese patiria mokiniai, turintys mokymosi sutrikimy.
Ugdymosi proceso dalyviai (mokytojai, specialieji pedagogai, mokiniai ir jy tévai) dau-
guma ugdymosi aplinkos veiksniy (vaiko pasirengimas mokytis, mokymosi aplinka, Sei-
mos palaikymas ir pagalba, ugdymo proceso dalyviy bendradarbiavimas) vertina labiau
kaip palankius negu nepalankius. Tyrimo rezultatai atskleidZia pozityvias mokiniy, tu-
rin¢iy mokymosi sutrikimy, ugdymo tendencijas (didesnj orientavimasi j mokiniy pa-
siekimus, o ne sunkumus; bendraklasiy parama ir kt.); kartu konstatuojama, kad vis
dar aktuali problema islieka menkas vaiky ir tévy, kaip ugdymo(si) proceso partneriy,
jtraukimas ir jsitraukimas j ugdymo procesa.

Esminiai Zodziai: mokymosi sutrikimai, edukaciné charakteristika.

Jvadas

Pastaraisiais metais mokiniai, turintys mokymosi sutrikimy, sudaré per
trecdalj visy specialiyjy ugdymosi poreikiy turin¢iy mokiniy, besimokanciy
Lietuvos mokykly bendrosiose klasése. 2015-2016 mokslo metais i$ Lietuvos
mokykly bendrosiose klasése besimokanciy 36 248 specialiyjy ugdymosi po-
reikiy turinc¢iy mokiniy 12 104 mokiniai (33,4 proc.) turi mokymosi sutrikimy:
2 943 (8,1 proc.) bendruyjy, 3 077 (8,5 proc.) specifiniy, 92 (0,3 proc.) neverba-
liniy mokymosi sutrikimy ir 5 992 (16,5 proc.) kompleksiniy sutrikimy, j kuriy
sudétj ieina ir mokymosi sutrikimai.
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Vaikai, turintys mokymosi sutrikimy, patiria sunkumy jsisavindami moky-
mosi programg, sunkumai pasireiSkia mokantis skaityti, rasyti ir skaiciuoti.
Bendryjy mokymosi sutrikimy atveju menkesni jvairiy dalyky mokymosi pasie-
kimai tikétini dél Zemy intelektiniy gebéjimuy. Specifiniy ir neverbaliniy moky-
mosi sutrikimy atveju skaitymo, raSymo ir matematikos pasiekimai menkesni
nei tikétini pagal esamus intelektinius gebéjimus bei amziy atitinkantj ugdyma
dél atskiry pazinimo procesy neiSlavéjimo. Vaiky mokymosi sutrikimai iSrys-
kéja jiems pradéjus lankyti mokykla. Siuos sutrikimus sudétinga atpazinti iki
mokymosi mokykloje pradzios, nes mokymosi sutrikimy turintiems vaikams
nebiidingi Zenkliis mastymo ar adaptyvaus elgesio sutrikimai. Dél to Siuos su-
trikimus galima vadinti netikeétais (Fletcher, 2012); manoma, kad Zemi akade-
miniai pasiekimai gali buti susije su informacijos iSlaikymo atmintyje sunku-
mais, nepakankama darbine atmintimi bei démesiu ir negebéjimu sékmingai
slopinti dalj informacijos, kai to reikalauja uzduotis.

Ugdyma reglamentuojanciais dokumentais jteisintas mokymosi sutrikimy
turin¢iy mokiniy ugdymas bendrojoje klaséje pagal bendrasias programas, kai
pritaikomi pazangos ir pasiekimy vertinimo kriterijai ir teikiama specialioji
pedagoginé ar kitokia Svietimo pagalba. Gali biti rekomenduojamas ugdymas
pritaikius bendrasias programas, padedant mokiniui jsisavinti Bendryjy pro-
gramy patenkinama pasiekimy lygj. Tokiu atveju teikiama specialiojo pedago-
go, prireikus - logopedo, socialinio pedagogo ar (ir) psichologo pagalba. Klasés,
dalyko mokytojas, pritaikydamas programg, numato tam tikry mokymo budy
taikyma, mokymo priemoniy panaudojimg, konkrecius vertinimo kriterijus, ga-
limybe naudotis pagalbine medziaga, papildomomis priemonémis, pratesti at-
likimo laika, rasto uzduotis atlikti kompiuteriu ir pan. Siems mokiniams pritai-
komas ir pagrindinio ugdymo pasiekimy patikrinimas bei brandos egzaminai,
numatomas instrukcijy, uzduociy, vertinimo kriterijy pritaikymas, pratesiant
uzduociy atlikimo laika, nelaikant klaidomis tam tikry raidZiy pory painiojimo
raSant, sudarant galimybe teksta rinkti kompiuteriu, leidZiant naudotis lente-
lémis, formuliy rinkiniais, schemomis, skaitymo uzduotis atliekant atskiroje
patalpoje. Siems mokiniams atviros galimybés mokytis vidurinio ugdymo pa-
kopoje bei jgyti tolesnj iSsilavinima.

PabréZiama (Scanlon, 2013 ir kt.), kad svarbiausia yra gebéti tinkamai ten-
kinti S§iy mokiniy specialiuosius ugdymosi poreikius. Ugdymo jstaigoje efekty-
viai veikianti pagalbos mokiniui sistema, kaip teigia Waber (2010) ir kt., padeda
mokiniui, turin¢iam mokymosi sutrikimy, siekti ugdymosi pazangos. Specialis-
tai teigiamai vertina savo Zinias bei pasirengima atpazinti ir tenkinti mokiniy
individualius mokymosi poreikius, kaip tobulinting sritj pripaZjsta tévy Svie-
timg ir konsultavimg (Milteniené, Meliené, Kairiené, 2013). Tyrimy autoriai
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akcentuoja ugdymo dalyviy bendradarbiavimg, kuris Siuolaikinéje Svietimo
sistemoje suprantamas kaip abiejy Saliy ziniy ir gebéjimy derinimas bei dery-
bos priimant sprendimus (Lekaviciené ir kt., 2010; Siautiukéniene, Visockiené,
2013; Tereseviciené, Gedviliené, 2003). Tac¢iau realybéje pedagogai bendradar-
biavimg supranta kaip vienkryptj tévy informavimg, dokumenty pasiraSiné-
jima, kvietimg dalyvauti susirinkimuose (Milteniené, 2005 ir kt.). Si situacija
neatspindi tikrosios bendradarbiavimo esmés, kai ieSkoma visoms puséms pa-
lankaus sprendimo, ginant savo interesus. Taciau pripaZjstama, kad specialiyjy
ugdymosi poreikiy turintiems mokiniams truksta pasitikéjimo savimi, jie men-
kai dalyvauja priimant su jy ugdymusi susijusius sprendimus. Dominuoja nei-
giamas specialiyjy ugdymosi poreikiy turin¢io mokinio vaizdinys. Lietuvoje at-
likti tyrimai (AliSauskas, Dikidzi, Gerulaitis, 2005; Gerulaitis, 2005; Milteniené,
2004, 2005) rodo, kad vyrauja nepalankios vaiko, turin¢io mokymosi sutriki-
my, charakteristikos, kuriy akcentavimas didina vaiko psichologinj diskomfor-
tg ir atskirtj mokykloje. Mokymosi sutrikimy turintiems paaugliams buidingas
Zemesnis saves, mokymosi kokybés vertinimas, pasyvumas, nepasitenkinimas
savo klase (Barkauskaiteé ir kt., 2010; Skeryté-Kazlauskiené ir kt., 2012; Skery-
té-Kazlauskiené, 2013). Teigiama (King-Sears, 2008 ir kt.), kad mokymosi su-
trikimy turintys mokiniai gali iSmokti daugiau, nei mes prognozuojame pagal
ju galimybes, jei mokydami atsizvelgiame j jy individualias veiklos tempo, dé-
mesio ir kitas charakteristikas. Mokytojams sudétinga perteikti ugdymo turinj
visiems mokiniams klaséje, atsizvelgti j kiekvieno jy skirtingas galimybes; tiek
mokytojai, tiek mokykly vadovai iSgyvena jtampa, kai apibendrinant rezultatus
specialiyjy ugdymosi poreikiy mokiniai nedemonstruoja pakankamy pasieki-
my. Diferencijavimo techniky naudojimas padeda Siems mokiniams, bet to ne-
pakanka, kad mokiniy pasiekimai patikrinimo metu atitikty laukiamus.

Tévai pasitiki jy vaikams specialisty teikiama pagalba, tac¢iau neretai ir tévai,
ir vaikai vertina specialisty pagalba kaip atskirties forma. Pagalbos mokiniui
specialisty teikiama pagalba yra daugiau vienkrypté, kai dél pagalbos teikimo
biidy, formos nusprendzia patys pagalbos teikéjai (AliSauskiené ir kt., 2009).
Siuolaikinéje visuomenéje ugdymas - tai socialinis procesas, kurio metu dalija-
masi patirtimi. Remiantis inkliuzijos ir socialinés interakcijos principais siekia-
ma aktyvaus kiekvieno asmens dalyvavimo, pripazjstant jo galias ir sudarant
salygas jam atsiskleisti ir aktyviai veikti (GeleZiniené ir kt., 2009). Todél svar-
bus paties pagalbos gavéjo poziliris | jam teikiama pagalba. Socialinio dalyvavi-
mo teorija pripazjsta asmens galias paciam priimti sprendimus, susijusius su
jo gerove. Tokiu atveju specialiojo ugdymo koordinatorius yra derybininkas ir
tarpininkas, siekiantis suderinti jvairiy ugdymosi proceso dalyviy poreikius ir
padéti priimti visoms puséms palanky sprendima, uzZtikrinantj sékmingg speci-
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aliyjy ugdymosi poreikiy turinc¢io vaiko ugdymasi. Kai kuriais atvejais vienpu-
siai direktyvis sprendimai vertinami kaip apsaugos veiksnys, kai susiduriama
su sutrikimo neigimu, tévy nusivylimu arba nepagrijstais liikesciais (Morrison,
Cosden, 1997). UZsienio autoriai (Scanlon, 2013; Wong, Graham ir kt., 2004;
Morrison, Cosden, 1997; Waber, 2010) akcentuoja palaikan¢ios mokymosi
aplinkos kiirimg, lanksciai organizuojama ugdymosi procesa, klaidy pripaZzini-
ma, siekiant mokiniy, turinéiy specialiyjy ugdymosi poreikiy, ugdymosi sékmeés.
Inkliuzinés praktikos jgyvendinimo sékmei svarbus mokyklos tolerantiskas po-
zitris j mokiniy skirtumus, gebéjimas lanksciai keisti vidaus politikg ir praktika,
bendradarbiavimas priimant sprendimus (AlisSauskas ir kt., 2011).

Iki Siol atliktuose tyrimuose nagrinéjami jvairiis psichologiniai, pedagogi-
niai, socialiniai ugdymo aspektai, susije su visy mokiniy, turinciy specialiyjy ug-
dymosi poreikiy (SUP), ugdymu. Stokojama tyrimy, kuriuose buty analizuojami
ugdytiniy, turinc¢iy mokymosi sutrikimy, ugdymosi veiksniai. Tai itin aktualu,
nes $i mokiniy grupé sudaro trec¢dalj visy mokiniy, turin¢iy SUP. Tikétina, kad
biitent Sios grupés ugdytiniy, kuriy sunkumai iSrySkéja mokymosi kontekste ir
procese, ugdymosi resursy paieska labiausiai susijusi su ugdymosi proceso ko-
kybés analize ir jo pokyciais.

Straipsnyje skirtingy ugdymosi dalyviy pozitriu nagrinéjama mokiniy, tu-
rinc¢iy mokymosi sutrikimy, pedagoginé charakteristika ir veiksniai, padedan-
tys arba trukdantys siekti vaiko mokymosi paZangos.

Tyrimo tikslas - atskleisti mokymosi sutrikimy turiné¢iy mokiniy edukaci-
nes charakteristikas. Kelti probleminiai klausimai: kokios yra mokymosi su-
trikimy turincio vaiko edukacinés charakteristikos? kaip mokymosi sutrikimy
turintis mokinys vertina teikiama pagalba ir kaip $is vertinimas skiriasi nuo pa-
galbos teikéjy vertinimo? kas padeda ir kas trukdo mokiniui siekti mokymosi
pazangos?

Tyrimo uzdaviniai:

1. Teorinés analizés budu iSskirti edukacinius veiksnius, lemiancius moki-
nio, turin¢io mokymosi sutrikimy, sékme mokantis.

2. Interviu turinio analizés budu iSskirti pozityvius ir negatyvius mokymo-
si sutrikimy turin¢io mokinio ugdymosi veiksnius.

Tyrimo metodologija ir metodai. Norint atskleisti vaiko, turin¢io mokymo-
si sutrikimy, ugdymosi charakteristika ir teikiamos pagalbos situacijg, pasirink-
ti kokybiniai metodai - interviu ir interviu turinio analizé. Siekiant jvairiapusio
situacijos vertinimo, dalyviais pasirinkti ir pagalbos gavéjai, ir teikéjai. Tikslinés
imties principais pagal amziy (I-V klasé), sutrikimg (mokymosi sutrikimai) ir
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ugdymosi vieta (X rajono mokyklos) atrinkti ir tyrime dalyvavo 33 mokiniai, 23
ju tévai, 22 mokytojai, 13 pagalbos mokiniui specialisty (specialieji pedagogai,
logopedai, psichologai, socialiniai pedagogai). Taikytas pusiau struktiiruotas
interviu. Klausimy vaikams ir suaugusiems tyrimo dalyviams turinys buvo i$
esmeés toks pat; atsizvelgiant j ugdymo dalyviy vaidmenis, amzZiy bei patirtj ne-
Zymiai skyresi klausimy formuluotés.

Interviu klausimai, atskleidziantys vaiko mokymosi situacija buvo apie
tai, kaip jam sekasi mokytis (lietuviy kalbos, matematikos, kity dalyky)? Kokie
dalykai, uZduotys jam sekasi? Kas nesiseka, kodél? Kokius dalykus mokinys mokosi
gana sékmingai? Kokias uZduotis jis gali atlikti gerai be mokytojo pagalbos? Kas
mokiniui nesiseka, kodél? Klausimai apie pagalba mokykloje: kas mokiniui pa-
deda mokytis mokykloje? Kokiy specialisty pagalba jam yra teikiama? Kaip vaikui
padedama? Kaip daZnai mokinys gauna pagalbg? Apie pasitenkinima teikiama
pagalba: kieno ir kokia pagalba mokantis mokiniui reikalinga? Kieno teikiama
pagalba jam svarbiausia? Kokios pagalbos labiausiai triksta? Kokios pagalbos
mokinys noréty / nenoréty? Kodél? Kokio specialisto / asmens teikiama pagal-
ba duoda daugiausia naudos? Kokio pobiidZio pagalba labiausiai padeda vaikui?
Apie pagalba Seimoje: kas vaikui padeda mokytis namuose? Kaip jam padeda?
Kokios pagalbos (mokantis) vaikas noréty / nenoréty i$ Seimos nariy? Kaip Sei-
ma domisi mokinio pasiekimais? Kaip bendradarbiaujama su $eima / mokytojais?
Interviu pabaigoje pedagogams buvo pateikta papildomuy klausimu: kq turéty
Zinoti mokytojas, mokantis vaikq, turintj mokymosi sutrikimq? Kq patarty kitam,
kuris mokys $j vaikq? | kq atkreipti démesj? ir kt.

Irasant interviu naudota kompiuteriné garso jraSymo priemoné. Garso jra-
Sas stenografuotas. Taikyta interviu turinio analizé.

Remiantis gauta tyrimo medZiaga iSskirtos darbo tikslg ir uZdavinius
atspindincios kategorijos: vaiko pasirengimas mokytis, mokymosi aplinka,
Seima, bendradarbiavimas. Sias kategorijas sudaro 10 subkategoriju, atsklei-
dzianciy pozityvius ir negatyvius vaiky ugdymosi veiksnius (Zr. 1 lentele). Pagal
iSskirtas kategorijas ir subkategorijas analizuoti tyrimo dalyviy interviu teigi-
niai. Fiksuotas pateikty teiginiy skaicius, jy vidurkiai. Analizuoti ugdymosi da-
lyviy pozicijy sutapimai ir skirtumai.

Tyrimo rezultatai

Interviu turinio analizés budu iSskirti pozityvis ir negatyviis mokymosi su-
trikimy turinc¢io mokinio ugdymosi veiksniai. Ugdymosi veiksniy kategorijos,
subkategorijos ir interviu dalyviy teiginiy skaicius pagal isskirtas subkategori-
jas parodyti 1 lenteléje.
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1 lentelé

Edukaciniy veiksniy kategorijos, subkategorijos ir teiginiy skaicius

Katego Teiginiy skaicius
Lo Subkategorij - ia-
rijos ubkategoryos Vaikai | Tévai Mo.k ).rto Specu_:\
jai listai
Vall_(o Mokymom pasiekimai / sunku- 157/145 | 66/86 | 273/350 | 262,266
pasiren- |mai
gimas Elgesys ir nuostatos, padedan-
moKkytis |¢ios / trukdancios mokytis 35/12 | 27/36 | 125/191 | 91/123
Asm.em.m.s pastl_prmlmas/ 0/0 4/2 101/14 | 101/3
pastiprinimo trikumas
Moky- Teikiama pagalba / pagalbos
mosi _ 116/74 | 75/29 | 176/91 | 195/117
. trikumas
aplinka Telki b n
eliiamos pagaibos vertini- 84/10 | 75/3 | 167/32 | 192/24
mas / nevertinimas
Se_lmos nariy palaikymas / pa- 2/1 15/22 | 21/45 45/77
- laikymo stoka
Seima Seimos nariy pagalba mokan-
tis / pagalbos mokantis stoka 117/5 | 78/6 >7/48 46/63
Ugdytojuy ir vaiko bendradar-
biavimas / bendradarbiavimo 0/1 0/0 10/13 19/6
stoka
Bendra- | Mokytojy ir specialisty bendra-
darbia- |darbiavimas / bendradarbiavi- 0/0 0/0 16/28 39/32
vimas mo trikumas
Ugdytojy ir Seimos bendradar-
biavimas / bendradarbiavimo 0/0 62/18 | 108/48 | 117/53
stoka

Analizuojant dalyviy interviu turinj, iSryskéjo dalyviy pasisakymy sutapi-
mai: daugiausia teiginiy visi dalyviai pateiké mokymosi sunkumy ir moky-
mosi pasiekimy bei teikiamos pagalbos subkategorijose. Tévai, mokytojai ir
specialistai pozityviai pasisaké vertindami teikiama pagalba. Tévai ir vaikai
labiau nei mokytojai ir specialistai akcentavo $eimos nariy pagalbg mokantis.

Vaiko pasirengimas moKkytis. Kaip jvairus tyrimo dalyviai apibiidina moki-
niy, turin¢iy mokymosi sutrikimy, mokymosi pasiekimus ir sunkumus, parodyta
2 lenteléje.
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2 lentelé
Mokymosi pasiekimy / sunkumy subkategorija

Ugdy- | Tei- Teigi-
mosi | giniy | niy vi-

daly- | skai- | durkis Teiginiy pavyzdziai
viai ¢ius (M)
Mokymosi pasiekimai
Praleistas raides jrasyt. Sudét, atimt ir dar sudaugint. Pra-
tybose, kaip reikia kazkq spalvinti, rasyti, kazkq parasyti
Moki- 157 5 ten, apie kq tu manai. Kiino kultiira man labai gerai sekas,
niai dailé irgi. Dailé - labai moku piest graZiai. Atsakyt j klau-

simus. Ilgj pamatuoti. GraZiai skaityti moku. Moku gerai
skaityti, viskq suprantu, visus klausimus.

Skaito gerai. Piesti ir fizinis. Daugybos lentele moka. Ma-
Tévai 66 3 tematika jam yra lengviau. Matematika, piesti ir lietuviy.
Sunkiau skaityti. Tikyba, muzika, dailé.

Skaiciuoti jam sekasi. Paciq jau dalybq jis suvokia. Skaito
pats, moka, geba perskaityti tekstq ir supranta, bent jau

‘lc\/[(_)k.y- 273 12 elementariai, kq perskaité. Nuraso - jai néra sunku. Lietu-
ojal viy paZanga yra - paraso kartu su visais diktantq, spéja,
tempas yra.
UZduotis atlieka beveik kartu su klase. Gali atrasti priezas-
Speci ties ir pasekmés rysius. Jisai turi daug potencijos mokytis.
pecia- . L ; ;
listai 262 20 Minimumgq jsisavina - tq Zemiausiq lygj. Lengvai nusako
tekstiniy uZdaviniy sprendimo eigq. Skaiciy stambinimas,
smulkinimas.
Mokymosi sunkumai
Sunkiausiai angly, sunku ten tq kalbq mokintis. Nesiseka
Moki- dalyba. Labai jau létai viskq darau. Blogai, nes labai daug
niai 145 4 klaidy darau (diktante). Nemoku, nemégstu as lietuviy

kalbos. Reikéjo pabraukti tarinius ir neZinojau, j kokj klau-
simgq atsako, tai nesupratau.

Atpasakot negali, sako; pasakot mokykloj neduoda, nes
saké - nesugeba; nesiseka lietuviy kalba; negali skaityti
Tévai 86 4 pries visq klase garsiai; nurasinéja nuo knygos, tai penkios
ar Sesios klaidos; jam sunku istarti; daugybos lentelés neis-
moksta. Triiksta jam atminties.

Zodiniai uZdaviniai jau jam yra sunkiau, kadangi jam sun-
Moky- 350 16 kiau sekasi skaityti. Jis nesugeba nei vienos uzduoties sava-
tojai rankiskai. Vos pasiekia patenkinamq lygj. Klaidy daro daug
ir jai sunku. Ir vél jokios paZangos. Sunkiau sekési rasyt.

Sunkiausiai yra rasto uzduotys. RaidZiy praleidimai ir gra-
matines tas uZduotis atlikti sunkoka, pritaikyt praktikoj.

Specia- Kai reikia taikyti jvairias taisykles. Sunkiausias dalykas -

S 266 20 L T L

listai garsiné analizé. Mintinio skaiciavimo jgudZiai yra ne to-
kie geri. Kurti ir uzrasyti tekstq. Dalyba kampu tai tikrai
sunku.
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Lenteléje nurodytas interviu dalyviy pateikty teiginiy bendras skaicius ir jy
vidurkis, t. y. kiek vidutiniskai tam tikro pobudzio teiginiy nurodé kiekvienas
interviu dalyvis. Teiginiy vidurkis leidZia geriau pamatyti vyraujancias tenden-
cijas (ypac kai tai siejama su teigiamomis ar neigiamomis charakteristikomis)
ir lyginti jvairiy ugdymo dalyviy duomenis, nes interviu dalyviy (mokiniy, tévy,
mokytojy, specialisty) skaicius buvo skirtingas.

Daugiausia teiginiy apie mokiniy mokymosi pasiekimus ir sunkumus patei-
ké specialistai (abiem atvejais vidutinisSkai po 20). Mokytojai pateiké daugiau
neigiamy charakteristiky apie mokymosi sunkumus (M 16) nei pozityviy apie
pasiekimus (M 12). Ir tévai, ir mokiniai gana vienodai pateiké pozityviy ir nega-
tyviy teiginiy. Panasus nurodyty pozityviy ir negatyviy charakteristiky skaicius
liudija, kad ugdymosi dalyviams vienodai svarbi informacija apie mokymosi
pasiekimus ir mokymosi sunkumus. Lyginant su analizuotais anksciau atlikty
tyrimy duomenimis, iSrySkéja pozityvi tendencija, kai nuo neigiamy charakte-
ristiky akcentavimo pereinama prie lygiaverc¢io mokymosi sunkumy ir pasie-
kimy vertinimo. Kalbédami apie mokymosi pasiekimus ir sunkumus, mokiniai
jvardijo savo gebéjimus vienoje ar Kkitoje srityje, pateiké informacijos, kokios
uzduotys jiems lengvai pavyksta, kurias atlikti sekasi sunkiau. Tévai mini, kaip
ju vaikams sekasi mokytis vieno ar kito dalyko. Mokytojai akcentuoja mokiniy
Ziniy atitiktj patenkinamam pasiekimy lygiui, skaitymo, raSymo ir skai¢iavimo
mokymosi sékme, gebéjimg atlikti uzduotis kartu su klase. Specialistai mini
konkrecias lietuviy kalbos ir matematikos uZduotis, kalbos ugdymosi sritis.
Mokytojai ir specialistai dazniausiai kalba apie lietuviy kalbos ir matematikos
mokymasi, vaikai ir jy tévai, be $iy dalyky, dar mini kiino kultiros, dailés moky-
mosi sékme.

Mokiniai mazdaug tris kartus dazniau kalbéjo apie savo elgesj ir nuostatas,
padedancias mokytis, nei apie elgesj ir nuostatas, trukdancias mokytis. Vaikai
minéjo atkakluma atliekant uzduotis, pagalbos ieSkojima, pastangas uzduotj
atlikti be klaidy. Kalbédami apie neigiamas charakteristikas, nurodé per men-
kas dedamas pastangas atliekant namy darby uzduotis, sunkumus susidiirus
su nejveikiama uzduotimi. Specialistai ir mokytojai labiau akcentavo neigiamag
elgesj ir nuostatas, trukdancias mokytis (specialistai nurodé vidutiniskai po 10,
mokytojai po 9 tokius teiginius). Mokytojai nors ir kalba apie mokiniy atkaklu-
ma, dziaugimasi pasiektais rezultatais, bet dazniau mini mokiniy negebéjima
valdytis susidiirus su nesékme, norg pirmauti, nekreipiant démesio j uZduoties
atlikimo kokybe. Specialistai kalba apie atkaklumg, nora priimti teikiamg pa-
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galbg ir mokiniy patiriamus sunkumus dél netinkamo veiklos tempo, perdéto
impulsyvumo ar trumpalaikio démesio. Tévai dazniau kalbéjo apie vaiko elgesj
ir nuostatas, trukdancias mokytis. Tévams svarbus vaiky noras mokytis ir pa-
stangos atliekant namy darby uzduotis.

Apibendrinant interviu dalyviy pasisakymus apie vaiko pasirengimg moky-
tis galima teigti, kad mokiniai gana palankiai vertina savo mokymosi situaci-
ja. Tévams, mokytojams ir specialistams vienodai svarbios mokiniy mokymosi
pasiekimy ir mokymosi sunkumy charakteristikos. Tévai ir vaikai akcentuoja
mokymosi jvairiose srityse sékme, jie daZniau kalba apie pasiekimus mokantis
dailés, muzikos, kiino kultiiros, gebéjimg sklandziai pasakoti, graziai Sokti, nors
iSlieka tendencija mokymosi pasiekimus ir sunkumus vertinti pagal gebéjimus
skaityti, rasyti ir skaiciuoti. Vaikai ir jy tévai maZai kalbéjo apie vaiky elgesj ir
nuostatas, padedancias arba trukdancias mokytis. Tai gali liudyti tévy ir vaiky
savo vaidmens mokymosi procese nuvertinima, nepakankamai prisiimant atsa-
komybés uz mokymosi rezultatus ir neveikluma, priimant sprendimus, susiju-
sius su mokymusi bei elgesio ir nuostaty keitimu.

Mokymosi aplinka. Mokymosi aplinkos kategorijos asmeninio pastiprini-
mo / triikumo subkategorijoje daugiau pozityviy charakteristiky pateiké spe-
cialistai (M 8) ir mokytojai (M 5). Mokytojai kalbéjo apie skatinancig mokytis
vertinimo sistemg, sunkumy apéjima, atsisakant sudétingy uzduociy ar kitaip
jas pateikiant, vaiko nuraminimg ir jo galiy atskleidimg pac¢iam ugdytiniui. Spe-
cialistai daznai kalbéjo apie mokytojo ir vaiko santykius, susitarimus, kurie mo-
tyvuoja, vaiko nuraminimg, nesureikSminant nesékmeés, pasisakeé apie kai kuriy
mokytojy naudojamas netinkamas vaiko elgesio valdymo priemones, keliancias
vaikams stresg ir nerima, nepakankamg pedagogo démesj PPT ar mokyklos
specialisty pateiktoms ugdymo rekomendacijoms.

Mokiniai Siais klausimais nepasisaké. Menkai pateiké informacijos ir jy tévai,
kurie itin retais atvejais minéjo pagyrimus uz vaiko pastangas, kaip neigiamg
dalyka - netinkamg mokytojo balso tong bendraujant su mokiniu.

Kaip ugdymosi proceso dalyviai pasisako apie teikiamq pagalbgq ir teikiamos
pagalbos triikumg, pateikta 3 lenteléje.
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3 lentelé

Teikiamos pagalbos / teikiamos pagalbos trilkkumo subkategorija

Ugdy- Tei- | Teigi-
g:;;f E:::::! ::::'l‘::s Teiginiy pavyzdziai
viai Cius (M)
Teikiama pagalba
Moki- 116 4 Mokytoja; draugai klasés; logopedeés, psichologés ketvirta-
niai dienj ir treciadienj.
Logopedé; socialiné pedagogé ir mokytoja; psichologo gau-
Tévai 75 3 na; mokytojai, klasiokai, draugas; ir ta (specialioji pedago-
gé) labai padeda.
Mokyto- Ir dar lanko grupe po pamoky, tai ten grupés auklétoja pa-
.. 176 8 deda, jeigu reikia paruost pamokas; matematikai yra kon-
Ja sultacijos; naudojuosi mokiniy pagalba; visy specialisty.
Specia- 195 15 AS; mokytoja; noriai eina pas socialine pedagoge, ten jisai
listai bendrauja; klasés draugai jam padeda is tikryjy.
Pagalbos trukumas
Vieng kartq tiktai (logopedo); kad padéty kas nors skaityti,
. ten dalybos mokint; nesikeikty jie, neprasivardZiuoty; no-
Moki- L . e S .y v
niai 74 2 réty ir mokytoja, kad biciau su jais laiminga, draugiska; as
(pati turéty keistis ir labiau bendrauti); kad daZniau mane
kviesty atsakinét.
Dél bendravimo, kad nebiity tylus — gal psichologé; ne visi
Tévai 29 1 vaikai jj priima gal; namuose jinai kitokia, drgsesné; svar-
bu, kad svelnumo daugiau, nepykty ant jo.
Mokyto- Man paciai reikia patarimy; gal priskirt kazkokj mokinj,
.. 91 4 kad prie jo trupuciukq daugiau; specialiojo pedagogo dau-
ja giau; mokytojo padéjéjo labai reikéty.
Kad aiskiau jisai kalbéty, gal jis tada stipresnis jaustysi;
. per mazai turbiit psichologo pagalbos jam; reikéty dau-
Specia- . L .
listai 117 9 giau specialiojo pedagogo pagalbos dabar, valdyti jo emo-
cijas, mokyti jj isreiksti jas; sitokiam vaikui j dienos centrg,
kur tikrai jsitraukty j veiklq.

Teikiama mokiniams pagalbg labiausiai akcentavo specialistai (vidutiniSkai
nurodé po 15 teiginiy) ir mokytojai (vidutiniskai po 8 teiginius). Visi interviu
dalyviai Sioje subkategorijoje pateiké mazdaug du kartus daugiau pozityviy tei-
giniy nei negatyviy. Pateikdami informacijos apie konkreciy specialisty vaikui
teikiama pagalba, mokytojai mini papildomas konsultacijas, sudarytas salygas
atlikti namy darby uzduotis mokykloje po pamoky. Visose interviu dalyviy
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grupése minima bendraklasiy teikiama pagalba. Vaikai mini, kad per maZai jau-
¢ia logopedo pagalbos, noréty daugiau savanoriskos pagalbos i$ bendraklasiy,
kad dazniau prieity mokytoja ir paaiskinty, kad daugiau kviesty atsakinéti. Tévai
dazniau kalbéjo apie psichologinés pagalbos ar palaikymo trikuma, Svelnesnio
mokytojo balso tono bendraujant su vaiku poreikij, mano, kad specialistai labiau
galéty padéti juy vaikui jaustis mokykloje drasiau, atsiskleisti. Mokytojai kalba
apie pagalbos pamokoje trikumg - specialiojo pedagogo, mokytojo padéjéjo,
bendraklasiy pagalbos poreikj, ivardija savo nepakankamas kompetencijas.
Specialistai dazniau mini sunkumus, kuriuos norint jveikti reikalinga intensy-
vesné specialisty pagalba.

Kaip interviu dalyviai vertina vaikui teikiamos pagalbos naudq, atskleidZia-
ma 4 lenteléje.

4 lentelé

Teikiamos pagalbos vertinimo / nevertinimo subkategorija

Ugdy- | Tei- | Teigi-
:ir;(:}s: 3:::1 (rll:ll}'l‘{/:s Teiginiy pavyzdZiai
viai Cius (M)
Teikiamos pagalbos vertinimas
Mokytojos. Lietuviy tai man ir pasimokint reikia, mokinamés
pas logopede tarimo, rasymo, skaitymo. Lietuviy kalbos - tai
Moki- g4 3 kai kas nors padeda is klasés. Kai poroj liepia skaityti mums.
niai Pasako, kaip ten rasyti raides. Moko skaityt mane labiau ir ra-
syt taisyklingiau (specialioji pedagogé). Auklétojas svarbiau-
sias is visy. Ne tq patj (pas specialigjq pedagoge) - lengviau.
Logopedeé tai padeda, matosi - vaikas keic¢iasi tikrai. Padeda,
N kad mokéty mintis isSsakyti. Ir matematikq drqgsiau jisai pra-
Tévai 75 3 . , . . g
déjo mokytis. Jam dabar yra lengviau. Neigiamy paZymiy
dar néra.
Specialiojo pedagogo, jis dirba individualiai, tada kitas pri-
Moky- éjimas. Kad ir uzsioZiuoja, dirba jau po penkiy minuciy, po
tojai 167 8 desimt, pernai, biidavo, kartais sédi visq pamokq. Pas specia-
ligjq pedagoge atskiri uZsiemimai labai ant rasymo pasijau-
té, ir ta matematika Siek tiek j priekj einasi.
Jam labai padeda tas laikas, kada jis gali iSsisakyti. Jam tik-
rai yra naudinga ir lengviau pamatyti, kaip tuos konfliktus
Specia- spresti, kaip sunkumus spresti objektyviau, kai iSgirsta kity
listai 192 15 |nuomone. Mokytoja daug jdéjo darbo. PaZanga yra jj lygi-

nant. Tikrai pasikeité, eina noriai j mokyklg, nes buvo toks
periodas, kad bijojo eit | mokyklq. Bendradarbiavom ir jis
normaliai adaptavosi.
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4 lentelés tesinys

Teikiamos pagalbos nevertinimas

Galéjau eiti dar lietuviy, bet nenoréjau (specialiojo peda-
gogo). Nesuprantu ten ty ZodZiy (pokalbiy su psichologu
10 0 metu). Nelabai (socialiné pedagogé) padeda. Ten viskq tq
patj darom kaip ir klaséj (pas specialyji pedagogq); tai kad
ten rasSom, o as skaityt ir dalint nemoku.

O as kitaip (negu mokytoja) aiskinu (mokytojos aiskinimo
vaikas nesupranta). Noréjo kitas pratybas lietuviy pirkt,
specialiai tas pacias nupirkau pagal ,,Pupq” Niekur jos ten
neina (pas logopedgq, specialyjj pedagogq) - kq ¢ia $nekat?
Nematau, kad geréty. Pas logopede irgi néra prasmés vaiks-
32 1 ciot, kol jo tas lieZuvis nesutvarkytas. Nepriémé jis tos padeé-
jéjo pagalbos. Jam nepatinka grupéje dirbt.

Jisai pradéjo vengti eiti su stipresniais. Tévai nelabai noréjo,
kad lankytysi jisai pas psichologq. Galvoja, kad kazkas ne-
24 2 |gerai, jei pas mane eina. Jam daugiau naudos yra sédéti ir
dirbti klaséj kartu su bendraamZiais (negu specialiojo peda-
gogo kabinete).

Moki-
niai

Tévai 3 0

Moky-
tojai

Specia-
listai

Teikiamos pagalbos vertinimo subkategorijoje dominuoja pozityvis pasi-
sakymai. Daugiausia pozityviy teiginiy, vertindami teikiamos pagalbos naudg,
pateiké specialistai (M 15) ir mokytojai (M 8). Tévai (M 3) jvardija teikiamos
pagalbos nauda vaiky pazangai. Vaikai (M 3), kalbédami apie asmenis, kuriy
teikiama pagalba duoda daugiausia naudos, daZnai mini mokytoja, bendrakla-
sius. Mokiniai kritiskai vertina specialisty jiems teikiama pagalbg, mini, kad psi-
chologas kalba vaikui nesuprantama kalba, kad specialusis pedagogas padeda,
taciau ne toje srityje, kurioje pats vaikas mano, kad reikéty jam padéti. Gali-
ma biity manyti apie specialisto ir vaiko ugdymosi tiksly nesuderinima, kai per
menkai vaikui aiSkinamas pagalbos teikimo tikslas, nauda. Mokytojai pateikia
informacijos apie specialisty teikiama pagalba ir vaiko daromg pazanga. Specia-
listai vertina savo, kolegy, mokytojo teikiamos pagalbos, individualaus démesio
vaikui nauda, iSreiSkia susiriipinima, jei vaikas, kartu ir jo bendraklasiai, $ia pa-
galba suvokia kaip nesékmés jrodyma.

Apibendrinant mokymosi aplinkos vertinima galima teigti, kad i$ esmés visi
ugdymosi proceso dalyviai mokymosi aplinkg vertina labiau kaip palankig negu
nepalankia. Analizuojant informacija apie mokiniams teikiama pagalbg ir pa-
galbos naudg matyti, kad ja geriausiai vertina jos teikéjai - specialieji pedagogai
ir mokytojai. Pagalbos gavéjai (mokiniai ir jy tévai) nurodo kelis kartus maziau
analogiSky teiginiy. Viena vertus, Sitokig situacija galima paaiskinti tuo, kad b1-
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tent specialistai ir pedagogai geriausiai iSmano apie pedagogine pagalba ir jos
efektyvuma, nes jie yra Sios srities profesionalai. Antra vertus, tai perSa mintj,
kad planuojant ir teikiant pagalba mokiniai ir jy tévai nepakankamai jtraukiami
i 8j procesag, su jais galbut per mazai kalbamasi apie mokiniui reikalingg ir jam
teikiama pagalba bei jos nauda, todél jos vartotojams pagalba néra taip giliai su-
prantama kaip vidinis poreikis. Sie duomenys sutampa su ankstesniame tyrime
(Alisauskas ir kt., 2011) nustatyta tendencija, kad mokykly administratoriai ir
specialistai teikiamg pagalba vertina palankiau nei tévai ir mokiniai.

Seimos nariy pagalba. Seimos nariy palaikymo / palaikymo triikumo klau-
simais vaikai ir tévai, kaip bebuty keista, pasisaké retai, pateiké vienoda pozity-
viy ir negatyviy teiginiy skaiciy. Tévai kalba, kaip stengiasi suzadinti vaiky nora
mokytis, sudaro tinkamas mokymosi ir poilsio salygas. Vaikai pasisaké mazai,
nurodé, kad juos labiausiai supranta ir palaiko mama ar tétis. Mokytoju ir spe-
cialisty atsakymuose yra dvigubai daugiau negatyviy charakteristiky, kuriose
kalbama apie per menka tévy démesj vaiko mokymuisi, nesaugig aplinkg namie
ir kt.

Kaip respondentai vertina Seimos nariy pagalba mokantis, parodyta 5 len-
teléje.

5 lentelé

Seimos nariy pagalbos mokantis / pagalbos mokantis
trukumo subkategorija

Ugdy- | Tei- | Teigi-
mosi | giniy | niy vi-
daly- | skai- |durkis
viai cius (M)

Teiginiy pavyzdZiai

Seimos nariy pagalba mokantis

Pusbrolis padeda matematikq, mama - lietuviy, o teta — an-
gly; jinai (sesé) man padeda skaiciuoti, rasyti, ji diktuoja, o

rigi{l- 117 4 as rasau; perskaito uzduotj ir pataria, kq ten parasyt; para-
sau su piestuku, paskui patikrina, paskui nutrinu ir parasau
su parkeriu.

Tovai 78 3 Jeigu perskaitai ir nesupranta, tada paaiskinam; as padedu;
daugiau mama su juo pamokas daro.

Moky- 57 3 Matosi, kad ir namuose padirba; pagalba mamos naudinga,

tojai paaiskinta ir labai gerai; brolj vyresnj turi - pakonsultuoja.

Specia- 46 4 Mama tik priZiiri, kad jie ruosty; buvo tokia teta, kuri padeé-

listai davo; matosi, kur jau paskaito, paraso, paskaiciuoja.
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5 lentelés tesinys

Seimos nariy pagalbos mokantis tritkumas

Moki- 5 0 Mama nelabai su téciu moka (angly); is mamos; kartu pa-

niai skaityti, parasyt.

Tévai 6 0 Ir pas mane buvo lietuviy blogai, as kilus is rusy, rusiskai kal-
bam su seneliais; as pati nesugebu; man tai neiseina.

Moky- Mokymuisi labai sunkios sqlygos; reikia turéti stiprig moty-

tojai 48 2 vacijq, stipriq valig, kad galétum gerai mokytis; pasiZada,

kad kontroliuos, bet vis tiek neatlieka namy darbuy.

Specia- 63 5 Namy darbai ne visada atliekami; gilumo mokantis ten néra;
listai jeigu kartais ir pasako mama, kad tu ruosk, tai tiktai ir tiek.

Seimos nariy pagalbos / tritkumo mokantis subkategorijoje mokytojai ir
specialistai pateiké panasy teigiamy ir neigiamy teiginiy skai¢iy. Mokytojai ir
specialistai teigiamose charakteristikose kalba apie Seimos nariy démesj namy
darbams, realiag mokymosi namuose naudg, neigiamose - apie prastas namy
darby ruoSos namuose sglygas, menkus tévy gebéjimus paaiskinti uzduotis, per
menka vaiky kontrole. Vaikai daZnai mini jvairiy giminaiciy pagalba atliekant
skirtingy dalyky namy darbus, kalba apie ,Skype*“ programos naudojimg pra-
Sant pagalbos i$ uzZsienyje gyvenanciy namiskiy, kaip sunkumus jvardija men-
kus tévy kai kuriy sri¢iy gebéjimus. Tévai patys pripaZista ne visada galintys
padéti, nes nesupranta, nemoka, kaip pagalbg jvardija kartu su vaiku namy dar-
by uzduociy atlikimg, perskaitant ir paaiskinant, ko vaikas nesupranta. Tévai
ir vaikai teigiamai vertina patj pagalbos teikimo fakta, o mokytojai ir specia-
listai nori kokybiskos pagalbos namuose, mini, kad tévy gebéjimai yra menki,
Seimoje prasti vaiky aukléjimo jprociai. Ugdytojai netureéty tikeétis is tévy peda-
gogams biidingy kompetencijy. Kyla klausimas apie vaidmeny pasiskirstyma ar
skiriamas pernelyg sudétingas ir vaiko realius gebéjimus virsijancias uzduotis.

Ugdymo dalyviy bendradarbiavimas. Ugdymo dalyviy (vaiky, ugdytojuy,
pedagogy, specialisty) bendradarbiavimo klausimais mokiniai nepasisaké, té-
vai pasisaké tik ugdytojy ir Seimos bendradarbiavimo klausimu. Tai galimai liu-
dija menka tévy ir vaiky informavima apie komandinés pagalbos vaikui teikimo
sistema mokykloje bei menka tévy ir vaiky jtraukimag ir jsitraukimag j ugdyma.
Mokytojai pateikia informacijos, kokius susitarimus naudoja, kaip kalbasi apie
mokymasi ir darbg su pagalbos mokiniui specialistais. Specialistai mini, kaip
derina su vaiku pagalbos teikimo laika, kaip priima vaiko teikiamus pasitlymus.
Kaip neigiami teiginiai jvertinti pasisakymai, kai mokytojai ir specialistai saké
nezinantys, kas vaikui padeda atlikti namy darby uzduotis, kaip mokiniui sekasi
mokytis kity dalykuy.
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Mokytojy ir specialisty bendradarbiavimo / bendradarbiavimo triikumo sub-
kategorijoje mokytojai ir specialistai i$ esmés pateiké vienodai pozityviy ir
negatyviy teiginiy. Teigiamos charakteristikos atskleidzia informacijg apie mo-
kytojo ir specialisto bendradarbiavimo formas, sutariant dél ugdymo turinio,
mokymo metody ar priemoniy. Negatyvios charakteristikos pateikia pavyzdziy,
kai mokytojas ar specialistas nezino, kokiy specialisty pagalba vaikui yra teikia-
ma, kokie yra pagalbos teikimo tikslai, néra darnos tarp mokytojo ir specialiojo
pedagogo derinant pagalbg ir jos turinj vaikui. Nereti mokytojy ir specialisty
teiginiai apie nezinojima, kas, kada ir kodél dar, be jo, vaikui teikia pagalba, lei-
dZia daryti prielaidas apie menka pagalbos teikéjy tarpusavio bendradarbiavi-
ma.

Ugdytojy ir Seimos bendradarbiavimo / bendradarbiavimo stokos subkatego-
rijoje vyrauja pozityvus tévy, mokytojuy ir specialisty pasisakymai. Tévai minéjo
bendradarbiavimo su mokytoja ar auklétoja formas, ivertino elektroninio die-
nyno nauda. Negatyviose tévy pateiktose charakteristikose dominuoja teiginiai
apie nenorg lankytis ugdymo institucijoje dél nesusikalbéjimo su mokytoja,
sunkumy atsiprasant i§ darbo, laiko trikumo. Mokytojai ir specialistai mini
tévy lankymasi mokykloje, doméjimasi vaiko mokymosi rezultatais, aktyvy da-
lyvavima mokyklos organizuojamuose renginiuose, Vaiko gerovés komisijos po-
sédZiuose ir neigiamai atsiliepia apie vengima bendradarbiauti, pazady atvykti
i mokykla nesilaikyma. Specialistai kalba apie dalijimasi informacija apie pagal-
bos teikimo sékme, bendrg sprendimy priémima, bendradarbiavimg keic¢iant
vaiko nepageidaujamg elgesj, lavinant kalba. Kaip negatyvius dalykus specia-
listai nurodo bendravimo su Seima ir Seimy iniciatyvos bendradarbiauti stoka.

Tyrimo iSvados:

e Ugdymo(si) dalyviai (mokytojai, specialieji pedagogai, mokiniai ir jy té-
vai) daugumag ugdymosi veiksniy (vaiko pasirengimas mokytis, moky-
mosi aplinka, Seimos palaikymas ir pagalba, ugdymo dalyviy bendradar-
biavimas) vertina labiau kaip palankius negu nepalankius.

e Ugdymo(si) dalyviai nurodo ir vienodai svarbia laiko informacija apie
mokymosi pasiekimus ir mokymosi sunkumus. Tai paneigia iki Siol at-
likty tyrimy iSvadas apie akivaizdy neigiamy charakteristiky dominavi-
ma vertinant vaiky, turinciy specialiyjy ugdymosi poreikiy, mokymosi
sékme.

e Mokiniams teikiamg pedagogine pagalbg ir pagalbos nauda geriau verti-
na jos teikéjai — specialieji pedagogai ir mokytojai, o ne jos gavéjai - mo-
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kiniai ir jy tévai. Tai leidZia manyti, kad, planuojant ir teikiant pagalba,
mokiniai ir jy tévai nepakankamai jtraukiami j $j procesg ir nepakanka-
mai motyvuojami, todél vartotojams pagalba ne visada yra jsisgmonin-
tas vidinis poreikis.

e Ugdymo(si) dalyviy pasisakymai bendradarbiavimo klausimais liudija
menka tévy ir vaiky informavima apie komandinés pagalbos vaikui teiki-
mo sistema mokykloje bei menka tévy ir vaiky jtraukima ir jsitraukima j
ugdymo procesa.

e Tyrimo rezultatai atskleidZia pozityvias mokiniy, turin¢iy mokymosi su-
trikimy, ugdymo tendencijas (didesnj orientavimasi | mokiniy pasieki-
mus, o ne sunkumus; bendraklasiy parama ir kt.), kartu konstatuojama,
kad vis dar aktuali problema islieka menkas vaiky ir tévy, kaip ugdy-
mo(si) partneriy, jtraukimas ir jsitraukimas j ugdymo procesa.
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MOKINIY, TURINCIJ MOKYMOSI SUTRIKIMU, EDUKACINE
CHARAKTERISTIKA

Jelena Galvydyté, Algirdas AliSauskas

Santrauka

Straipsnyje apibiidinama mokymosi sutrikimy turin¢iy mokiniy edukaciné
charakteristika. Siekiant jvairiapusio situacijos vertinimo, dalyviais pasirinkti
ir pagalbos gavéjai, ir teikéjai. Tikslinés imties principu atrinkti tyrime daly-
vavo 33 mokiniai, 23 jy tévai, 22 mokytojai, 13 pagalbos mokiniui specialisty
(specialieji pedagogai, logopedai, psichologai, socialiniai pedagogai). Taikytas
pusiau struktiiruotas interviu. Tyrimo dalyviams (mokiniams, tévams, mo-
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kytojams, Svietimo pagalbos mokiniui specialistams) buvo pateikti klausimai
apie vaiko mokymosi situacija, vaikui teikiamg pagalbg mokykloje ir namuose.
Atsakymuy analizé atskleidé pozityvius ir negatyvius veiksnius, kuriuos ugdy-
mo(si) procese patiria mokiniai, turintys mokymosi sutrikimy. Ugdymosi pro-
ceso dalyviai (mokytojai, specialieji pedagogai, mokiniai ir jy tévai) dauguma
ugdymosi aplinkos faktoriy (vaiko pasirengimas mokytis, mokymosi aplinka,
Seimos palaikymas ir pagalba, ugdymo dalyviy bendradarbiavimas) vertina la-
biau kaip palankius negu nepalankius. Mokiniams teikiamg pedagogine pagalba
ir pagalbos naudg geriau vertina jos teikejai — specialieji pedagogai ir mokyto-
jai, o ne jos gavéjai - mokiniai ir jy tévai. Tai leidZzia manyti, kad, planuojant ir
teikiant pagalbg, mokiniai ir jy tévai yra nepakankamai jtraukiami j §j procesg
ir nepakankamai motyvuojami, todél jos vartotojams pagalba ne visada yra jsi-
samonintas vidinis poreikis. Ugdymo dalyviy pasisakymai bendradarbiavimo
klausimais liudija nepakankamg tévy ir vaiky informavimg apie komandinés
pagalbos vaikui teikimo sistemg mokykloje bei menka tévy ir vaiky jtraukimg ir
jsitraukimg j ugdymo procesa.

Tyrimo rezultatai atskleidZia pozityvias mokiniy, turin¢iy mokymosi sutri-
kimy, ugdymo tendencijas (didesnj orientavimasi j mokiniy pasiekimus, o ne j
sunkumus; bendraklasiy paramg ir kt.), kartu konstatuojama, kad vis dar aktu-
ali islieka menko vaiky ir tévy, kaip ugdymo(si) partneriy, jtraukimo ir jsitrau-
kimo j ugdymo procesg problema.
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Abstract

The article describes educational characteristics of students with learning
disabilities. The participants of the research (students, parents, teachers, specialists)
have been submitted questions about the child’s learning situation and the support
provided at school and home. The answer analysis revealed positive and negative factors
that affected the students with learning disabilities during the process of teaching and
learning. Majority of these environmental factors (the children’s preparation to learn,
learning environment, family support and assistance, collaboration of educators)
are more construed as favourable rather than unfavourable by participants of the
educational process (teachers, special educators, students and their parents). Moreover,
the research discloses positive tendencies of education of students with learning
disabilities (greater orientation to students’ achievements instead of difficulties; peer
support and the like). It is ascertained that poor inclusion and involvement of children
and parents as education partners is the issue that remains relevant.

Keywords: learning disabilities, educational characteristics.

Introduction

In recent years, students with learning disabilities accounted for over
one third of all students with special needs studying in Lithuanian schools in
mainstream classes. During the school year of 2015-2016, 12.104 students
(33.4%) out of 36.248 mainstream students with special learning needs from
Lithuanian schools have learning disabilities: 2.943 (8.1%) general, 3.077
(8.5%) specific, 92 (0.3%), non-verbal learning disabilities, and 5.992 (16.5%)
complex disabilities, incorporating learning disabilities.

Children with learning disabilities have difficulty mastering the learning
programme. Difficulties occur while learning to read, write and calculate.
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In a case of general learning disabilities concerning low intellectual abilities,
insignificant learning achievements in various subjects are expected. In a case
of specific and non-verbal learning disabilities under the existing intellectual
capacity and age-corresponding education, achievements in reading, writing
and mathematics are poorer than expected regarding untrained separate
cognitive processes. Children’s learning disabilities become apparent when they
start attending schools. These issues are difficult to identify prior to schooling,
as significant intellectual or adaptive behaviour disorders are unrepresentative
of the children with learning disabilities. As a result, these disabilities could
be referred as unexpected (Fletcher, 2012) and it is believed that low levels of
academic achievements may be related to information retention difficulties,
lack of working memory and attention, as well as inability to successfully keep
in mind a piece of information required by a task.

Education of students with learning disabilities in mainstream class under
the Framework Programmes is legitimised by the educational regulatory
documents, and progress and achievements of the evaluation criteria are
applied and special pedagogical or other educational support is provided.
The adaptation of general education programmes can be recommended to
help a student master the satisfactory level of achievement of Framework
Programmes. In this case, the support of a special educator and, if necessary,
a speech therapist, social educator, and/or psychologist is provided. By
adapting the programme, class subject teachers provide application of certain
types of training, the use of teaching tools, specific evaluation criteria, as well
as availability to use the supporting material and supplementary measures,
to extend the timing, to write assignments on the computer and similar. For
these students basic education achievement tests and the final examination are
adapted, application instructions, tasks and evaluation criteria are provided by
extending the timing, not counting certain letter pair confusions as mistakes,
enabling typing on a computer, allowing the use of tables, formula kits and
charts and allowing to complete the reading tasks in a separate room. For these
students the opportunities to study at the secondary education level and gain
further education are available.

Itisemphasised (Scanlon, 2013 etc.) thatitis essential to be able to adequately
meet the special needs of the pupils. An efficient system of student support in
educational institutions, according to Waber (2010) et al,, helps the student
with learning problems to achieve educational progress. Specialists welcome
their own knowledge and preparation to recognise and meet the students’
individual learning needs and recognise parental education and counselling as
areas for improvement (Milteniené, Meliené, Kairiené 2013). The authors of the
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research emphasise the collaboration among participants of the educational
process, which is understood in today’s educational system as the knowledge
and skill coordination as well as negotiation in the decision-making between
the two parties (Lekaviciené et al.,, 2010; Siautiukeniené, Visockiené 2013;
Tereseviciené, Gedviliené, 2003). However, in reality, educators understand
the collaboration as unidirectional parent conveyance, document signing,
invitations to participate in meetings (Milteniené, 2005 et al.). This situation
does not reflect the true essence of collaboration when searching for a mutually
favourable decision in defence of their interests. However, it is recognised that
pupils with special educational needs lack self-confidence. They are poorly
involved in making their educational decisions. Negative image of pupils with
educational needs is dominant. The studies carried out in Lithuania (AliSauskas,
Dikidzi, Gerulaitis, 2005; Gerulaitis, 2005; Milteniené, 2004, 2005) show the
prevalence of disadvantaged characteristics of children with learning disabilities
which, when emphasised, increase the child’s psychological discomfort and
exclusion at school. Lower self-evaluation and learning quality evaluation,
passivity and dissatisfaction with their class are typical of the teenagers with
learning disabilities (Barkauskaité et al., 2010, Skéeryté-Kazlauskas et al., 2012
Skéryté-Kazlauskiené 2013). It is stated (King-Sears, 2008 et al.), that students
with learning disabilities can learn more than we estimate according to their
ability, if we consider teaching to their individual pace, attention and other
characteristics of the activities. To convey the curriculum to all the students in
the classroom taking account of their different options is difficult for teachers.
Both teachers and school leaders experience stress when summarising the
results, students with special educational needs do not demonstrate sufficient
achievements. Differentiation techniques help these students, but it is not
enough to achieve the expected results during tests.

Parents trust the support provided by the specialists, but often both parents
and their children treat the support as a form of exclusion. Support of specialists
is more a one-way street, when the support providers themselves decide the
support techniques and forms (AliSauskiené et al., 2009). In modern society,
education is a social process in which experiences are shared. Based on the
inclusion and social interaction principles, it is aimed for the active participation
ofevery individual by recognising their strengths, allowing revealing themselves
and being active (Geleziniené et al., 2009).

Therefore, the approach of the beneficiary towards the help provided is
important. Social participation theory recognises individuals’ personal abilities
to make decisions relating to their well-being. In this case, the special education
coordinator is a negotiator and a mediator who is aiming to harmonise the
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learning needs of different education participants and help reaching mutually
favourable solutions ensuring successful education of a child with special
needs. In some cases, mono-directional imperative solutions are considered a
safety factor when there is a denial of disability, parental frustration or false
expectations (Morrison, Cosden, 1997). Foreign authors (Scanlon 2013; Wong,
Graham et al.,, 2004; Morrison, Cosden, 1997; Waber, 2010) focused on the
development of supporting educational environment, flexible and organised
educational process and recognition of wrong decisions in order to achieve the
learning success of students with special educational needs. For the successful
implementation of inclusive practices, school tolerance to the student
differences is important as well as the ability to flexibly change internal policies
and practices and collaborate in the decision-making (AliSauskas et al., 2011).

Various psychological, pedagogical and social aspects of development related
to education of all pupils with special educational needs (SEN) have been
researched inthestudies carried outso far. Thereisalack of researchin Lithuania,
that analyses educational factors in cases of pupils with learning disabilities.
This is particularly relevant because this group of students represents a third
of all Lithuanian pupils with SEN. It is also likely that the search of educational
resources of this particular group of pupils whose learning difficulties become
apparent in the context, and the process of learning is mostly connected to the
qualitative analysis of the educational process and its changes.

In terms of the different participants in education, this article deals with
characteristics and educational factors that help or hinder the child with
learning disabilities to achieve the learning progress.

The aim of the research was to reveal the educational characteristics
of students with learning disabilities. Problematic issues: What are the
educational characteristics of a child with learning disabilities? How does a
child with learning disabilities evaluate the support provided and how does this
evaluation vary from the evaluation of the support providers? Who helps and
hinders the student’s learning progress?

The objectives of the research:

1. By applying theoretical analysis, to distinguish educational factors that
determine the learning success of students with learning disabilities.

2. By applying the interview content analysis, to mark out positive and
negative learning factors of students with learning disabilities.
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Methodology and Methods

In order to reveal the situation of the support provided and the characteristics
and of a child with learning disabilities, the qualitative methods such as
interview and interview content analysis have been chosen. To receive full
evaluation of the situation, the support providers and beneficiaries have been
chosen as participants. By the principles of targeted sampling by age (1-5
forms), disorder (learning disabilities) and place of studies (X district school),
33 students, 23 parents, 22 teachers and 13 student support specialists (special
educators, speech therapists, psychologists, social educators) have been chosen
and participated.

Semi-structured interviews have been applied. Question contents for children
and adults were essentially the same. However, the phrasing of the questions,
depending on the educational roles, age and experience of participants, varied
insignificantly.

Interview questions revealing the child’s learning situation have been
about how has the learning (the Lithuanian language, mathematics and other
subjects) proceeded? What subjects have been successful? What subjects have
been unsuccessful and why?/ What subjects have been quite successful? What
tasks can they perform well without the help of the teacher? What do they fail
to succeed at and why? Questions about support at school: Who helps the
student learn at school? What specialist’s support is provided? In what ways is
the student assisted? How often does the student receive help? Questions about
the satisfaction with the support: Whose/what help did the learners need?
Whose support is the most important? What help is most required? What kind
of help would the student like to/not want to? Why? What specialist/person’s
support brings the most benefit? What kind of help is mostly beneficial to the
child? Questions about the support in the family: Who helps a child to learn at
home? How is the student helped? What kind of (learning) support would the child
wish/would not wish from their family members?/How is the family interested
in student’s achievements? How does the collaboration with the family/teachers
proceed? At the end of the interview, additional questions for the teacher have
been brought: What should the teacher know about this child with a learning
disability? What advice would they give to another teacher who would teach this
child? What should be looked for? etc.

Computerised audio recording tool has been used for interview sound
recording. Audio recording has been stenographed. An interview content
(content) analysis has been applied.
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Based on the research material obtained, the categories reflecting the
objectives and tasks have been identified: the preparation of the child for
learning, learning environment, family, co-operation. These categories
consist of 10 sub-categories revealing positive and negative factors of children’s
education (Table 1). According to the categories and subcategories distinguished,
the survey statements of interviewed participants have been analysed. The
number of statements and their averages have been reported. The coincidences
and differences of education participants’ positions have been analysed.

The Results of the Research

Positive and negative learning factors influencing the student with learning
disabilities have been distinguished by the interview content analysis. The
categories and sub-categories of the educational factors and the number of
statements of interviewed participants, according to subcategories marked, are
shown in Table 1.

Table 1
The categories of educational factors and sub-factors and
the number of statements
Number of statements
Categories Sub-categories Children | Parents | Teachers S];ie;ctisa-

Learning achievements/
Child'’s pre- | difficulties

paration to | Behaviour and attitude
study helping hindering 35/12 27/36 | 125/191 | 91/123
learning

Personal reinforcement/
lack of reinforcement
Study envi- | Support provided/ lack of
ronment support

Appreciated/ depreciated
support

Family support/ lack of
support

Family Family member support
in learning/ lack of 117/5 78/6 57/48 46/ 63
support

157/145 | 66/86 | 273/350 | 262/266

0/0 4/2 | 101/14 | 101/3

116/74 | 75/29 | 176/91 |195/117

84/10 | 75/3 | 167/32 | 192/24

2/1 15/22 | 21745 | 45/77
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Continued Table 1

Collaboration of educator
and the student/ lack of 0/1 0/0 10/13 19/6
collaboration
Collaboration of teachers
and specialists/ lack of 0/0 0/0 16/28 39/32
collaboration
Collaboration of educators
and family/ lack of 0/0 62/18 108/48 117/53
collaboration

Collabora-
tion

Analysing the content of the interview of the participants, prominent
coincidences stood out: most statements submitted by the participants have
been in sub- categories of learning difficulties, learning achievements and
support provided. Parents, teachers and specialists have positively spoken
while evaluating the support provided. Parents and children emphasised
family member support in learning more strongly than teachers and
specialists did.

Child’s preparation to learn. Table 2 shows how different research
participants describe learning difficulties and achievements of students with
learning disabilities.

Table 2

Subcategories of learning achievements/difficulties

Num- | Average

Educatio-
. | bersof | of state-
nal parti- Examples of statements
cipants state- ments
P ments (M)

Learning Achievements

Fill in the gaps with letters. Add, deduct and multiply.
In the Activity Book you need something to colour,
write in, something to write there what you think
Students 157 5 about it. Physical education is success for me, and
also art. Art - I can draw very nicely. Answer the
questions. To measure the length. Can nicely read. Can
read well, understand everything, all the questions.
Reads nicely. To draw and PE. Knows the
multiplication table.

Parents 66 3 Maths is easier to him. Maths, drawing and the
Lithuanian language. Harder to read. Religious
education, music and art.
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Continued Table 2

Teachers

273

12

Counts well. He understands the division as such.
Reads himself, is able to read the text and understands,
at least basically, what was read. Copies - if not
difficult. There is progress in the Lithuanian language
learning - writes a dictation together with others,
keeps up, there is a tempo.

Specialists

262

20

Accomplishes tasks almost in line with rest of the class.
Is able to find the cause-effect relations. He has got a
lot of potential to study. Assimilates the minimum -
that lowest level. Easily tells the text solving course.
The consolidation and crushing of numbers.

Learning Difficulties

Students

145

English is the hardest, hard to learn this language
there. Division isn’t going well. I do everything
very slowly. Badly, as I make a lot of mistakes (in
dictations). I can’t, 1 don’t like the Lithuanian
language. I had to highlight the simple predicate
and I didn’t know what question they answer ask, so
didn’t understand.

Parents

86

Cannot retell, says; they do not let him retell at school
because he can’t; the Lithuanian language is not well;
cannot read in front of the class aloud; copies from
the book, so five or six mistakes; he can’t pronounce;
the table of multiplication is not learnt. He lacks the
memory.

Teachers

350

16

Verbal tasks are harder to him as he is worse at
reading. He is not able to do any tasks by himself.
Hardly reaches the satisfactory level. Makes a lot of
mistakes and struggles. Again no progress. Verbal
tasks are already worse because he is not good at
reading. Writing was worse.

Specialists

266

20

The hardest are the writing tasks. Omission of letters
and these grammar tasks are not easy to accomplish
and put in practice. When it is needed to apply the
rules. The hardest thing - analysis aloud. The skills of
counting by heart are not so well. To create and write
a text. Division by angle is really not easy.

The table shows the total number of interviewed participants’ statements
and their average, i. e. how many statements each interviewee specified on
the average. Statement average allows a better view of the dominant trends
(especially when it is associated with positive or negative characteristics) and
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lets us compare the data from different participants of the educational process,
as the numbers of interviewed participants (students, parents, teachers,
specialists) were different.

Specialists (in both cases, 20 on the average) have presented the majority
of statements on students’ learning achievements and challenges. Teachers
provided negative characteristics of learning difficulties more often (M 16)
than positive about the achievements (M 12). Both parents and students have
submitted positive and negative statements quite equally. Similar numbers of
positive and negative characteristics testify that information about learning
outcomesandlearningdifficultiesareequallyimportanttoeducationparticipants.
Compared with previously analysed data of studies, positive tendency has been
revealed, whereas some of the emphasis on negative characteristics follows the
evaluation of equivalent learning difficulties and achievements. Speaking about
the achievements and learning difficulties, students identified their skills in one
or another area and provided the information about tasks, which are easy and
hard to manage. Parents have mentioned how well their children do in one or
the other subject. Teachers emphasise the students’ knowledge compatibility
with the satisfactory level of achievement, the success in reading, writing
and arithmetic, as well as the ability to perform tasks together with the class.
Specialists refer to the Lithuanian language and mathematics tasks in details as
well as language learning areas. Teachers and other specialists usually speak
about the learning of Lithuanian and mathematics, the children and their
parents, in addition to these things, refer to the learning success in physical
education and art.

Students approximately three times more often talked about their behaviour
and provisions that facilitated the study than about the behaviour and attitudes
that hindered learning. Children mentioned the perseverance to complete
tasks, seeking of the support, efforts to carry out the task without errors.
Negative characteristic have revealed too little effort in homework assignments
and difficulties facing an insurmountable task. Specialists and teachers
mostly emphasised negative behaviour and attitudes that hindered learning
(specialists indicated 10 on the average and teachers roughly 9 such claims).
Although teachers talk about students’ perseverance, enjoyment of the results
achieved, more often refer to pupils’ inability to self-control when facing the
failure, the desire to lead regardless of the quality of the engagement. Specialists
talk about perseverance, willingness to accept support and the difficulties faced
by the students due to improper activity rate, excessive impulsiveness or short-
lasting focus. Parents often talked about the child’s behaviour and attitudes

79



SPECIALUSIS UGDYMAS / SPECIAL EDUCATION 2016 1 (34)

that hindered learning. To the parents, children’s desire to learn and effort in
homework completion are important.

Summarising the interviewed participants’ statements about the children’s
preparation to learn, we can state that the students evaluate their learning
situation as quite favourable. Characteristics of students’ learning achievements
and learning difficulties to parents, teachers and specialists are equally
important. Although there is a remaining tendency to evaluate the achievements
and difficulties according to the skills of reading, writing and counting, parents
and children reveal the success of learning in different areas. They often talk
about the achievements of studying art, music, physical education and ability
to speak or dance nicely. Children and their parents have little spoken about
the children’s behaviour and attitudes that help or hinder learning. This may
indicate the debasement of the parent and children’s role in learning, lack of
responsibility for learning outcomes and inactivity in making decisions related
to learning and changes in behaviour and attitudes.

Learning environment. In the reinforcement/lack of reinforcement
sub- category of the learning environment, specialists (M 8) and teachers
(M 5) submitted characteristics that are more positive. The teachers talked
about stimulating learning evaluation system and difficulty circumvention by
eliminating complex tasks or approaching them differently, child’s sedation and
disclosure of their strengths to the learners themselves. Specialists often talked
aboutthe teacher-child relationships and agreements which motivated, sedation
looking beyond failures, also mentioned some inappropriate child behaviour
management measures used by the teachers which caused children stress and
anxiety as well as lack of teachers’ attention to educational recommendations
of the PPS or school specialists.

Students did not raise the issues above. Parents provided little information
too. They seldom mentioned praises for the child’s efforts, wrong teacher’s tone
of voice in dealing with the student as a negative aspect.

Table 3 deals with education participants’ opinions concerning the support
and lack of it.
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Table 3
The sub-category of support provided/lack of support provision

The
Educatio- | Number | average
nal parti- | of state- | of state- Examples of statements
cipants ments ments
M)
The Support Provided
Students 116 4 The teacher; peers; speech therapists, psychologists

on Thursday and Wednesday.

Speech therapist; social educators and teachers;
Parents 75 3 receives psychologist’s; teachers, peers, a friend;
and this (special teacher) is very helpful.

And after attends the group after lessons, there the
group teacher helps to prepare for lessons; there is

Teachers 176 8 a consultation for mathematics provided; I use the
help of students; all specialists.
o Me; teacher; willingly goes to social educator’s,
Specialists 195 15 there he communicates; peers help him, actually.
The Lack of Support

One time only (speech therapist); so someone could
help to read, there the division to learn; so they
would not swear, wouldn’t call ill names, teacher
Students 74 2 would also wish; so I was happy and friendly with
them; that I could be with them happy, friendly; |
(should exchange and communicate more herself);
she could invite me to answer more often.

Because of communication, so he wouldn’t be
silent - maybe the psychologist; maybe not all

Parents 29 1 the children accept him; at home she is different,
braver; kindness is important, wouldn’t be angry
with him.

I need to advice myself; maybe we should assign a
Teachers 91 4 student, so he could do a bit more; special educator;

we need a teacher assistant a lot.

So that he could talk clearer, so that he could feel
stronger. He probably lacks psychological help; nor
he would need special educator’s help, to control
his emotions, know how to express themselves;
for this child - the day centre where he could be
involved in activities.

Specialists 117 9
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The support provided to students is mostly stressed by the specialists (on the
average, 15 claims have been stated) and teachers (on the average, 8 claims).
All interviewed participants in this sub-category have submitted approximately
two times more positive statements than negative ones. The information on
particular specialists’ support for a child is provided. Teachers refer to additional
tutorials and conditions made for carrying out homework assignments after
school classes. All groups of interviewed participants mentioned peers support.
Children mention, that there is not enough help of speech therapists, they would
like more voluntary help from peers, and teachers could come to explain more
often and ask to answer their questions. Parents have often talked about the
psychological support or lack of support, about the need of the softer tone of
teacher’s voice in dealing with a child. They think that specialists could help their
child to feel braver at school and reveal himself/herself. Teachers talk about the
lack support during lessons - support of a special educator, teacher assistant
and the need of peers support, also mention the lack of their competencies.
Specialists often refer to difficulties which need more intensive specialists’ help
to overcome.

Table 4 discloses how to interviewed participants evaluate the benefits of
child support.

Table 4

The sub-category of valuation/devaluation of the support provided

Educati- Num- | Average
ber of | of state-
onal par- Examples of statements
ticipants state- | ments
ments (M)
Valuation of the Support Provided
Teachers. The Lithuanian language is what I need to
study more, we learn pronunciation, writing, reading
at speech therapist’s. Somebody from the class helps
Students g4 3 me with Lithuanian. When in pairs we need to read.
They tell us how to write the words there. They (special
educator) teach me how to write more properly. Class
teacher is the most important of all. Not the same (at
the special educator’s) is easier.
Speech therapist helps, we can see - the child changes,
Parents 75 3 really. H(j;'lps to verballyl express the. thoughts. He 1"5
braver with maths too. It’s easier for him now. He hasn’t
got negative marks yet.
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Continued Table 4

Of the special educator, he works individually, the
approach is different then. Even if he is capricious, in five
or ten minutes, he works again, and last year he could
sit for the whole lesson doing nothing. At the special
educator’s ,the sessions are individual and manifests on
writing a lot, and the maths goes forward too.

The time when he can express himself helps him a lot.

Teachers 167 8

It is really useful and easier to see how to solve the
conflicts, to decide how to deal with difficulties, more
Sp'ecia- 192 15 objectively, when they hear the opinions of others.
lists The teacher has put a lot of work. There is progress, if
compared. Really changed, he willingly goes to school
because it was a period when he was afraid to go to
school. Communicated and he adapted normally.
Devaluation of the Support Provided
I could attend the Lithuanian language classes, but I did
not want (at special educator’s). I do not understand
there the words (at the conversation with the
psychologist). Doesn’t help much (social worker). We do
there the same as in the class (at special educator’s; so
we write there and I can’t read and divide.
I explain differently, not like the teacher (child does
not understand teacher’s explanations). He wanted to
buy other workbook on Lithuanian, and I intentionally
bought the same “Pupa”. They do not go there (to the
speech therapist and special educator) - what are you
talking about?
Can’t see any changes. There is no point to attend the
speech therapist until his tongue is not fixed. He did not
accept the help of the assistant. He does not like to work
in groups.
He started to avoid attending classes with stronger
ones. Parents did not really want him to attend the
24 2 psychologist. Think that something is wrong if he does
not attend. A lot more benefit is gained when he is in the
class with peers (that at special educator’s).

Students 10 0

Parents 3 0

Teachers 32 1

Specia-
lists

Inthe sub- category of evaluation of the provided support, positive statements
are dominant. Assessing the success of their support, most positive statements
have been submitted by the specialists (M 15) and teachers (M 8). Parents (M
3) identify benefits of the support to their children’s progress. Children (M 3)
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speak about people whose support bring the most benefits and often mention
teachers and peers. Students estimate specialists’ support critically, mention
that the psychologist’s language is not understandable to them and that special
educator helps, butnotin the area the child himself thinks he needs it. One would
think about the educational goals of specialists that are incompatible with the
child’s goals, when the goal of the support and the benefits of the activities are
not stated clearly. Teachers provide information about the specialists’ support
and the child’s progress. Specialists assess their own, colleague’s, teacher’s
help provided, the benefits of individual attention to the child and express the
concern if a child, along with his/her peers, perceives the support as evidence
of failure.

Summing up the learning environment evaluation, we could say virtually all
participants see the educational learning environment as more favourable than
unfavourable. The analysis of information on the student support and support
benefits shows that its providers, special educators and teachers consider it
best. Beneficiaries (pupils and their parents) refer to several times less similar
statements. On the one hand, this approach to the situation can be explained
by the fact that educational support and its effectiveness is understood best by
the specialists and educators because they are specialists. On the other hand, it
is suggested that students and their parents are not sufficiently involved in the
process of planning and provision of support. Perhaps, there are few discussions
about the support, its provision and its benefits with the students, and the
support is not understood as an internal demand by the beneficiaries. The data
is consistent with previous trends suggesting that school administrators and
specialists evaluate the support more favourably than parents and students, as
found by the study (AlisSauskas et al., 2011).

Family support. Paradoxically, children and parents, spoke on family
member support/lack of support issues rarely and they submitted equal numbers
of positive and negative statements. Parents claim trying to stimulate children’s
willingness to learn and provide right conditions for learning and rest. Children
rarely spoke and pointed out that the mother or father understood and supported
them the most. Teachers and specialists in their answers provide twice as many
negative characteristics, in which it is spoken about parents’ little attention to
the child’s learning and unsafe environment at home, etc.

Table 5 shows how respondents evaluate family member support in learning.
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Table 5

The sub-category of family member support/
lack of family member support in learning

Educatio- | Number Average
of state-

nal parti- | of state- Examples of statements

cipants ments ments
M)

Family Member Support in Learning

The cousin helps in mathematics, the mother in

Lithuanian and the aunt in English; she (sister) helps

Students 117 4 me to count, write, she dictates and [ write; reads the

problem and advises what to write there; I write with

a pencil, then check and then re-write with a pen.

If he reads and doesn’t understand, then we explain;

Parents 78 3 I help more and mother does the homework together

with him.

You can see he works at home too; mother’s help is

Teachers 57 3 beneficial; He’s hot an senior brother - he consults

too.

The mother only supervises, so they could prepare

Specialists 46 4 the homework; there was one aunt that helped; you

can see where he can read, write or count.

Lack of Family Member Support in Learning

The mother and father really can’t (English); from

the mother; to write or read together.

Students 5 0

I also struggled with Lithuanian, I came from Russia,
Parents 6 0 we speak Russian with grannies; I can’t myself; I do
not succeed.

Learning conditions are very difficult; you need to
have strong motivation and strong will, so you could
learn well; promises to control, but still does not do
his homework.

Teachers 48 2

Homework is not always done; there is no depth in
Specialists 63 5 learning. If the mother sometimes tells him to do,
that’s all.

In the sub-category of family member support/lack of learning, teachers
and specialists provided similar numbers of positive and negative statements.
Teachers and specialists in positive characteristics refer to family members’
attention to homework, real benefits of learning at home, whereas in negative -
about poor domestic chores for homework, poor parental skills to explain
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tasks, little children control. Children often mention various relatives’ support
in homework on different subjects, talk about “Skype” application use while
asking for help from relatives abroad. They also speak of poor skills of their
parents in some fields. Parents admit they are not always able to help because
they do not understand, cannot, and consider the reading of tasks and explaining
of the homework, what their child does not understand, as well as support
in the process of doing it as help. Parents and children are positive about the
support fact as such, while teachers and specialists aim at quality support at
home. They mention poor parental skills, habits in the family. Educators should
not expect a parent to possess pedagogical competencies. The question of role
administration and excessively complex tasks exceeding the actual capacities of
the child arises.

Collaboration of educational participants. The students have not spoken
of collaboration among education participants (children, parents, teachers,
specialists), the parents have only spoken of the educator-family collaboration.
It possibly testifies that parents and children are poorly informed about
the team support delivery system at the school and poor parents’ and child’s
engagement and involvement in education. Teachers give details on what
agreements with the child are used, how they talk about child’s learning with
specialists. Specialists mention how they coordinate the support provision
times with children and how they accept the child’s proposals. The statements
when teachers and specialists say they do not know who helps the children
with their homework assignments and how they succeed in other subjects were
valued as negative.

Inthe sub-category of the collaboration/lack of collaboration between teachers
and specialists, teachers and specialists have submitted the same amount of
positive and negative answers. In positive characteristics, the information about
the different forms of collaboration, agreeing on time, curriculum, teaching
methods and tools, between the teacher and the specialist has been disclosed.
In negative characteristics, there have been answers submitted on the teacher
or specialist not knowing which specialist helps a child, what are the goals of
help provision; there is no coherence between the teacher and special educator
while combining the support and its contents for the child. The statements,
which are not rare and show that teacher and specialist do not know about
what, when and why, besides them, provides the support, allow us drawing
assumptions about poor collaboration among support providers.

In the sub-category of educator and family collaboration/lack of collaboration,
positive feedback of parents, teachers and specialists prevail. Parents mention
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forms of collaboration with the teacher or class teacher and speak of the
benefits the e-diary brings. The negative characteristics claimed by parents deal
with statements about the indisposition to attend due to miscommunication
with the teacher, the difficulties of time off at work, time pressure. Teachers and
specialists refer to parental visits to the school, interest in their child’s learning
results, active participation in school events organised by the school, the Child
Welfare Board meetings and a negative impact on the mal-collaboration, failure
to keep promises to come to school. Specialists talk about the sharing the
information on support provision success, joint decision-making, collaboration
in changing the child’s undesirable behaviour, developing their language. As
a negative matter, specialists pointed out the lack of communication with the
family and collaboration initiatives.

The conclusions of the study:

e Education participants (teachers, specialists, students and their parents)
consider the educational factors (the child’s preparation to learn, learning
environment, family support and assistance, educators’ collaboration) of
the majority of students with learning disabilities as more favourable
than unfavourable.

e Education participants point out the information on the learning
outcomes and learning difficulties and consider both equally important.
This rejects to date conducted research findings on the apparent
dominance of the negative characteristics while evaluating the learning
success of children with special educational needs.

e The specialists- special educators and teachers evaluate the students’
educational help and support provision better than the beneficiaries, i. e.
students and parents. This suggests that students and their parents are
not sufficiently involved in the process of the planning and provision of
support and are not sufficiently motivated. Therefore, the awareness of
the help does not always develop the internal demand of the consumers.

e The feedback of the education participants concerning the issues of
collaboration testify poor information on delivery of the system of team
support provision at school intended for the parents and children as
well as poor parents’ and children’s engagement and involvement in
education.

e The results of the research revealed positive tendencies of education
(greater orientation to student achievements rather than difficulties and
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peer support, etc.) of students with learning disabilities and stated that
poor children’s and parents’ (as educational partners’) involvement in
the educational process remains a topical issue.
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EDUCATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF STUDENTS
WITH LEARNING DISABILITIES

Jelena Galvydyté, Algirdas AliSauskas
Summary

The article describes educational characteristics of students with learning
disabilities. To receive a full evaluation of the situation, the support providers
and beneficiaries have been chosen as participants. By the principles of targeted
sampling, 33 students, 23 parents, 22 teachersand 13 student supportspecialists
(special educators, speech therapists, psychologists, social educators) have
been chosen and participated. Semi-structured interviews have been applied.
The participants of the research (students, parents, teachers, specialists) have
been submitted questions about the child’s learning situation and the support
provided at school and home. The answer analysis revealed positive and
negative factors that affected the students with learning disabilities during the
process of teaching and learning. The majority of these environmental factors
(the children’s preparation to learn, learning environment, family support
and assistance, collaboration of educators) are more construed as favourable
rather than unfavourable by the education participants (teachers, special
educators, students and their parents). The specialists, i. e. special educators
and teachers, evaluate students’ educational help and support provision better
than the beneficiaries, i. e. students and parents. This suggests that students
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and their parents are not sufficiently involved in the process of the planning
and provision of support and are not sufficiently motivated. Therefore, the
awareness of the help does not always manifest as a developed internal demand
to the consumers. The feedback of the education participants concerning the
issues of collaboration testify poor information about the delivery system of
team support provided at school to the parents and children as well as poor
parents’ and children’s engagement and involvement in education. Moreover,
the research discloses positive tendencies of education of students with
learning disabilities (greater orientation to students’ achievements instead of
difficulties; peer support and the like). It is ascertained that poor inclusion and
involvement of children and parents, as education partners, is the issue that
remains relevant.
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