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Introduction

Learning disability in the college writing classroom, a growing aresauafy in the
field of composition, encourages an inclusive pedagogy that will ultimiaéglgfit student
and instructor alike. In November 2006, the Conference on College Composition and
Communication submitted a position statement titled “A Policy on Disabilityd@C.” In
the position statement, the Committee on Disability Issues in College Cibimpos
acknowledges “that disability studies enhances learning and teachingemecotimposition”
and affirms “that people with disabilities bring a valuable source of diyeecsdollege
composition classrooms.” More importantly, the committee acknowledges dgtiteofifull
inclusion for all members of society” and that “full inclusion for people with disabki
means moving beyond narrow conceptions of disability as a flaw, a deficit, drta ba
accommodated” (“A Policy on Disability”). It seems obvious to say thati¢hek ¢f
composition should be fully inclusive, or attempt to teach every student. However, many
learning disabled students have not encountered an inclusive, accessible classneom
entire education. In order to have a fully inclusive classroom, a classroom ngtewetion
can offer success to students, the methods of college composition instruction avith nee
change. Instructors will need to focus on the strengths of learning disabégkastiters,
which are not usually the same as the strengths of more traditional wiitdremnts. New
teaching methods will challenge non-learning disabled students and teach them a ne
approach to writing, while granting learning disabled students more confidence in the
ability as writers. Of course, some composition instructors will be unable toatiethe time

needed to change teaching methods, and it is fanciful to declare that a new phitdsoph
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teaching will completely dissolve the learning differences betweelests. For some
composition classrooms, the overhauling of teaching practices does not make sense and
should not be attempted. However, | argue that the field of composition should be aware of
inclusive teaching practices which could benefit learning disabled and, telyrell

students.

One approach to discovering new methods of compaosition instruction is to examine
an institution which for years has found success in teaching learning disabéep cofiters.
Landmark College in Putney, Vermont, is “the nation’s only accredited college devote
exclusively to serving students with learning disabilities” (Hecker Bas thesis will look
at Landmark College as a case study, and will specifically note how laski@methods in
the composition classroom (including the school’s extensive technology program) can be
used to create an inclusive environment in composition classrooms around the country.

Linda Hecker is a writing instructor at Landmark College and currentiglazis
workshops around the country as part of the Landmark College Institute fordkesed
Training. | first discovered her work, and thus Landmark College, while conduetagrch
for two seminar papers in the spring of 2008. One paper | wrote tracked thesidisais
learning disabilityin composition and rhetoric journals, and the other encouraged new
methods of writing instruction to benefit learning disabled (and ultimali¢lgcdiege
writers. As part of that work, | found Hecker’s 19@iiglish Journakrticle, “Walking,
Tinkertoys, and Legos: Using Movement and Manipulatives to Help Students"\Astihe
title suggests, Hecker uses a multimodal approach to writing instruction, raicle e
regarding “walking” an essay or “building” an argument using physical shgech as

Tinkertoys were intriguing. Hecker based her instruction on multipleigeatte theoriy—



the idea that students have different learning styles and different acattemiths. For

example, walking strategies use kinesthetic intelligence and buildinggsésemploy

spatial intelligence (47). Although Hecker intendedEnglish Journalarticle for middle

school and high school English teachers, the teaching methods she describes &mentake

her own college-level writing courses. Her methods were utilized only dinengrocess of
generating ideas and organizing papers, but perhaps her multimodal approach coulg also hel
generate ideas during the composing process.

Linda Hecker’s article suggested something about Landmark Collegeiseuniq
approach to writing instruction. A few months later, | decided to visit the Landmarg€oll
campus because the school was a unique institution that seemed to employ ngiesstrate
regarding learning disabled college students and the composition classroamgikig plan
was to contact Landmark and schedule a two or three day visit in October, but théhadhool
a better idea. The Director of Admissions Ben Mitchell, my contact atrharld invited me
to Landmark’s “Professional Visit Days” in November, a monthly event in whgih $chool
counselors and college educators from all over the country come to Putney to learn more
about Landmark College and its mission, its methods of instruction, and learningitaisabi
in general.

My visit to Landmark College confirmed the notion that the methods of writing
instruction and assistive technologies used at Landmark College can prowas fesghe
composition classroom. Part of Landmark’s mission statement is “to trangferway
students learn, educators teach, and the public thinks about education” (“Mission
Statement”). Most learning disabled college students receive accononsdathich allow

them to “bypass” parts of assignments or receive extra help on tests, btigatstizes



them in the classroom as different. Students at Landmark College do not receive
accommodations because the school’s unique teaching methods are directed to the strengt
of their students. One of the two-year college’s main goals is to provide its studgmthe

tools and strategies they will need to be successful in a typical foucgiege or

university, and eighty percent of Landmark’s students go on to a four-year cfliege
receiving their Associate’s degree. Lessons from Landmark Collegeatiace the need for
controversial accommodations, and the methods of Landmark instructors likeHanker

may also challenge the typical college writer’s (and writing uastr’s) assumptions about
writing.

Before describing Landmark College and its teaching practices, the neah seill
review the discussion of learning disability in composition studies. For the madytyears,
compositionists have regarded learning disabled college students as cogditigednt;
they have argued over the value of accommodations in the writing classroom, ahaviaey
reflected on the troubling identity created for learning disabled studentsirQhby past few
years have compositionists begun to discuss new methods of writing instructicarthat
benefit learning disabled (and ultimately all) college writers. Aegal discussion of possible
methods of instruction geared to the learning disabled writer serves asdungtion to the
programs and purpose of Landmark College. The context of Landmark’s history as an
institution, its current academic programs, and future goals are impariamierstand the
college’s unique approach to writing instruction and, specifically, its approaathtwtegy
in the classroom. After the introduction to Landmark College, the subsequent sectieesf
on Landmark’s institutional support for assistive technology—software prognaths

devices created to assist people with disabilities. Landmark employsvassishnology



extensively in the composition classroom, and the major types of assishweltegy used
by Landmark can possibly be adapted to any college composition classrodliy, Fmn#
suggest three principles of instruction at Landmark College—universal design,
metacognition, and flexibility—that can help define the future of inclusive catrgos

instruction.



Review of Writing Difficulties in the College Composition
Classroom: Cause, Construction, and Current Practice

The history of learning disability in higher education is long and varied, and the
conversation in composition and rhetoric concerning the learning disabled collegyecami
generally be divided into four main topics: cause, accommodations, identityedagogy.
While the conversation moves over time from one topic to the next, each topic alsiesncl
articles outside of the general timeline. The first articles published daiwedaistories of
basic writing and learning disability by focusing on the cause of writiffiguty (Rose
1988; Hunter 1990; McAlexander 1991). These articles debate whether writioglté&$
can be attributed to either a “cognitive” or a “socioeconomic” cause, andoheot advance
solutions or pedagogical strategies for struggling college writées second group of
articles debates the necessity of accommodations afforded to leasabtedicollege
students (Brueggemann et al. 2001; White 2002), following the passage of the Adults with
Disabilities Act (1990), which provides extra services to learning or pHlysttisabled
college students to accommodate their disability. Common examples of accomnsdat
include extra time on exams or a university-provided note-taker. Most of thesesaatiree
that accommodations can both hurt and help learning disabled college students. For many
students, university-approved accommodations truly do “accommodate” their disabilit
However, the danger of accommodations is that they label the students who use them as
“disabled” and are often considered an unfair advantage by non-learnibipdisaudents.

The third subject of articles, identity, takes a position from the field of digadtlidies in

composition by claiming that a student’s “labeled” learning disabled tgesita social



construction (Gander and Strothman 2005; Lewiecki-Wilson, Dolmage, and Jurecic 2008)
Disability scholars in composition claim that the non-disabled majorityegitiEarning

disabled students and creates an inferior, false identity for them. Théar@stopics under

review diagnose learning disabled students; they stigmatize students witlhna@dations

and label students as disabled. However, the fourth major topic of conversation in
composition, pedagogy, moves beyond the arguments over cause, accommodations, and the
learning disabled identity to a discussion of new methods of teaching that cah bnsthef

learning and non-learning disabled college students (Lindblom and Dunn 2003; Barber-

Fendley and Hamel 2004).

A Question of Cause

An early explanation for basic writers, popular during the influence of cegniti
science in composition studies during the late 1970s and early 1980s, is that the thought
process of basic writers is fundamentally different from that of seecallormal” writers.
Mike Rose, while not fully rejecting cognitive science in composition reseaxplores the
possible dangers of a cognitive explanation for basic writing in his artickedoWiag the
Mind and Page: Remedial Writers and Cognitive Reductionism.” In this articlesipedblin
1988, Rose provides an overview of four scientific theories of cognition that are often
borrowed by composition scholars and applied to basic writers: cognitive sigiessof the
brain and brain hemispheres, Jean Piaget’s theory of stages in cognitive develapthent
orality/literacy theoryRose believes that all four theories have interesting implications for
the study of human cognition, but he also believes it is a mistake to apply thesestteeori

remedial writers and their texts because they lead to a classroomhyerarc



One theory Rose tackles is cognitive style, which refers to the manngylet teith

which a person solves a task. Rose describes the work of Herman A. Witkin, who analyzed

cognitive style according to a person’s “field dependence” or “field independenceltA f

independent person often uses “previously learned principles and rules to guide (His or her

behavior” while a field dependent person is dependent on the “surrounding context” of a
problem when trying to solve it (25-26). Rose believes that cognitive style loewad
interesting addition to the analysis of college writers. “Maybe the dissodfseld
independents would be more analytical and impersonal,” Rose muses, “while peliddat
discourse would be richer in social detail” (27). Ultimately, however, R¢sets¢he place
of cognitive style in composition because of its inherent preference foirigdgpendent
subjects. According to Rose, “Cognitive style is not intended to be a measure ‘sfriaty
someone is,” yet multiple studies on cognitive style “suggest that field depEnde
independence significantly overlaps with measures of intelligence” (28gffitive style is
applied to the writing classroom, field-independent students become the emtelfgpod”
writers while field-dependent students automatically become the reridid! writers.
Rose fights against such a classroom hierarchy, which he also sees whedi¢iseo$torain
hemispheres, Jean Piaget’s theory of stages in cognitive development, anditerality/|
theory are applied to the composition classroom.

The trouble with attributing writing difficulties to cognitive differencehat it
reduces the amazing diversity of human intellect. Rose writes, “If | contghiess this
essay’s investigation down to a single conceptual touchstone, it would be this: Human
cognition—even at its most stymied, bungled moments—is rich and varied” (50). When

compositionists attempt to define a student’s difficulty with writing asgaitioe issue, they
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oversimplify the workings of the human brain, and they inadvertently judge such stadent
intellectually inferior. At the end of “Narrowing the Mind and Page,” Rodle frx all

writing instructors not to privilege a cognitive hierarchy in theirssiasms: “We must be
vigilant that the systems of intellect we develop or adapt do not ground our students’
difficulties in sweeping, essentially one-dimensional perceptual, nesigbbgical,
psychological, or linguistic processes, systems that drive broad cognitigesveetween
those who do well in our schools and those who don’'t” (51). Rose’s call in 1988 is just as
relevant for learning disabled students today, who now suffer from the “broadiwegni
wedges” that still exist in the classroom.

Since the publication of Rose’s article, a cognitive explanation for bagersvis
rarely mentioned anymore. Recent scholarship usually assumes that aoacmec
background is responsible for a student’s level of preparedness for college. Haveve
discussion of cognition did not fully disappear from the pages of composition journals. With
the appearance of learning disabled students on college campuses, a caiseé for
writing troubles again gained prominence. Currently, many basic writing pnegna
universities across the country are shutting down, while the enrolimentmhigdisabled
college students continues to rise. In this way, a cognitive cause for learmbijtgtisnay
actually help learning disabled college students.

As with basic writing, compositionists for a time attributed the cause wfihea
disability to cognitive difference. Two early articles, published in 1990 and 1991,
encapsulate the argument over the “cause” of learning disability. Paul Hewitaws three
books about learning disability from three different academic disciplines arrilrey

Disabilities: New Doubts, New Inquiries” and discovers that all three books qués#



“neurological” cause of learning disability. Hunter chooses books by a clpsgahologist
(Gerald Coles), a sociologist (James G. Carrier), and learning digabddarchers (Kenneth
A. Kavale and Steven R. Forness). Hunter posits that educators, parents, and even the
government have made learning disability “the label of choice for our underathievi
students” and concludes that learning disability research needs to move fralefitie
driven research of the past” to “research based on the social experiencainfidasabled
individuals” (93, 97). However, Patricia McAlexander, in a response to Hunter, Iseievs
oversimplifying the conclusions of the books he reviews. McAlexander is willingcepa
that “physical brain function is not the sole factor in determining cognitmetft and that
socioeconomic factors are “equally” or even perhaps “more important” irunnegshe
cause of student success or struggle (225). Yet, learning disability reseancall fields
(including those from Hunter’s review) are not ready to abandon a cognitivefoause
learning disability. McAlexander writes that educators should try toritas a middle
position between the two extreme reactions of defensiveness or sudden disbelrgimg le
disabilities” (225). Since the publication of Hunter’s book review, many resrarahd
scholars have followed his advice. Articles on learning disability in corm@ogournals
published within the last few years ignore or sidestep the issue of “causgsthtr and
move to a discussion of teaching practices and new methods of instruction.

However, the increased diagnosis of autism has recently reintroducedweogniti
theory to composition studies. Generally, autism is characterized hitivepeehaviors and
an inability to respond to social situations, which is very different from dystexi
AD/HD—Iearning disabilities usually characterized by difficultytwieading and writing.

This difference may explain why Ann Jurecic argues in her recent &Nieleodiversity”
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that cognitive theory might explain and assuage the writing difficulties otiaubsit not
learning disabled) college writers. Much like the increase of learngadpléid students
attending college, the now relatively small number of college students on @tecauti
spectrum is expected to grow. In her article, Jurecic introduces the awdlktge writer to
composition instructors. Jurecic specifically spotlights Asperger’s Symelra high-
functioning form of autism. She introduces her readers to typical Aspergiantiprosgh
examples from two writers: the fictional Christopher Boone, from the ridveCurious
Incident of the Dog in the Night-Timand the animal scientist Temple Grandin. Jurecic
compares the writing of Grandin and Christopher Boone to “Gregory,” one of her
composition students who exhibits signs of Asperger’s. All three writers hidicelty
understanding the idea of an audience. For example, Gregory does not know to explain
confusing concepts which he thoroughly understands, but which his audience might not.
Jurecic does not know how to teach Gregory and spends the rest of her articleragtémpt
find a foothold in composition scholarship” that can help her (432). In the end, Jurecic rests
on cognitive science and on Linda Flower’s research tying the cognitive@mposition.
Jurecic understands that a reintroduction of the cognitive is dangerous, but ewneshels
necessary because “the pedagogical challenge Gregory poses . . disvcarte produced
by, neurological difference” (432). Jurecic insists on the use of “coguiififexence,” rather
than the more loaded “cognitive impairment,” throughout her article. Recogtiargpical
explanation for both basic writers and learning disabled writers, Jurecicsatgiewill

have to acknowledge that some differences are biologically as welltasattulconstructed”
(436). Rather than using cognitive science simply to identify differencegidurelieves it

can be used to understand how autistic students think and thus help us realize the best way to
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help them learn. Jurecic is interested in accepting a cognitive causetiiog difficulty, but
she limits her acceptance to only autistic college students.

Rose, Hunter, McAlexander, and Jurecic debate the “cognitive” or “socioe@inom
cause of writing difficulty from a composition studies perspective. Legmisability
scholars and researchers, on the other hand, often approach the cause of learrityg disabi
(LD) from a scientific perspective. These scholars embrace the cogratige of disability
because it allows learning disabled students more options in their educationseaisogl
disability scholars believe a cognitive cause for learning disability miotelsave to equal a
label and a negative social construction. MacLean Gander and Stuart Strothman, bot
administrators at Landmark College, are two such scholars who writdtleperspective of
learning disability studies in their 2005 handbd@aching Writing to Students with
Learning Disabilities They write, “The current focus within the composition field on social
constructivism is generally at odds with the cognitivist orientation of thedl®, and
consequently the two fields disregard one another almost entirely” (2). dtesr&ander
and Strothman wish to bring the fields of composition and learning disability stlioées
together, so they dedicate one chapter of their book to four major approaches to compositi
that may help the learning disabled college writer: expressivism, n@gprocess, critical
theory, and social constructivism. Not surprisingly, Gander and Strothmawve&he
cognitive approach to the study of writing processes pioneered by Flower argd. Haye
connect[s] closely with modes of inquiry characteristic of the LD field).(Like Mike
Rose, Gander and Strothman consider human cognition to be naturally diverse, which
explains why a student who struggles in English class can excel in art oHoa#wver,

unlike Rose, the Landmark authors believe that cognitive science can both emxglh&i@a
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students who have difficulty writing. Although learning disability scholars@rader and
Strothman still embrace cognitive theory, and although the increase in agikge

students has brought cognition back to composition, the discussion of the cause of writing
difficulty has generally fallen out of favor in composition studies. However, tkigtoy@c of
discussion, accommodations, would not exist without a cognitive cause for learning
disability.

Accommodations and Learning Disability

One way that a cognitive cause can help learning disabled students is dingffor
them accommodations in their college classrooms. In 1990, the Americans sathlibes
Act required accommodations to be given to LD students based on their disability or their
cognitive difference from other college students. Since that time, manggocseand
administrators in higher education have criticized the accommodationsdjtariéarning
disabled students. One famous encapsulation of the argument against accommodations
involves Boston University (BU) President Jon Westling and one of his former students,
nicknamed “Somnolent Samantha.” In 1995, then Provost Westling describes “Sanrantha”
a series of speeches and interviews as the typical learning disabled stiydlegton
accommodations to achieve academic success. According to Westling, “Sdmaetia
“extra time on tests, a separate room for testing, a seat in the front tbhwglarfrom her
professor if she missed information because she could not help falling asleeghduring
lectures” (White 705). Westling uses “Samantha” to prove that accommusl&teplace
academic rigor with excuse,” but a few years after his initial camsrand after six learning
disabled students successfully sued BU over Westling’s anti-accommodatmespol

Westling admitted that “Somnolent Samantha” never actually existedd8emann et al.
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376). “Samantha’” is a stereotype, an extreme exaggeration of learrabtedisollege
students and the accommodations they request. “Samantha” is also an example of the
“growing learning disability backlash” apparent in higher education (Brueguestal.
376). Many college instructors, administrators, and students are critmata@hmodations,
and the Westling example proves that some of these critics will go to extreaseires to
demonstrate that accommodations do not have a place in the academy.

Another major criticism of accommodations for learning disabled colkegests is
that such accommodations are unfair to the other students. According to PatbBcianAn
her section of “Becoming Visible: Lessons in Disability"—a 2003 collaipgrarticle
written by Brenda Jo Brueggemann, Linda Feldmeier White, Dunn, Barbara ferbiejf
and Johnson Cheu—administrators like Jon Westling imply that accommodations give
learning disabled students “special treatment” or an “unfair advantagedantorposition
“students against each other” (Brueggemann et al. 377). She writes of thecl8om
Samantha” story, “The image of one student dozing through a lecture, only to be given a
private catch-up session with the professor when she finally awoke, vigisedet infuriate
other students, themselves struggling to stay awake through long lectuaésdehave
office-hour access to the professor” (Brueggemann et al. 377). The an¢gewéet learning
disabled college students increases the stigma of disability and mayrdige some students
from seeking the help afforded to them by the Adults with DisabilitiegARA). For those
in higher education who support accommodations for learning disabilities, thenel
given to students is neither an “unfair advantage” nor a “special privilege™iay &

“level the playing field.” According to Kimber Barber-Fendley and Chiasnel in “A New

Visibility: An Argument for Alternative Assistance Writing Prograrms $tudents with
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Learning Disabilities,” those who believe that accommodations arddaibalieve that
accommodations succeed in making the classroom equal for all students. BsudierRnd
Hamel describe the debate over accommodations as “whirlwind argumentsothag‘f
vacuum that absorbs other LD issues to the point that most of us in rhetoric and composition
are familiar with no other LD issues beyond the controversies of accomorddatls).
Most articles on learning disability in composition journals continue to mention the
accommodation debate, even if they also attempt to introduce new topics of discussion.
For those who write about learning disability in compaosition journals,
accommodations are normally described as imperfect, but necessary. Aegtgir
accommodations can help instructors see past learning disability to aggptieeiatrengths
of all students. However, some accommodations seem ineffective and even inagpfopria
the writing classroom. Linda Feldmeier White, in her section of the collkameaticle
“Becoming Visible: Lessons in Disability,” writes, “Reasonablecacsodation for LD
means questioning our definitions of intelligence and questioning how integrah certa
teaching and testing methods truly are to higher education” (Brueggeman®7)dtor
example, granting a learning disabled student extra time on a test deearsiheffective
accommodation for a writing course. White, in “Learning Disability, Pedagpgind Public
Discourse,” questions “whether teaching practices that require acmbations are really
necessary” (728). If a college instructor decides not to administer @ tasieto any of his or
her students, then all students, learning disabled or not, would benefit. Also, if all students
received as much time as they wanted on tests, then the learning disabled studknbtvoul

be labeled for receiving “special privileges.”
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For many compositionists writing about learning disability, the label ohileg
disability is the most dangerous aspect of accommodations. In order for a $buokent
granted accommodations, he or she needs to prove a learning disability diagnosithéither
student will need to pay for diagnostic tests or present the results of prewging tie the
college or university’s disabilities office. At the end of the process, the studergosive a
letter identifying him or her as learning disabled, which the student wil toggresent to an
instructor in order to be granted accommodations. White writes, “The accommodiadibns
have developed for students with LD often reveal features of schooling Watsanvent or
increase differences among students” (728). As the authors in the followiron sihastrate,
by calling attention to the diagnosis of learning disabled students, wesarmalktructing a

disabled identity for them.

The Construction of a Disabled or Remedial Identity

Accommodations, while providing assistance to learning disabled students, can also
harm students by labeling them as disabled. The construction of a disableg-danttthe
“labeling” of basic writers by universities, other students, and even tsaehsrdangerous,
and often the perpetrators are unaware that they are labeling. In 2000 Lind&dsaer
reviews five booksabout basic writers and evaluates recent trends in basic writing research.
Adler-Kassner is quick to point out the shift in basic writing scholarship from a disous
cause to more promising, and more critical, avenues of research. “In the books under
review,” she writes, “there is not a single essay or chapter focasimgnhat is wrong with
basic writers. Instead, each of these books begins by raising questions abouatizmdoc
institutions structures that have resulted in the idea of the ‘basic wf@&0). The

“labeling” of basic writers provides them with a remedial identity and isefang and
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potentially harmful to students, teachers, and universities. Yet, our acknowledgrtient
construction of a “basic writing identity” is a positive step toward elitmgeahis label and
thus dismantling classroom hierarchies.

Cynthia Lewiecki-Wilson and Jay Dolmage believe that it is also possiblenstruct
an autistic identity that marks students as inferior. Their comment on Ann Jirecic
“Neurodiversity” article tackles the construction of a specificallystigtidentity from the
perspective of disability studies. According to the authors, disability sttatigges that
disability is a social construction. This does not mean that disabilities areahand
embodied; it does mean that the meanings and values attributed to the disablectade ena
by cultures, not nature” (315). Labels and accommodations open the door to social
construction of identity, but, according to Lewiecki-Wilson and Dolmagebatinig autism
to a cognitive cause also encourages labeling and creates an inferidy.idérwtiauthors
accuse Ann Jurecic of condoning the judgment of autistic students as infeaos®et her
defense of cognitive science. Specifically, Lewiecki-Wilson and Dolrd&ggree with
Jurecic’s treatment of her student “Gregory.” Jurecic labels “Grégsrg student with
Asperger’s even though he has never been diagnosed with the disorder. The authers belie
Jurecic’s reintroduction of “cognitive theories” flies “against the \athps of disability
rights, pushing for an even more comprehensive labeling and deficit-based
compartmentalization of autistic writing and writers and the assumption oéni@st view
of difference” (317). Jurecic defends her use of cognitive theory in a respdresgi¢aki-
Wilson and Dolmage, claiming that a reintroduction of the cognitive does not have to equal
the labeling of autistic writers as inferior. Jurecic writes, “Mglgat every moment was to

figure out how best to teach academic writing to students on the spectrum—not tbeirase t
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differences, to ‘cure’ their writing, or to limit neurological differencehe classroom”
(322). Jurecic’s article and response complicate the generally negativenagficognitive
research held by disability and composition theorists who focus on social causgmgf
difficulty instead. Jurecic writes that “since the social turn in compositierfjeld has
largely turned away from cognitive science. While we have been looking the ather w
cognitive and neurosciences have entered a period of enormous growth. Raralyvee&s
go by that we are not informed of new insights into the workings of our brains” (323).
However, although Jurecic’s acceptance of cognitive science is not pophiarfield of
composition, it is similar to the position held by researchers and scholbesfialtl of
learning disability.

Learning disability experts, unlike compositionists, walk a fine line baviee
theories of social construction and cognition. While compositionists seemejat acty one
theory at a time, learning disability scholars believe that learningiliigdnas a cognitive
cause while acknowledging at the same time that the learning disablétyidesm social
construction. Learning disability scholars also believe that classrooandhiees exist
because of the label of learning disability, yet do not believe that attricutiognitive cause
to learning disability automatically creates such a construction. MaclLaateGand Stuart
W. Strothman, in their Landmark College handbdelaching Writing to Students with
Learning Disabilities agree that the “absence of accord” between theories of social
constructivism and theories of cognition make it “a particularly salient pointfiutty for
those who seek to achieve a synthesis between composition theory and learningydisabili

theory” (1). Yet, Gander and Strothman also insist:
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It is the assumption of this handbook that by looking at students
developmentally . . . and by seeing learning problems as based in a complex
and interconnected array of cognitive functions and processes, it is possible to
avoid the sort of reductionism and simple-mindedness that the unitary label,
“learning disabilities,” often fosters. (11)

In other words, for Gander and Strothman—and many other learning disability scmadar
researchers—cognition is not the cause of a constructed learning disabldy, ideniis
solution. The variety of human cognition means that all students have acadengthstiand
weaknesses. If writing instructors provide more opportunity for learning dsahidents to
work using their cognitive strengths, the negative construction of learnirglitysand a

learning disabled identity, may no longer be viable.

New Methods of Writing Instruction

The most recent articles on learning disability attempt to solve the protblem
accommodations and the construction of a disabled identity by creating new methods of
instruction. The key word for most of these new methodxlasivenesslf teaching
practices are tailored to the strengths of learning disabled students, gefutlye
accessible, inclusive practices would make accommodations, and the stigmatedsaith
accommodations, unnecessary. For example, Patricia A. Dunn has fought fovénclusi
teaching practices in the classroom in Hatarning Re-Abled: The Learning Disability
Controversy and Composition Stud{@995) andralking Sketching Moving: Multiple
Literacies in the Teaching of Writif@001). Dunn, in her books and many articles, #s&s
guestion, “What other talents or developed insights do people have that could help them, for

example, with generating, organizing, writing and revising text?” (LindblodnCunn 171).
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In her section of the collaborative article “Becoming Visible,” Dunn pointshaitatll
college disciplines value different forms of intelligence that play to eiffeacademic
strengths. “Science and technology schools may privilege mathenmatlogical ways of
knowing, and the arts may stress a visual or kinesthetic ability. But insEmiglpartments
and composition classes, what counts is a facility for reading and writitsj tex
(Brueggemann et al. 379). If a learning disabled student has trouble writingiaa butl
excels in the fine arts, why not let the student use his or her visual abilkigtoh ®ut a draft
of his paper? Dunn allows learning disabled students to use their strengths in thatemmpos
classroom, and she makes her teaching inclusive by requiring all studentslternagea
forms of intelligence when they compose:‘Becoming Visible” she writes:
We need to supplement writing-centered instruction, even in our writing
classrooms, not only because people do make knowledge in different ways,
but also because everyone can benefit from occasionally using nonwriting
strategies to alter perspective and create the intellectual distastdfer
sophisticated revising. (Brueggemann et al. 380)
A non-learning disabled college student, already comfortable with readingtiogywill be
challenged by assignments that do not involve typical definitions of writingeWhil
composing in different mediums, the non-learning disabled student may also lezspeict r
the strengths of the learning disabled student.
Another method of inclusive pedagogy is one that moves beyond the walls of the
writing classroom. Kimber Barber-Fendley and Chris Hamel, in thetlef#h New

Visibility,” call their inclusive method “alternative assistancéliey write:
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Alternative assistance differs from accommodation by being a suppleyenta
program, complementing and enhancing first-year composition, one that
offers assistance to students with LD during their entire collegmgyri
experience rather than offering accommodations to them only when their
disabilities overcome their abilities. (505)
The classroom becomes an inclusive space where accommodations are not reffed upon
learning disabled students to achieve success, and hence learning disabledatidents
singled out for their writing difficulties or accused of accepting unfair ratdeges. Barber-
Fendley and Hamel’s alternative assistance program resides ingl&hktepartment and
“function[s] as an extension of the composition program” (530). Learning disabbbehtt
receive alternative assistance outside of the classroom, which canvakety of forms.
Examples of possible methods of alternative assistance include one-on-otesl ditedy
programs or group tutoring sessions. To those who argue that alternative assissthi@
“special privilege,” even if it resides out of the classroom, Barber-Egradid Hamel
respond that the true “special privilege” is to “have these students within oursitnegein
our composition classrooms” (532). Like Patricia Dunn, Linda Feldmeiere\\dmd many
other composition scholars, Barber-Fendley and Hamel argue that learabigdlistudents
deserve the opportunity to attend college and succeed.

In the past, compositionists have focused on the cause of writing difficulty, the
accommodations afforded to learning disabled students, or the construction of a disabled
identity. As Kimber Barber-Fendley and Chris Hamel describe the histdeprning
disability in the field of composition, “At our best, we have tried to identify studeithsLD

without having the knowledge to do so, to remediate them by addressing their grammatical

21



habits, and to offer them accommodations we do not fully understand” (512). Currently the
most persuasive scholarship on learning disability and composition attempts toadefuse
arguments through suggesting practical methods of instruction that can hetpghérsy

writer. Of course, even the best suggestions for new methods of instruction are not as
persuasive if they have not been successfully executed. For example;Bantdkey and

Hamel are vague about the details of alternative assistance becausanat tigheir

article’s publication, their program was only in the pilot stages (535). Antutisii like
Landmark College, on the other hand, has successfully implemented a pedagagy cente
learning disabled students for over twenty years.

The methods of writing instruction used at Landmark College are persuasiveebecaus
they have been successful in classrooms inclusive to learning disabildy.a&lsoted in its
mission statement, the college encourages other institutions of higher l¢arl@ag from
its history and follow its example. First, however, Landmark’s methods of instrastd
uses of technology in the writing classroom must be understood in the context of the

institution itself.
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The Programs and Purpose of Landmark College

The field of composition studies has been slow to embrace the idea that nengeac
practices can positively impact the learning disabled college writere 8s founding in
1985, however, Landmark College has been one of the first institutions to provide a high
guality college education for students with learning disabilities. The histdrgrmfmark
College, details about its student population and programs, the level and amount of support
offered to students, and the college’s mission statement are all important tstamdieg
Landmark’s record of success with learning disabled college writers.

Landmark College occupies the former campus of Windham College, a small liber
arts college in Putney, Vermont, which operated from 1951 until 1979 and is most known for
being the employer of John Irvingefore he published his first novel. The Landmark
Foundation, precursor to Landmark College, purchased the old Windham College campus in
1984. Dr. Charles Drake, a teacher and philanthropist committed to studentsawmihge
disabilities, established the Landmark Foundation in 1963. Drake was dyslexic vimg he
also a Fulbright scholar, earned his doctorate in education, and published numerous books
and articles on learning disability (Parks et al. 187). He once said, tiflargtcan't learn the
way we teach, we will teach the way he learns,” and this philosophy still guadesnark
College to this day (Sibley 3).

Landmark officially opened for students in October 1985, and during its early years,
the college very much subscribed to the research into learning disabillabévat the time.

For a child to be diagnosed with a learning disability, he or she needed to show a

“discrepancy between aptitude and achievement” (Gander). This discreqmardyot be
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due to outside factors such as hearing loss or socioeconomic background. Diagsosticia
identified learning disability only if its cause seemed to be cognitiveva@lalemental. Even
in government documents—such as the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
Amendments of 1991—a diagnosis of learning disability is not applicable to “children who
have learning problems, which are primarily the result of visual, hearingytor mndicaps,
of mental retardation, of emotional disturbance, or environmental, cultural, or economic
disadvantage” (gtd. in Gander and Strothman 4). Children with different types ofitlisabil
such as those with physical handicaps, could still receive assistancédérgavernment, but
children with a disability due to environment or cultural background (those ofézn lat
labeled “basic writers”) could not receive such assistance. Even todayntstutese
learning difficulties are caused by their socioeconomic background dueleddrom a
learning disability diagnosis and from the institutional support provided by a diagli@h
economically advantaged Caucasian student has difficulty in the classroonsheewill
often receive a learning disability diagnosis because no other potentiabt&iser her
learning difficulty presents itself. At the same time, if a student siadisadvantaged
background has a similar difficulty in the classroom, he or she may not redeamaiag
disability diagnosis because the home life of the student is seen as anothealmatesd of
his or her learning difficulty. Unfortunately, the majority of students diagphesth a
learning disability continue to be middle-class or upper-class Caucasimmtst whose
“discrepancy between aptitude and achievement” in school is due to a learferenddé
rather than a difference in home life (Gander).

The first students at Landmark, although benefiting from the exclusionarg médtur

learning disability diagnosis, often required more intensive reading andgarnstruction
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than today’s Landmark students. According to MacLean Gander, Vice PresidexieioraE
Affairs and Strategic Initiatives at Landmark College, the sewea@img and writing

difficulties of Landmark’s early students may have been due to speciatesugrograms in
public schools. “In the 1980’s,” Gander said in a November 20, 2008 lecture detailing
Landmark’s history and its mission, special education focused on “resources and pullout,
rather than the mainstream efforts [of] the 1990’s.” The public school systerd |aataing
disabled students from their classrooms and placed them into resource rooms ahd speci
education classrooms, with no hope of mainstreaming. Landmark College, although
dedicated to its early students, unintentionally forwarded this judgmental dodienrary
model of learning disability education during its first few years of emcs. For example,
Gander described the first education model of Landmark College as at“oefdz|”: “We
really identified students by what was wrong with them, not by what watswith them.

And that is a problem for us still; we have been working very hard to move toward a more
strength-based model. Of course, if [students] have really significaneebed, [it becomes]
kind of a philosophical challenge for us.” Although Landmark College initially promoted an
exclusionary and deficit-based educational model, the college also attempheshge the
typical approach to learning disabled students in college.

Most learning disabled students who made it to college in the 1980’s encountered a
“bypass” model of education, very similar to the accommodations provided by the
Americans with Disabilities Act in 1990. Gander explained, for example, thabtiifa
student] had problems taking notes because of auditory processing, you [receivid] a
taker, or books on tape, that sort of thing.” In other words, this model allowed students to

bypass or skip assignments or tasks that were difficult for them. Landiankt follow the
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bypass method which, like current postsecondary reliance on accommodations, helped the
learning disabled student only in the short term, without providing strategies to help the
student cope later in life. Landmark instead used a “remedial” model, whidit taaging
disabled students strategies for finishing tough assignments without chérgegsignment

or allowing the student to miss the assignment. Although the term remediay ustladits a
negative connotation and the stigma of a remedial identity in the classroom,dasthis
remedial refers to a teaching strategy much more effective thanghesomethod of
accommodations. In the almost twenty-five years since Landmark opbeamllege has

“never abandoned the idea” of the remedial model even though it has enthubiadterad

the model over the past twenty-three years (Gander).

Landmark College’s early atmosphere and curriculum was militagsti, in the end,
unsustainable. Lynda J. Katz, the President of Landmark College since 1994, dekeribe
college in its first year of inception as “a boot camp for students with sigmifiearning
problems”(Sherwoa 19). MacLean Gander also described the early Landmark College as
having a “boot camp” atmosphere, and further explained, “One [reason] was thateve we
coming out of a prep school model, trying to improve and plant that into a post-secondary
environment with adults, and that was really complicated.” Landmark Colleggsal
intended to set an example for other higher learning institutions and prove thiaigear
disabled students could also be successful college students. However, the pamgrams
services offered by Landmark in its first years of operation weredagxpensive to be
copied by other colleges or universities. Gander explained during his lecture:

Every student had a full-time one-on-one tutorial. The average class size wa

five or six. The cost of the institution was extraordinarily high . . . at the time
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we were substantially more than any other college in the country, whereas
now our tuition is like that of other elite selective private colleges. At the
same time, while we were the most expensive college in the country, average
faculty pay when | started here in 1987 [was] $11,000 for a year of full-time
work. So there was this real discrepancy in the model that made it very hard to
sustain.

The extremely high cost of tuition meant that only the most socioeconomicallytaged

students could attend Landmark, and the college wanted more diversity in its student

population. Also, if Landmark wanted to influence other institutions of higher leamthg

education of learning disabled college students, then its model needed to be mdablaffor

and more replicable. Luckily, learning disability research of the late 188@'®arly 1990’s

gave Landmark College a reason to change course.

The first students of Landmark College, according to Katz, “came [to Lak{lasaa

last resort.’Katz believes that the “sole purpose” of the early Landmark students wast “to g

into a ‘real college’ as soon as possible.” It has been Katz’s goal to ma#eaek “a

vibrant, vital place, not a college of last resort” (Sherwood 19). While Katz, infteenf

year tenure at Landmark, has seen her school grow into a school of “choicethathdast

resort,” many current Landmark students have the same dream as thenfirstakla

students: to attend and graduate from a four-year college. Landmark College Isjeai3d a

has been, a two-year institution. In the twenty three years of its @pertdere has been talk

of making the transition to a four-year program; Gander stated, “When (§harkke

founded us, he always intended for us to become a four-year college, it was written into our

initial mission statement.” However, that option is currently not viable. Casonethe
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transition to a four-year program may not be viable is the attitude of the Landodehtst
If Landmark began offering a few specific four-year degrees, it isppatrant whether
current students would want to earn a Bachelor’'s degree from Landmark or whethast
majority would continue to transfer to four-year institutions after rewgitheir Associates
degree. Most students are excited about the strategies they have learmedgaoaith they
have experienced at Landmark and wish to test their new-found confidence at more
traditional colleges and universities. Currently, about eight out of ten Lakdtouaents
pursue a four-year degree after leaving Landrftaigh School Student Prof)li8

Current Landmark students are very different from the students who firslexdte
Landmark. The current Landmark student population reflects the school’s ideraity as
college of “choice” than of “last resort.” These students are often happena dtandmark
even if they complete their college careers at another institution. Thedndtrark students
were older than the average college student, including “thirty year oldsoutuntt read at
all, or were third grade readers” (Gander). Although some students stilltodraadmark
with significant reading and writing difficulties, those students make upyssweil|
percentage of the Landmark population. The current average age of a Lanuaank is
20.3, which reflects the large portion of students who transfer into Landmark aftertarce o
years at another university or college. Landmark functions as a “bridgeaprofor these
students “who are struggling where they are and need intensive help beforagetwurni
receive their B.A. degrees” (Sherwood 19). The average high school GPA of Landmar
students is 2.74, while the average GPA of students entering Landmark from anbéuer
or university is 2.13High School Student ProfjleThe change in GPA reflects the difficulty

learning disabled students, often successful in high school, face once they gegge. coll
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Oftentimes, a student with a learning disability discovers the true extbist @f her
academic difficulties only after being separated from the supportingwstwd high school
and parental advocacy. Landmark also offers a summer program for studenttewtio at
other colleges but need help with study skills and learning strategiesveipwaecording to
Katz, Landmark is “focusing on attracting students who will stay and getAhfeidegree,
so that their next college is one of choice rather than where they happen toegétaic
(Sherwood 19). In addition, Landmark heavily recruits students directly out ofdhgbls
and 54% of the current student population is made up of first-time college studentse(IMi
“What You Need to Know”). While Landmark still intends to serve older students who have
struggled with college in the past, the school hopes to attract a larger number mkstude
directly out of high school.

Landmark has also improved in both socioeconomic and ethnic diversity since the
college first opened. The first Landmark students came from privilegedrbackis and
were primarily Caucasian. Today, the financial aid office awardstbuee million dollars in
scholarship aid to students each yd¢#gl School Student Profileln addition, minority
students now make up 15% of the Landmark population, and that number should only
continue to grow (Mitchell, “What You Need to Know”). Another number that Landmark
College would like to see grow is the number of female students. In 2007-2008, the student
body was 70% male and 30% female. However, female students at Landmarkcfosa-a
knit group, and the college offers activities like movie nights and weekend tripsrjtise
female students.

Although Landmark College is a two-year school, in many ways it can be compared

to a small liberal arts university. Landmark does not primarily draw stsifiemb the local
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population; the school currently draws students from 30 states and nine countribsl{Mitc
“What You Need to Know”). Most students come to Landmark from populous states like
New York, California, and Texas, and student housing is mandatory. Unlike maiyg&wo
schools, the college boasts competitive athletic teams in men and womenfs socce
basketball, and cross country, among others. In addition, students can compete in various
intramural athletic events, play tennis on the lighted tennis court, or climb thevaticThe
Campus Activities Board (CAB) organizes special events on and off campuslimgctiay
trips to Boston or New York City. Landmark College is also home to a chapter of P&ai Thet
Kappa, the international honor society for two-year colleges. Many leatisalgled
students have never been recognized for their intelligence and academittizegplbiore
attending Landmark. Induction to Phi Theta Kappa is considered the “greategtitien of
student academic achievement” at the schidig{ School Student Profile

The application and admissions process attempts to find students who are willing to
work hard in order to achieve academic success. Landmark College enforceslareatr
cap of 500 students, and it consistently operates at capacity. Obviously, evatiapote
Landmark student needs a learning disability diagnosis. Currently, the higleesitpge of
Landmark students (67%) are diagnosed with AD/HD; this number includes students who
may be diagnosed with both AD/HD and a related learning disability likexdgsThe
second-largest group of students (23%) are diagnosed with a non-AD/HD learainfitgis
The least common diagnosis at Landmark is that of spectrum disorders like @utism
Asperger’s Syndrome (4.2%), but that number is expected to grow over time, muble like t
growth of AD/HD in the early 1990s (Mitchell, “What You Need to Know”). In addition to a

LD diagnosis, potential Landmark students also need to take a cognitive and aaraehie
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test to determine their current skill level and their potential for improvewigite at
Landmark. However, SAT or ACT test scores are not required for acceptandbe small
number of students whose reading skills are not up to a normal college level, Landmark
provides a Language Intensive Curriculum. Besides the normal teacbemmendations, a
potential Landmark student also needs a guidance counselor recommendatioy).evieall
potential student is interviewed by admissions staff before being acceptédndimark.

The admissions process may be daunting, but the Landmark admissions stafftaasates
new students will be committed to their education.

Required courses in English and a first-year course teach students to beusoosci
their strengths and weaknesses in the classroom. The first-yea abuesndmark focuses
on “greater understanding of learning disabilities in a broad framework” andl@scl
“theories of cognition and learning to practice academic skills” (Mitctitademic
Program Overview”). President Katz, in a 2005 interview, titled the firstgaase
“Cognition, Learning, and Self’ and described the work of the course: “Studemtsvieat
ADD is, what a learning disability is . . . and how their condition affects legitrigsherwood
19). The “Self” in the title of the first-year course refers to an impodspéct of a
Landmark College education. One goal for all Landmark students is to becomsetfiiore
aware: aware of the way they think and act, aware of their strengths akikessss as a
student, and aware of what they need in order to achieve academic successb&8mves
that a successful Landmark student is also a successful self-advocatel, Feesgple who
self-advocate without self-understanding are a pain in the neck, who advocatadtiniag
they don’t need.” However, Landmark students “have a pretty clear understandingtof

their learning needs are, and they can articulate [them]” (GanderpVéaiéness is an
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important tool for any first-year college student, and it assists Landmarktstunbe¢h in and
out of the classroom.

Landmark also instructs its new students, especially those entering fotineran
college, in strategies to help them order their responsibilities. For sfuetgnting Landmark
from another college, and who have already taken an English class for codieetloe first
semester requirements are a little different. Instead of takingtg&ar course, the student
takes a one-hour Executive Function course in which “students identify and useag$ourc
time management, organization, and work completion” (Mitchell, “Academic Program
Overview”). Executive function, a psychological term, is “the cognitive prdatess
regulates an individual’s ability to organize thoughts and activities, priotisks, manage
time efficiently, and make decisions” (Boutelle). Although a lot of Landmtadesits have
trouble with executive function, most non-learning disabled college studemtsaais
trouble with organization and keeping priorities straight. Landmark provides an optional
coaching program for students who need help with executive function. The coaching
program “helps students identify, practice and internalize skills for indeperadient s
regulation (and) helps students develop their proficiency with self-requkdithey begin to
coach themselves” (Boutelle). Students and coaches try to meet once a veeekdern-
one session. During their first semester, students are also expected vatm#edir
academic advisor once a week. Gander joked during his lecture, “We walk a ndeneeba
between being aware of students and staying in touch with them, and trying not to be in
surveillance mode.” Landmark maintains an impressive 5:1 student to fac¢idiywaich
means that students have the opportunity to receive an unusual amount of individualized

instruction and assistance. Additional support services for students include thef@ente
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Academic Support (CAS) where “students receive support in writing, reading, and study
skills, math, science, and coursework completion.” The CAS is much like the math labs or
writing labs available at most colleges or universities. Also, like mosersiiies, Landmark
College has a Counseling Center, whose services include “individual and group counseling,
support groups, education programs, consultation, and referral serViogis'School
Student Profilg
Landmark is a fluid institution that can, and often does, change its educational model
to reflect new developments in the field of learning disability; other untistits could benefit
by changing their model according to trends in learning disability n@sed/ithin the past
few years, Landmark has also changed its mission statement to acknovdetige gurpose
as educational institution and research facility. Gander compared Landolketedo a
hospital “that also does research and teaching.” He continued, “We are based on
investigating what the answers might be for challenges that grel@ep and that other
environments don’t have the resources to investigate in the same way that we do ¥ In othe
words, Landmark wants and expects its research into learning disabilitys amstructional
practices, to influence other colleges and universities. As Gander stated:
Part of our goal is not simply to just have an impact on the students here at
Landmark, but also to have impact on how education happens in other places,
through training, through consultation, through program development, and
shared program development and so on. Our core focus from that dimension is
to develop programs, curricula and teaching practices and support systems
that are replicable in other contexts, but that are here within a comprehensive

context.
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The current Landmark mission statement, approved in 2007, echoes Gander’s words and also

mentions the college’s outreach efforts:
Landmark College’s mission is to transform the way students learn, educators
teach and the public thinks about education. We provide highly accessible
approaches to learning that empower individuals who learn differently to
exceed their aspirations and to achieve their greatest potential. Through the
Landmark College Institute for Research and Training, the College aims to
extend its mission across the nation and throughout the world. (“Mission
Statement”)

Instructors and administrators at Landmark College want outside instittditeean from

them and adopt what they have learned and the teaching practices they have dieVe®pe

intend their strategies to work for other people.

One area in which Landmark can serve as an example for the writingpolassr

through its exemplary use of assistive technologies, or programs thasas$esits with

disabilities. Recently, Landmark’s Technology Learning Services aepartbegan an

outreach program with schools interested in the options regarding assidivelagy. The

next section will introduce assistive technologies, detail Landmarkisutnsbal support for

technology, examine the specific assistive programs in use at LandmargeCalhd suggest

possible adaptations of assistive technology for the composition classroom.
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Assistive Technologies at Landmark College and Possible uses
for the Composition Classroom

Part of the Landmark College mission is to share resources and knowledge about
learning disabilities with other institutions around the country. While Landrmaommitted
to outreach programs to educate others about learning disability and sciesgfech to
learn more about learning disability, one of the most beneficial aspecsndiiark are
instructional methods and technologies that can be brought into any collegecttasEne
2006 CCCC position statement on disability recommends that educators should make
“writing classrooms and curricula inclusive and accessible to those waihildiss” (“A
Policy on Disability”). Assistive technology in the writing classroom mgfusive and
accessible” because it helps learning disabled students become betterwithiiout
separating them from the other students. If assistive technology is requihed i
composition classroom, it also becomes fully inclusive and accessible becagsé&és all
students to use the same technology to complete the assignment. The field oftemmpos
has already explored some of the possible uses of assistive technology,randHae
section | will detail the current success some compositionists have found in jagisiya
technology to the writing classroom.

The primary goal of assistive technology is “to provide the learner withewdais
necessary to ensure performance and learning success with a minimum of sappothér
people” (Jeffs 67). However, there are two competing philosophies regardingutesaral
goal of assistive technology. Much like the “remedial” educational approacteddmptmost

special education programs in public schools and the “bypass” approach adopted by most
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colleges and universities, there are also remedial and bypass approachissive as
technologies. Elizabeth Burns, in a chapter fidnderstanding Learning Disabilitigsvrites
that the remedial approach to assistive technology “is used to directly askitedsficits,”
while a bypass approach “circumvents” such deficits (178). Obviously, Landroleg€is
more receptive to the remedial model of assistive technology, as it hay adegqded the
remedial approach in its educational model and in areas of instruction. Gaiethelede
Landmark’s use of technology as “not bypass” and calls “learning how to usddbés a
“core strategy for many students.” Information Technology Servicesnainhark also
defends the use of assistive technology for Landmark Students: “The focus ortingegra
technology into the curriculum is founded on the principles that technology should enhance,
not bypass, essential strategic and skill development” (“The Student Guide” 1).

A remedial approach to assistive technologies can be considered an altethatt me
of accommodation for a learning disability. Rena B. Lewis believes skatiae
technologies “can augment an individual’s strengths so that his or her abilities
counterbalance the efforts of any disabilities” (qtd. in Jeffs 68). As loadessning
disabled student uses the technology to develop new skills or “augment” exidigg ski
rather than to bypass parts of the assignment, he or she can avoid the stigma of
accommodations. In fact, assistive technologies easily fit into thaitaediof “universal
design,” a philosophy key to both learning and physical disability studieabEtlz Burns
defines universal design as “the idea of designing ways to teach and l¢ane tinaiversal
to all [which] is borrowed from the architectural concept of constructing buddmbe
accessible by all” (179). An obvious example of universal design in building cotinmtru

would be replacing stairs and escalators with ramps and elevators: the dasigensal

36



because both physically disabled and non-disabled visitors to the building would have equal
access to all parts of the building. In recent years, universal design bascb@solution for
scholars and researchers who advocate an alternate method of college @dtatomfor
learning disability. Instead of college instructors giving learningotisbstudents more time
on tests or different requirements for class papers, learning disabled sicmddtuse
assistive technologies to produce the same paper assigned to non-learbied disaents.
Or, college instructors could require the entire class to be trained iredifessistive
technologies. Either way, there is a potential benefit for everyone in g cla

When assistive technologies help learning disabled students construct an iden, read
assignment, or write a fluid argument, students often produce high-qualitgectsieel
work. Thomas M. Duffy and Donald J. Cunningham believe, “One impact that technology
may have on learning is that it can lighten the cognitive load of the learadiowyng the
learner to attend to higher-level thinking skills by ‘off-loading’ basignitive demands”
(gtd. in Jeffs 65). However, there are some negative aspects and stigmas ddonecte
assistive technologies. One potential drawback to assistive technologyitagtalways
growing and advancing. Elizabeth Burns calls the instability of techpShmih a strength
and a weakness” (193). It is hard for a student to commit to purchasing an expensive
computer and the necessary assistive software when he or she knows that theggetitol
quickly become out-of-date. However, Burns believes the “advantage of theséubptoots
far outweigh the complications of continual upgrades” (193). The lack of avaytaddilit
assistive technology on college campuses is also a potential barriarfondedisabled

students. Elizabeth Burns explains:
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Not all colleges provide access to assistive technology labs. Many students
must absorb the cost of investing in a high-processing computer with
additional hardware such as a scanner, headphones, printer, etc. It is important
to remember, however, that this cost is not unlike the cost many college
students choose to invest in their academic independence and success. (193)

A variety of assistive technology is widely available to Landmark studeatgever, the

majority of Landmark students transfer to four-year institutions aftervieag their

Associate’s degree, and these students may be surprised to discover that thellegevoc

university does not have the same level of support for assistive technologmss sfldents

still have an automatic advantage over learning disabled high school students who move

straight to a four-year university with no assistive technologies: Lakdshzents are

required to own a laptop computer and several assistive software progrdenatwhi

Landmark, and these students can bring these assistive technologies with theimnext

university.

Even assistive technology can have a bit of negative stigma for students withgea
disabilities. Landmark College, according to Kathy Burris of Inforamaifiechnology
Services, often refers to assistive technology as “active tools,” or &Callse stigma, even
in a school like this, that can be a difficulty” (Nieckoski and Burris). ElizaBeirns writes,
“The versatility of assistive technology evens the educational plaigily’'f(Burns 195).

Yet, some ill-informed college institutions or non-learning disabled studeatzssistive
technology as an unfair advantage to learning disabled students, in the same manner as
accommodations or the bypass method of instruction. An anonymous learning disabled

college student, however, defends her use of assistive technologies. In a stisiheguibl
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Reading and Writing QuarterlyJoan” writes, “These tools don’t change the fact that we
have to proofread, decide what it is we are trying to say, and say it cleatiyepuhange
the process of working with ideas and allow us to concentrate on the quality of tbesexpr
of our ideas instead” (qtd. in Burns 180). It is hard to argue against the potensisistafa
technologies in the college classroom, and the impressive utilization of tbleseltgies at
Landmark College can serve as an example for institutions interested in paiseingte

methods of accommodation or universal design in the classroom.

Technology Learning Services at Landmark College

Technology at Landmark College moves above and beyond the level of institutional
support for technology seen at most colleges and universities. The school has aeté¢partm
solely responsible for all aspects of the college’s assistive technmogsam. Michael
Nieckoski and Kathy Burris both work for this department, called Technologyibgar
Services (TLS), and in a November"21008 lecture at Landmark College, Nieckoski and
Burris described the capabilities of assistive technology and its uaedark College.

One of the main objectives of TLS is to provide training to both Landmark students and
instructors. In his lecture with Burris, Nieckoski detailed the types iniigaavailable

through TLS, which include classroom visits, workshops, one-on-one training, and online
training. Visitors to the TLS website can print handouts with detailed instngdor specific
assistive software programs, or they can watch “little mini-tusotiedt show individual bits
and pieces of the different programs” (Nieckoski and Burris). The requirehadraiit

students own a laptop is another example of the extensive use of technology at Landmark
College. New students can bring a laptop they already own, or they can buy a opw lapt

from Technical Support Services, a subsection of Landmark’s Information Tegknol
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department. Technical Support “offers students typically two notebook computer options
each semester at significantly discounted prices” (“The Student Guidési)dents buy
their computer through the college, they also get free technical support and a “loane
computer” if repairs are necessary. Students who come to campus alremay avaptop
are “entitled to all of the support services available through the Help Deskgteoomputer
hardware repair and access to loaner computers” (“The Student Guide” 8).tioraiida
laptop, students are required to purchase certain “therapeutical softwarf@sthader the
category of “assistive technology.” Landmark requires all students td istaweil 3000
(a screen reader/synthesized speech program), Inspiration (an outlmizgtisenvebbing
program), and Microsoft Word onto their laptops and offers the three in a “software’bundl
for a reduced cost. A fourth program, Dragon Naturally Speaking (a voicenrgéang
program), is required by some Landmark courses and recommended by most others;
Landmark also offers a discount on this software.

Landmark College is “unique in the depth to which [it seeks] to integrate informat
technology directly into our curriculum” (“The Student Guide” 1). The college isralvar
of EDUCAUSE, a “nonprofit association whose mission is to advance higher education by
promoting the intelligent use of information technology” (“What is EDUCAUSE?")
EDUCAUSE developed a “Student Guide to Evaluating Information Technology on
Campus” with over 40 questions potential students should ask prospective colleges about
such subjects as the use of technology in coursework, the availability of cohapstand
assistive technology labs on campus, and required student fees for technotodggclment
posted on the Landmark website, Information Technology Services answers evépnques

from the EDUCAUSE Student Guide, line by line. The far-reaching support offerthe b
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different facets of Technology Services, the interactivity of the collegdesie, and the
knowledge of current and upcoming assistive technology programs by Technologyng.ear
Services staff all make Landmark College an incredibly tech-sagtyution.

According to Elizabeth Burns, two vital elements of institutional support fatiass

technologies are computer labs and technology training:
Labs are ideal for students who are not familiar with assistive technatdgy a
its various potentials, because they allow student to “try out” different
programs and tools. In addition to giving students the opportunity to
experiment, assistive technology labs often provide training, which is a crucial
component in order for students with learning disabilities to maximize the
benefits of the technology. (194)

Landmark’s Technology Learning Services staff devotes much of theirditrering

students and staff and to maintaining assistive technology labs. The staftak@hes new

assistive technology programs as they are released and experimehewsability and

usefulness of new programs.

One major application of assistive technology is in the writing classroome The
been some study into the potential of assistive technologies by the field of coompbsit
Landmark College is an excellent example of using technology in the compokgsroom
to make all students better writers. Most Landmark students use assidtivalagies to help

them write even after they have moved to a four-year college or university.
Specific Assistive Technology in the Composition Classroom

In the relatively short history of assistive technologies, the computéreleasthe

most helpful tool for learning disabled students of all ages. Applications like waressing
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and spell checking are now taken for granted by our technology-enriched socidtave
significantly eased the difficulty many learning disabled adults havd faitk writing.

Andrea Freud Lowenstein, a successful author, professor, and direct descendentinél Sig
Freud, writes about her experiences as an adult with a learning disabiiMy lrearning
Disability: A (Digressive) Essay” (2004). Lowenstein praises “thergists and the
businessmen, whatever their motivation, who have been and are responsible for the technical
innovations that have made life, especially writing, so much easier for me élppieg

those machines that have saved me countless hours” (590). Unlike Lowenstein, who only
encountered the assistive capabilities of computers as an adult, most collegts stade

been around computers their entire lives. Learning disabled students arenibay feith

word processors and spell-checkers but can still benefit from additional, newséras
technology programs adopted by Landmark.

The three major types of assistive technologies used at Landmark Codegpeesn
reader/synthesized speech programs, voice recognition programs, and ouwtinamniis
webbing programs (Burns 181). Through research and experimentation, Technology
Learning Services has determined the best software to fit the needs of Ha@biege
students: Kurzweil 3000, Dragon Naturally Speaking, and Inspiration. These thyesnpso
are essential to a Landmark College education, and their assistive psopelpi¢andmark
students improve their writing skills even after they have moved on to a fourejiegecor
university.

The main purpose of Kurzweil 3000 is to turn digital text into synthetic speech, but
the program also contains several other helpful features. Elizabeth Burrssthaitecreen

reader programs “were originally designed for the visually impaired“asuthis type of
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technology has become more sophisticated and affordable, it has been marketegkto a la
population, including students both with and without learning disabilities” (189). Of the three
main types of assistive technology used at Landmark, the screen readempkagewell is
probably the one used and discussed the most by Landmark students and faculty. Every
Landmark student is required to purchase Kurzweil because it helps students wighyaotar
learning difficulties; the program is helpful to any student who has diffisultith reading

or concentration, and it can be utilized in all types of college courses. lloaddihaving

digital text read to them, students can highlight important passages asdah#yeng, and

they can use a variety of colors to codify main ideas. Students can makenritbeemargins

of the digital text or leave themselves a voicemail as a reminder of impitrbaights or

ideas, both of which are methods of active note taking. Also, the notes and annotations
students make from the text can be extracted into a word document, which can be important
when studying for a test or constructing a paper. Elizabeth Burns wemprehension

skills are also enhanced with screen readers. Reading research over #0eypass

indicates that one must be an active reader to fully understand the text” (190)tibnaddi
highlighters and the ability to make notes in the margins, Kurzweil includesandigt, a
thesaurus, and the ability to sound out the syllables or letters in an unfamiliat\Whbesh

using such active reading tools, students with learning disabilities areeengafe material
rather than passively listening to a taped book, or struggling with decoding hether t
comprehending” (Burns 190). The multimodality of Kurzweil 3000 and the constant student
interaction with the text keep students reading for longer periods of time aedsac¢heir

command of the material.
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One inconvenient aspect of Kurzweil 3000 is that it will read only digital wéxth

is not universally available. Printed text needs to be scanned into Kurzweil ausurgweil

approved scanner, before it can be read. Landmark College employs one persaalin Digi

Text Services, who spends hours throughout the semester scanning texts intolK3@@dvei

All Landmark textbooks are either purchased as digital text or are scanbegitial Text

Services. In a blog entry, Candace Brown, the Digital Text Services satogidescribes

the scanning process:
Since Landmark College offers our students the availability of evguyres
course text in Kurzweil format, the beginning of every semester finds me
sequestered in my office with a fabulous Canon DR 7580 high speed scanner
... The students are required to purchase a hard copy of the text from the
bookstore before they are given the digital access rights. That amounts to 50-
60 books, which doesn’t sound too bad, except some of the books have more
than 1200 pages, some books have text on colored paper or in colored boxes,
some books have very shiny, slippery paper, and they all need to be done
ASAP.

Landmark Students have the benefit of Digital Text Services, but students who maeiKur

at a college without support for assistive technologies may run into diffi@danning a

book into Kurzweil is a long process, and students outside of Landmark may not have easy

access to a scanner. However, according to Burns, “The good news is thabitesgeyand

university publishers are moving toward web-based textbooks. Soon this atitessibi

digital texts will be the standard, making screen readers an essauitifaktmany students”

(Burns 190). Publishers like W.W. Norton are offering some of their textbooks in digital
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format, often for a reduced cost. At bookshare.org, thousands of digital books are offered for

free to anyone with a print disability. Burris explains, “As long as a persarstodent has a

form from an administrator like a psychiatrist or a medical doctor sayatdghey've had a

learning disability, they can get a free subscription to the service” (NieckndkBurris).
Kurzweil 3000 can be an especially helpful tool during the revision or proofreading

stages of writing. Because Kurzweil can read any digital tecanitalso read student-created

texts, which means that students can “hear” what they have written. Kurisedih@udes

an “audible spell checker” or a spell checker that “underlines misspelkels wored,” much

like in Microsoft Word (“Kurzweil 3000”). During a personal interview, Saraér@bn, an

Associate Professor of English and former Department Chair at Landrolbege; spoke of

her experiences teaching with assistive technology. Glennon most often ersdwerg

students to use Kurzweil 3000 as a proofreading device, and she described the moment when

her students “hear” their own paper and exclaim, “Wait, that's not whatrtthea

Proofreading is also the most obvious application of Kurzweil 3000 in the composition

classroom. Publications from writing centers already espouse the bafieéading a paper

aloud during the revision process. In a 1887C article, Jeanette Harris writes that students

often cannot see the errors in their writing because they “see what theyattesiriiran what

they write” (464). A good proofreader, according to Harris, looks “speltyfiaeach word

and mark of punctuation, carefully noting not only what is there, but also what is not there”

(464). Harris recommends that students read their papers aloud in order te piagynato

every word. Kim M. Baker, in an article fohe Writing Lab Newslettealso recommends

that students read their writing aloud in order to catch errors and awkwardgsassag

However, Baker notices from her experiences in the writing lab that a studdingraud
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may still “read the words he/she hears in his/her head instead of the actuabmwthrds
page” (13). Kurzweil 3000, and other screen reader/synthesized speech proegeamsre
effective proofreaders because they do not predicate text. Kurzweil adlarstudent text
exactly as written, yet it still requires the student to activelyriated identify errors.

Kurzweil 3000 is the most expensive form of assistive technology at Landmark
College because of the time and cost needed to scan documents. One copy of tree softwa
with scanning capabilities costs $1095, although Kurzweil offers price breakstitutions
who wish to purchase a license agreement for multiple computers (“Kurzwegtiohad
Pricing”). However, with the increase in available digital text,estmeading technology is
likely to become more easily available on college campuses. Buligsd®that assistive
technology programs will not face the stigma of “accommodations” or qfets/ if the
non-learning disabled realize that these programs can help every typaef.|8arnris has
Kurzweil 3000 on her office computer, and she finds that programs like Kurzweil “secrea
the efficiency and quality” of her own work (Nieckoski and Burris). She furtk@amed: “I
sometimes at the end of the day sit back and let Kurzweil read to me . . . read somdthing tha
| don’t want to read but | have to, while taking notes and then extracting my noted 5o t
can have something intelligent to say the next day. Many students that don’t hadie@ rea
difficulty actually find it useful” (Nieckoski and Burris). Currently, des/synthesized
speech technology has limited uses in the writing classroom, partiaydeknowledge of
the program is mostly limited to learning disability circles. However, dme®perating cost
of programs like Kurzweil 3000 decreases, the program should become morarfandli

accessible.
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The second most discussed assistive technology software at Landmage @olle
Dragon Naturally Speaking, a voice recognition program. The basic operation of Dyagon i
diametrically opposite of Kurzweil 3000: Kurzweil turns digital text into speghile
Dragon transforms speech into text. Tara Jeffs, citing a studyeérning Disabilities
Quarterlyby Susan De La Paz, writes, “Voice recognition software has the poterdlbiw
individuals with disabilities to focus on high-level planning and organizing of sbnte
generation rather than on mechanics and physical writing” (73). To opeeggerDia student
dictates into a microphone and watches the text flow across the screen. Buh&vpilecess
seems easy, training is necessary for the program to understand certain mbeds|ya
sessions may be frustrating if a lot of time is needed to correct errorsvefowe accuracy
of voice recognition programs like Dragon has improved dramatically in the pageées.
The most recent version of Dragon, released in August of 2008, promises a 99%yaccurac
reading “right out of the box” (McEvoy 70). Aoife M. McEvoy, a writer fr&t@ Worl
magazine, tested this claim and found that after dictating about a thousand words, her
accuracy reading was 97.7%. After several more sessions with the Bafgoare, McEvoy
managed a 98.1% accuracy rating, and was generally impressed, even if dm®toul
achieve the guaranteed 99%. She notes that some of the more interesting rirstaker
sessions included "hurt Pfizer" instead of "her advisor" and "come robbetegddnsf
"camaraderie" (McEvoy 70). Heavy accents have also affectedsagccuracy in the past,
but the newest version of Dragon has a setting for identifying such accenBoathern or
Midwestern accent.

Learning disabled students with strong speaking skills often produce highrqualit

college-level writing using the Dragon program, but students can also usmnfuagto
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construct an outline. Kathy Burris said that most Landmark students only waetDwagon
to talk out their ideas and “get a sketch down,” but she specifically remembestudert
who, in his first session, was able to write a six-page paper in an hour and adckbéMi
and Burris). For learning disabled college writers, voice recognitiowatlike Dragon
“will most benefit students whose oral language skills are superior to theenagkills”
(Burns 187). Dragon is also useful for learning disabled students who have spelling
difficulties or who are “fast processors and lose their ideas before éhéyegn out on
paper” (Burns 187-88). As for the non-learning disabled college writee vegcognition
technology seems the most popular assistive technology discussed by compadstians s
Charles Lowe recommends voice recognition technology for the eargsstégyriting in a
2001Currents in Electronic Literacwrticle. Lowe invents the term “freespeaking” to
describe the use of voice recognition software during the invention processpéakiag,”
which combines “the concepts of freewriting to the generation of text withtspeec
recognition” may “give students that extra freedom to generate contératibn from the
restrictions imposed by years of structural approaches to composition based npon pri
literate strategies” (Lowe). Any writing student who has trouble géingrtext without a
specific purpose or who is easily frustrated by the early stages ofgamay appreciate the
freeing aspects of voice recognition software.

Dunn often requires her students to compose through speech so that they rely on an
alternate form of intelligence. There are many writing studentsiitgadisabled and non-
learning disabled, who are more confident when talking in class than when wibiting
encourages these students to use their strength in talking and also challengés \shale

are comfortable with writing, by asking them to compose using speech. In 2062
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article with Kathleen Dunn De Mers, Dunn describes assignments she has tiseguiha
students to compose with their voice. Dunn and Dunn De Mers call one of these assignments
a “voice-mail reading log.” The day before class, all students are expedai the
instructor’s voice mail and respond extemporaneously to class readings fortaoe t
minutes. The next day, the class listens to the voicemails and discusszglthgs. Dunn
and Dunn De Mers mention the benefits of voice recognition software, like DragomlNatur
Speaking, but their classes do not have access to this technology, so the authorsoattempt
achieve the same results through older methods, like dictation. However, the aetlexe
that voice recognition technology could revolutionize the writing classroom andltheffie
composition. They write, “If you don't need a pencil and paper, or a dictation macHiae a
transcriber, or a keyboard, to get your thoughts down for posterity, or even just &elf;our
then the written word is really not so different from the spoken word. How will this ehang
our writing? How will this change our books? How many more people will becomers@'it
(Dunn and Dunn De Mers). The addition of voice recognition technology in the writing
classroom could expand definitions of writing and make the task of writing aasienore
generative for many college students.

More than any other form of assistive technology, both composition and learning
disability scholars connect voice recognition programs to the future of itbtenmword.
Burns makes an interesting claim about the expectations of voice recogniticanpsaginen
she writes, “As the rapid pace of technology continues to acceleratekdysthat voice
recognition will replace the use of the keyboard much as the keyboard has reptgoeddil
in many ways” (188). Lowe predicts “that it won’t be long before speech meimog

software comes free of charge on every new Dell, Gateway, or Compaq soleffarato
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inculcate a new consumer base who will be partially or completely dependenech spe
recognition for textual generation.” While these claims seem a littlegtvee) it is true that
programs like Dragon Naturally Speaking have a lot of uses for every kind af write
Individuals with and without learning disabilities may discover the freedom aadéas
dictating writing assignments or even just creating a to-do list or tatlkmggh an

intellectual problem. The newest version of Dragon also allows the user thesiunfernet or
search through files on the computer by giving the computer verbal directioBsofjdn

her experiments with Dragon Naturally Speaking, used the program to sultgesssirch

for “Earnest Shackleton” on Wikipedia and for an “iPod Nano” on Ebay and, in the end, calls
Dragon “a keeper” (70). Dragon Naturally Speaking is also more aceeasiblaffordable

than programs like Kurzweil 3000. An individual interested in the possibilities ofnscree
reader technology like Kurzweil 3000 would need to invest over $1,000 for the software and
several hundred dollars for the necessary scanner. An individual interested in voice
recognition software, however, could purchase a copy of the newest versioagbdiD

Naturally Speaking Standard” for under one hundred dollars. The “Preferréd” a
“Professional” versions of Dragon Naturally Speaking include extra tssaturd increase the
price by several hundred dollars, although every version of Dragon includes a headset
microphone (“Dragon Naturally Speaking”).

Inspiration, the third type of assistive technology utilized by Landmarle@alis a
content mapping program that allows students to outline ideas using both words a&l imag
Burris reminded participants, “Many of you may have heard of content mapping &&adaus
often used in the elementary school grades, but it helps people map out ideas either for a

lecture or for a paper visually, and the program creates an outline for tNesok@ski and
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Burris). Burns sees a lot of benefit to mapping software because “forshatgnts with
learning disabilities, one of the most difficult steps of the writing prosegstting started.
Generating ideas in their heads may not pose a problem, but somehow getting tlsosetidea
on paper and then organizing them into some order can feel like an insurmountable task”
(188). A session with Inspiration starts with the user diagramming or outlimengain ideas
of a course reading, a lecture, or any type of an assignment. The user can tlen searc
Inspiration’s library of images and find images that represent the main ideaaser then
manipulates the images, connecting ideas visually until he or she has a parttéxgtga
outline or diagram. Inspiration also provides lots of visual options, including vaéties
links, pictures, and colors students can use to tie their ideas together. Bdrtimsaihen
she trains students, “after about five minutes of telling them all the thingsdhejo they
say, ‘Stop! Don't tell me more! Too much!”” (Nieckoski and Burris). Aftempination users
are finished with their outline or web map, they can use the visual representatianidethe
to write their paper, or they can use the “transfer tool” to move a text-orsipnaf their
map to Microsoft Word (“Quick Tour”).

Dunn discusses a visual strategy for writing organization in her Baliing
Sketching MovingAlthough Dunn does not use mapping software, her “sketching”
assignments have many of the same benefits. She writes, “Sketchinggdi@vwgraphing
developing ideas gives students who can visualize images an opportunity to weerthat t
productively. It forces those comfortable with words to see their text throudeeedi
perspective” (66). If a student is a visual learner, he or she may find that Dsketshing”
assignment or Inspiration software is the key to a productive writing [srd€kzabeth

Burns, writing from the perspective of learning disability studies, agrees
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“Brainstorming/semantic mapping software can be useful for many typesroing profiles.
Since semantic mapping software maximizes the visual-graphic agpectanging ideas,
this type of program is well suited to visual learners who need to see ideasiroappe
literally” (188). Students using these forms of assistive technologgauéred to compose
with images, which can be a comfort to some students and a challenge fer 6étgefor
students who normally have no trouble constructing an outline or who write without needing
an outline or a map, an assignment on Inspiration might take them out of their caméort z
and change the way they define “writing.” Dunn and Dunn De Mers often require their
students to compose through drawing or sketching, but admit irkihieas article, “It takes

a while, especially with English majors, to get them thinking visually thatsame time,
students with learning difficulties or students who are skilled visually but notllyecha
tackle an assignment using Inspiration with pleasure and gain confidencie indivedual
skills. One additional advantage to Inspiration is that it is the most dueefssm of

assistive technology of the three main types employed by Landmark. Thefdnegiration

is comparable to the cheapest version of Dragon Naturally Speaking, and ilrspio&s not
require any additional equipment to operate, like Kurzweil’'s scanner. Contppinga
programs like Inspiration could be an easy and helpful addition to any collegegwriti
classroom.

The assistive technology industry is fast-growing, and new and upgraded products ar
introduced every day. While Landmark College currently recommends Kurzweil 3000,
Dragon Naturally Speaking, and Inspiration, the Technology Learning Sedépastment is
constantly researching the benefits of new assistive technology psograendepartment

even has a computer dedicated solely “to all kinds of software not reguladly(hseckoski
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and Burris). TLS is happy for students to experiment on their computer witrediffer
assistive technology programs, and in fact, student opinions may affect thesoftwa
Landmark recommends in the future. Among the additional software programstsagoge
TLS is Wordtalk, a screen reader and free add-on to Microsoft Word that can yeAtb@h
document aloud. Burris recommends Wordtalk to any writers who would like to “hear the
tone” of their own paper (Nieckoski and Burris). Another screen reader progRead and
Write Gold, a program that can read PDF files and allow the reader to highligit,like
Kurzweil. TLS calls Read and White Gold a “good product” and “something that students
can take to any school” (Nieckoski and Burris).

One final assistive technology program with potential applications in thiagvrit
classroom is Audacity, a program for recording messages as an MARiflkcity can be
used by students as a note-taking system, or instructors can use the pooggachaudio
feedback to students. Audacity is free and, according to Burris, the pragvany ieasy to
learn and to use: “It's a one-click record, start recording. The prograsrthesi&aptop
microphone, so there’s no extra equipment. And [students] can easily click to eeificsp
parts of the lecture and edit it easily. So many of our students who have notedskasgare
using this program” (Nieckoski and Burris). Glennon has used Audacity to ledie a
comments on student papers with successful results. In a personal interviemarGle
explained her reasoning: “I experimented with audio comments because | khewetné
[the students] could decode my [written] comments, or even if they could listen tonthem i
Kurzweil, | wasn'’t really sure they were going to get my point in tesfmay tone.” Glennon
said that her students “loved” the audio comments: “They said, ‘This is bfelatike | was

in office hours with you. | understood what you liked and what you didn’t like.” Audagity i
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free and easy to use, and there are definite benefits to composition instecxodsig
audio comments for their writing students.

There has also been additional work in the field of composition connecting other
forms of assistive technology (screen reader/synthesized speech teglamaogice
recognition software) to instructor comments. Stephen Carmichael and dReyg Bbth
instructors at Landmark College, defend the use of electronic comments in a 2986aart
Composition Studie€armichael and Alden write that one reason electronic comments (like
those accessed through the Review Toolbar in Microsoft Word) help learning disabled
students is because students can plug the comments into screen reading teakaology |
Kurzweil 3000. Another more obvious benefit of electronic comments is that thepsier
to read and understand than handwritten comments. Of course, electronic comments on
programs like Word are extremely accessible and already used widelyposition
courses. Thomas Batt and Sandip Wilson, in a ZD@puters and Compositi@ticle, test
voice recognition software as a method of teacher response. The authors setpgriarest
where a composition instructor composed an endnote using Dragon Naturally Spaaking
half of his student papers and a keyboard for the other half of his papers. Afyzmrantde
guality of the instructor's comments and the response from students on the conmments, t
authors conclude:

When used to compose comments or elements of comments that the
instructor was able to dictate fluently, the VRT [voice recognition technology]
was a faster modality that silent writing; used as a tool to edit or revise
comments, or to compose comments that required recursive drafting methods,

the VRT did not represent an efficient means of teacher response. (180)
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Audio comments through Audacity and dictated comments through Dragon Naturally
Speaking both require instructors to compose through speech. Glennon found composing her
comments for Audacity “time consuming,” but she admitted, “some people might be mor
casual about it and actually find that it's quicker than writing comments.” Thectwt

from the study by Batt and Wilson could compose his comments on Dragon Naturally
Speaking very easily and found that only editing and revising his dictated cosnimek

extra time. These studies and analyses show that the potential for inclssistya

technologies into the assessment stage of writing exists but that thessafcaiesh

technologies will depend on instructor preference.

Most college campuses commonly employ several forms of technologyraadyal
demonstrate the benefits of using technology in the classroom. In addition tovibegye
discussed assistive technologies, Landmark College utilizes techratteggly common at
most four-year colleges. All Landmark classrooms have “wireless netweoess and video
projection systems at a minimum. Some classrooms have more advanced technology
including sound systems, document cameras, DVD systems, interactive tabsstsiiapt
more” (“The Student Guide” 1). Landmark students can use “multi-media technologies”
the multi-media lab, the language learning lab, one of several computer laldse &bchty.
Multi-media technologies are also used widely in web design, art, film, and cooations
courses (“The Student Guide” 2). Landmark students use a course managementadlestem c
Moodle (similar to course management programs employed at other uregeigie
Blackboard or eCollege) to stay connected to courses and course requiretmeéatss €an
also “use collaboration tools, such as wikis, forums, and chats, through the Moodle course

management system as well as e-mail to communicate and work with eacanother
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instructors” (“The Student Guide” 1). Landmark students, like most college studant
check their grades, order transcripts, and pay tuition bills online on the InterdehS
Information SystemMost colleges and universities are already experimenting with
technologies that can help learning disabled students. The field of composition has
successfully incorporated some technology into the classroom, but it needs teelmperor
and experiment with other forms of assistive technology. We already knowcthabtogies
can aid the writing classroom and that these technologies help learning disatdgdss An
expanded list of technologies in the writing classroom should add additional benefit to
learning disabled and non-learning disabled college writers.

In the past, the discussion of learning disabled writing students focused on the cause
of disability, the accommodations granted to learning disabled students, or the domstruct
of a learning disabled identity. More recently, the conversation has calledveneiods of
writing instruction, exemplified by the current programs and purpose of Lakdbodlege.
Also, the present position of technology programs at Landmark College dertetistra
effectiveness of assistive technology as a method of writing instruEtiwally, three
principles of instruction discovered at Landmark College have the potenti&d¢otak

future of the writing classroom.
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Principles for the Future Composition Classroom:

Universal Design, Metacognition, and Flexibility

Universal design, metacognition, and flexibility guide Landmark’s apprtzac
learning disabled pedagogy. Universal design, which originally served ashétecural
term that advocated complete accessibility in all public buildings, becomesrtiplprthat
all classrooms should be fully accessible to disabled students when applied tmadéAsati
the population of learning disabled college students increases, a univeigalaggsoach is
the means to making the composition classroom an equal, inclusive space. The second
principle for future composition classrooms is metacognition, which carsilg @efined as
self-awareness. Students at Landmark College are encouraged to befdlerdearning
disability and how it affects them in the classroom, but it can be applied sdbcifica
composition by asking students to reflect on their own writing processl, Tleixibility
means flexibility in the definition of writing and is also connected to univeesgn.
Flexibility encompasses both the multimodal and technology-driven pedagoggdinark
College and compositionists’ recent interest in multiple intelligenoesposing with the
visual, and technology.

The principles of universal design, metacognition, and flexibility, as shown below,
have been effective at Landmark College and have also been used as succdsisigl teac
methods in other composition classrooms. The CCCC position statement on disability
recommends, “Educators should ensure that alternatives for those with desahiktibuilt
into physical and intellectual spaces, rather than ‘added on’ in ways thatategred

stigmatize those with disabilities.” It seems these principles wotk dethe CCCC
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recommends, when they are “built into” the course, rather than “added on” lateur®é at
may not be worthwhile for many composition instructors to totally redesign tluggpgy
in order to create a course friendlier to learning disabled students, and it sd@ost unfair
to ask instructors to sacrifice their time in order to achieve a more inclusiacaessible
classroom. However, the instructors aware of the potential benefitshmage the future of

the field of composition.

Universal Design

Universal design began as an architectural concept, meant to promote eq@ahacces
public spaces, but the concept soon expanded to promote inclusion and accessibility in all
aspects of society, including education. According to Christina Herberomoting
Academic Success for Students with Learning Disabijlibies architectural example of
universal design would be “elevators providing access to all points of a buildifjgcfibbt
be used by those with mobility impairments, as well as parents pushing stalleesple
with large packages to carry” (3). Oftentimes, universal design in buildirgsier and less
expensive than attempting to satisfy two groups of people. Why build a ramp and/séairs
a ramp will service everyone? The same is true in the classroom: if we thraips that
ultimately accommodate all students, then we should be able to build pedagogies that
ultimately benefit not only learning disabled students but all students as well.

Universal design also promotes equal access in the composition classroom. Glennon
considers universal design the essential work of Landmark College. In a pemsenvadiv,
Glennon elaborated on the positives of applying universal design principles tdueayien
setting: “Just because | provide an accommodation for one student on the side do&sn’'t mea

that everyone might benefit from that accommodation. The idea is presenting tidarma
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enough different ways so that | don’t have to do something special for these fewsstudent
who are learning disabled.” Of course, Landmark College is different thanmattions

of higher learning, and Glennon admitted in her interview that “we have a luxury in some
ways because [at Landmark] every student has a learning disabilityn soti'doing
something special for my students on the side. I'm teaching the whole class aniaoeagh
everyone has a learning disability they are still incredibly diffetreaindmark College may
have the “luxury” of using universal design in all of their composition classrooms, but
universal design has already made its way into other classrooms. For@x@atptia
McAlexander, a compositionist who first wrote on learning disability in 1991, adeat
pedagogy very similar to Glennon’s in her 2003 book chapter “Using Principles ofrtalive
Design in College Composition Courses.” McAlexander agrees with Glennon that one
method of applying universal design to the composition classroom is to presenaiigarm
in a variety of ways. An instructor in a universally designed composition @tasgnight

give “a choice of writing topics,” “offer alternate essay formats,”amcept varying writing
styles” (McAlexander 110-111). Although offering individualization, McAlexatsle
methods also do not single out students. McAlexander, like Sarah Glennon, makes the
composition classroom fully inclusive and accessible by teaching with thepbes of
universal design.

Dunn and Dunn De Mers connect universal design to the composition classroom in
their 2002Kairos article “Reversing Notions of Disability and Accommodation: Embracing
Universal Design in Writing Pedagogy and Web Space.” Dunn and Dunn De Mer& believ
that universal design in the composition classroom opens the door to multimodal assgnment

and assistive technologies, detailed in the flexibility section below. Theraudlso believe
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that any course using universal design needs to be designed as inclusive aioladces
the beginning and not “retrofitted” like an old building. Of course, it will requird terk

for composition instructors who wish to use universal design to rebuild their coursebdrom t
ground up. In fact, one of the main critiques of universal design is that so much time,
planning, and research is required to produce one fully inclusive, accessibke cours
Universal design requires a commitment that is unfeasible for writingiatsts who teach
many classes. Also, composition instructors who give their students optionsapithert
format of the assignment, like Patricia McAlexander, will probably spemd @xte grading
and meeting with students. Universal design principles can “make a ccieageoom a

more welcoming and conducive learning environment for students with learsalgliiies
[and] can improve clarity of instruction for any student” (Herbert 5). Ittimately the

choice of the composition instructor to determine whether a pedagogy based oralinivers
design will be worth the extensive work required to implement it. But the fadiatta
Landmark composition instructors and other composition instructors have already
successfully included universal design in their classrooms signifies that grinciple which

should be considered in future composition research.

Metacognition

A range of disciplines define the second principle that guides pedagoggmanhark
College, metacognition, in multiple ways. One possible definition of metacogmitibe i
field of composition is “reflection.” Linda Flower, in her 1994 bddie Construction of
Negotiated Meaning: A Social Cognitive Theory of Writicals her “form of
metacognition” a “complex, intentional, time-taking act of reflection” (238yah Glennon

at Landmark College has a similar definition of metacognition. “We ask studkthe time
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to reflect,” Glennon observes, “and we ask: what was that like for you, thiatgwrit
assignment or that activity? Was that really difficult for you? Ortwasreally easy? And
constantly we get the students to step back and ask, ‘Why am | having probtents ady
was that a really easy paper to write?”” Like Glennon, Flower findisctedn to be the best
exercise to promote metacognition while writing. Flower notes that a stumddtuse
reflection “to think about the assumptions, values, goals, and strategies tinébranénig her
present act of composing” (228). Other composition scholars, while not overtly mentioning
metacognition, write about the value of reflection in the writing classro@nagy 1998;
Berthoff 1981). Pat Belanoff's definition of reflection in a 2@ Carticle is very similar to
the definition of metacognition at Landmark College. Belanoff connectstrefigo the
concepts of “meditation,” “contemplation,” and “metacognition.” Through refiac
Belanoff writes, “we become mirrors that turn things back on ourselves,” nkeciné
writing students at Landmark College who are expected to turn the mirror backr@whe
writing (405). Metacognition can function as a method of writing instruction throughbal
assessment during class discussion, a written expression shared witlrtictom®r a silent
reflection.

Beyond the composition classroom, Landmark College’s use of the term can
generally be defined as “self-awareness.” Landmark forces studéresatvare of their
strengths and weaknesses as students, and the concept is taught from thé reqyified
course. The first-year course asks new Landmark students to take stocksItles and of
their learning disability. Because the majority of Landmark studemtiscatour-year colleges
after receiving their Associate’s degree, it is important for studendsutio strategies that can

help them cope with their disabilities, and these strategies depend on metacdgrstmme
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reason the Landmark College library has the largest collection of matetedroing
disability in the country: all students are required to learn about their ovmlitys&uy
Trainin and H. Lee Swanson, in an article titled “Cognition, Metacognition, and
Achievement of College Students with Learning Disabilities,” measerefthct of
metacognition on the achievement of learning disabled college students and $iypdtied
“use of metacognitive strategies may be linked to efficient ways taiagrerformance in
academic and work environments” (262). Metacognitive strategies help Ladnsimadents
in all of their classes, but they especially help learning disabled students@npeir
writing.

Metacognition encourages all students to learn from their writing experiand
metacognitive strategies can help students throughout their college c&learson is often
amazed by how well metacognition works in her writing classroom and howuldents
become “so self aware, so quickly.” Compositionists should be aware that sedfhassmand
reflection, the two parts of Landmark College’s definition of metacognitiore tie
potential to improve the writing abilities of all students.

Flexibility

Flexibility in composition often refers to a flexible definition of writing in
assignments. Because many college students have trouble with writing, bitearskilled
oral communicators or visual artists, flexibility in composition allows tisésgents to
compose with their strengths. For over ten years, Dunn has encouraged compositi
instructors to broaden their definition of writing.learning Re-Ablecher first book, Dunn

writes about the learning disabled college writer:
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As educators, we must stop insisting that all people educate themselves almost
exclusively by the means that we find most convenient: reading and writing.
Students . . . can help those of us locked into traditional ways of knowing and
learning to imagine a different way to teach, to consider multi-modal
classrooms. (119-120)
In other words, a flexible definition of writing can also help expand the knowledge wifgwrit
instructors and of non-learning disabled students. Flexibility in the compositsatadan
eases the demands on learning disabled students and challenges the other students—
benefiting everyone in the class.

Just one example of the flexible assignments Dunn uses in her composition classes is
her multimodal reading logs. Students are required to compose a response to the day’s
reading but are allowed to use a variety of modes when they compose. They can send the
teacher a one to two minute voice mail, they can sketch or graph a response using poster
board or a computer, or they can write a conventional 250 word response. Students can even
create a “3D log” out of multiple materials, including Tinkertoys, pipe clsaoe yarn
(Dunn and Dunn De Mers). Because Dunn and Dunn De Mers allow their students to pick
their method of composition, all students have the chance to work in their strongest medium.
Often, flexible multimodal assignments are required only for the invention esbyaming
stages of writing. The instructors who are eager to expand the definitiortiofyvstill
require students to complete traditional writing assignments. Dunn and Dunn Bevivter
that flexible pedagogies can be used to “invent, organize, and revise convestitsal t

The concept of flexibility at Landmark College has a lot of different nanmeseS

call it “flexible assessment,” others “flexible teaching practiaesflexibility in use.”
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However, the basis of flexibility as a principle of instruction at Landmarle@mlis the

same: it allows “students to demonstrate what they know or understand in a variety of
different ways” (Herbert 23Yhe “3D log” used by Dunn and Dunn De Mers is very similar
to the strategies of Linda Hecker, a writing instructor at Landmark, wheatourages
students to compose arguments using Tinkertoys and Legos. According the Bedeaents
use the materials to “build” an argument that shows “how ideas relate to each{4ither
Assistive technology at Landmark College can also be considered part of thg¢ohc
flexibility because it also demands a broader definition of what constituteng. Burns
writes, “Unlike other technologies, computers allow learners to customize andnduddpt
was a rigid environment for learning—text. The versatility of assiséigienology evens the
educational playing field” (195). When students use Dragon Naturally Speakinge@wr
paper, they are composing with their voice—much in the same way that Dunn and Dunn De
Mers’ students compose when they leave a reading response on voice mail.

The benefits of multimodal assignments make it easy to assume that thearipppul
will continue to grow in the writing classroom. Assistive technologies andmudal
assignments make writing easier for the learning disabled colledenst Non-learning
disabled students may also find such a flexible definition of writing beneficiddegmay
be challenged if writing conventional text is their strength. Either waxibility in the
composition classroom is another lesson from Landmark College which could add to the

discussion of learning disability in the field of composition.
Conclusions

The growing discussion of learning disability in the field of composition is an

opportunity to move away from stigmatizing accommodations and to introduceoggdag
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that is more open to learning differences. As written in the CCCC positiemstatt on
disability studies, “Committing to full access and inclusion guaranteegytiie of those
with disabilities in our profession and classrooms and has the potential to eneagtialbr
and intellectual discussions regarding the spaces and places of CC@&st tonversations
about learning disability, compositionists discussed the cause of writingutiéfs, the
benefits (but mostly the negative aspects) of accommodations, and the redeedity often
constructed for learning disabled students. Recently, however, the comvetsaied to a
discussion of possible methods of instruction that create “full access and incinsioa”
classroom. This turn is a positive change in the direction of the conversatausédc
makes compositionists aware of the benefits an inclusive pedagogy maymlaaening
disabled students. Through assessing these inclusive methods at an institutiandiketk
College—an institution which has successfully taught learning disabled studemigifor
twenty years—compositionists can determine how the field should continue to @iscuss
pedagogy more inclusive to learning disabled college writers.

Of course, the uniqgueness of Landmark College as an institution makes my argument
for compositionists to adopt its teaching practices difficult. The codegals only 500
students a semester, maintains an impressive 5:1 student-teacher ratiosgitel r@k=ent
efforts) the majority of the student body continues to be economically advantated a
Caucasian. However, while Landmark understands that it is unique, it is alsdebkthca
helping learning disabled college students across the country. Landmark Cellegesh
that its teaching practices can be adapted to other colleges and ueseasiti through
programs like Professional Visit Days (which | attended), the colligepts to promote the

possible success all learning disabled students can achieve, no matter whatte tige
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school. Landmark’s impressive support for assistive technology demonstrate<titeapot
bringing additional forms of technology to the writing classroom. In fact, progeand
techniques using voice recognition and content mapping have already been sugcessfull
employed in a few composition classrooms. Landmark’s assistive teggrpogram is just
one potential avenue for further research, however. The principles of universal design,
metacognition, and flexibility also have a foothold in the field of composition and ccuold al
serve as an entrance point to instructors and scholars interested in learerapout
learning disability in the college writing classroom.

Gander, who has been dedicated to Landmark for almost its entire 25 yearcexiste
said in his lecture, “I'd like to think of Landmark as a teaching-learning labgrdtoe
really felt that we have informative systems and practices. We&gested in not just
educating students, but to achieve a kind of transformational change in terms of yiow the
regard themselves, their self-advocacy, and their sense of potentialthadnldas a record
of success with learning disabled college students. The probable benefiighasdmark’s
methods of instruction, however, applies ultimately to all college writersthse writing
instructors willing to learn about a more inclusive and accessible composissnodm, the
reward lies in the knowledge that such pedagogies encourage and challengaitigp lea

disabled and non-learning disabled college writer alike.
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Notes

! According to the 2004 Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA), “The term tsifie

learning disability’ means a disorder in one or more of the basic psycholpgicakses
involved in understanding or in using language, spoken or written, which . . . may manifest
itself in the imperfect ability to listen, think, speak, read, write, spell, oratbematical

calculations” (“Sec. 602 Definitions”).

?Howard Gardener’s theory of multiple intelligences comes from his Baakes of Mind
(1983). Gardner’s seven intelligences are linguistic, logical-matheahatiasical, bodily-

kinesthetic, spatial, interpersonal, and intrapersonal (Smith).

3 Autism, according to the National Institute of Neurological Disorders an#étis the
most common condition in a group of developmental disorders known as the autism
spectrum disorders (ASDs). Autism is characterized by impaired satei@ction, problems
with verbal and nonverbal communication, and unusual, repetitive, or severely limited

activities and interests” (“Autism Fact Sheet”).

* Adler-Kassner reviewBedagogy of Freedom: Ethics, Democracy, and Civic Courage
(1998)by Paolo FreireThe Journal Book for Teachers of At-Risk College WritE999) by
SusanGardner and Toby FulwileRethinking Basic Writing: Exploring Identity, Politics,
and Community in Interactiof2000) by Laura Gray-Rosendabgdtending to the Margins
(1999) edited blichelle Hall Kells and Valerie Balester, aAdhid the Fall, Dreaming of
Eden: Du Bois, King, Malcolm X, and Emancipatory Compos{ti®99) by Bradford T.

Stull.
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® Irving, American novelist and author ®he World According to GarandThe Cider

House Rulestaught English at Windham College while he wrote his first b§ekjing Free

the Beargpublished 1968). According time Windham College once boasted an

enrollment of 1,000 students, a number higher than Landmark’s current enroliment cap, but
closed its doors once enrollment dropped and a budget deficit forced the collegart® de

bankruptcy (“Private Colleges Cry ‘Help!™).

® Although 80% of Landmark graduates transfer to a four-year college or uryiadtsit
receiving their Associate’s degree, Landmark does not provide statistics andropformer

students ultimately earn their Bachelor’s degree.

’ Christina Herbert calls for “flexible assessment” in her book chapter fidaBollege
Classrooms Accessible to Students with and without Learning Disabilasah Glennon
advocated “flexible teaching practices” during her November 20, 2008 personakinte
MacLean Gander defined “flexibility in use” as one of the principles of usavelesign in

his November 20, 2008 lecture “Landmark’s Comprehensive Mission in an Evolving Field.”
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Learning disabled college writers may not have traditional acaderis; bkit they
still have strengths that can be nurtured in the composition classroom. Thssathesipts to
make composition scholars aware of a pedagogy geared to the strengths g ldiaabled
students—a pedagogy which could ultimately provide a more inclusive classro@n@pac
way to assess the potential benefits of inclusive teaching methods is to@xeminstitution
that has successfully taught generations of learning disabled collegetstu@dmdmark
College in Putney, Vermont, solely accepts learning disabled students. Thadeaetiods
and assistive technology utilized in the Landmark composition classroom arele@alua

examples for interested composition scholars.



