Seton Hall University
eRepository @ Seton Hall

Seton Hall University Dissertations and Theses

(ETDs) Seton Hall University Dissertations and Theses

1999

Comparison Between Professional Judgment Of
The Child Study Team And Regression Analysis In
Identification Of Perceptually Impaired Students

Linda R. Weber
Seton Hall University

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarship.shu.edu/dissertations
b Part of the Special Education and Teaching Commons

Recommended Citation

Weber, Linda R., "Comparison Between Professional Judgment Of The Child Study Team And Regression Analysis In Identification
Of Perceptually Impaired Students" (1999). Seton Hall University Dissertations and Theses (ETDs). 336.
https://scholarship.shu.edu/dissertations/336


https://scholarship.shu.edu?utm_source=scholarship.shu.edu%2Fdissertations%2F336&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholarship.shu.edu/dissertations?utm_source=scholarship.shu.edu%2Fdissertations%2F336&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholarship.shu.edu/dissertations?utm_source=scholarship.shu.edu%2Fdissertations%2F336&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholarship.shu.edu/etds?utm_source=scholarship.shu.edu%2Fdissertations%2F336&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholarship.shu.edu/dissertations?utm_source=scholarship.shu.edu%2Fdissertations%2F336&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/801?utm_source=scholarship.shu.edu%2Fdissertations%2F336&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholarship.shu.edu/dissertations/336?utm_source=scholarship.shu.edu%2Fdissertations%2F336&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages

COMPARISON BETWEEN PROFESSIONAL JUDGMENT OF THE CHILD STUDY
TEAM AND REGRESSION ANALYSIS IN IDENTIFICATION OF PERCEPTUALLY
IMPAIRED STUDENTS

BY

LINDA R. WEBER

Dissertation Committee

Martin Finkelstein, Ph.D., Mentor
~ Anthony J. Colella, Ph.D.
Russell J. Kormann, Ph.D.
Harry Galinsky, Ed.D.

Submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the Degree of Doctor of Education
Seton Hall University

1999



ABSTRACT

COMPARISON BETWEEN PROFESSIONAL JUDGMENT OF THE CHILD STUDY
- TEAM AND REGRESSION ANALYSIS IN IDENTIFICATION OF PERCEPTUALLY
IMPAIRED STUDENTS

Thewrposeofthisstudyismapplymlwceptedsmisthalfomﬂawm
a&udymﬂectedonchiﬂrmwhohaw@nchssiﬁedbyamietyofmeﬂndsas
“learning disabled™ (Perceptually Impaired) by their respective Child Study Teams.
Rmhgofmim;dyindicatedﬂmwcsromuemiﬁedmmngm for
classification as Perceptually Impaired 43.7% of the time at the initial evaluation. These
participants were found eligible by the Child Study Team to receive special education
services but were not statistically eligible when a regression formula was applied to the
student’s aptitude and achievement scores obtained on the Wechsler Intelligence Scale
for Children-ITI (1995) and the Woodcock Johnson Psycho-Educational Battery (1990)
respectively. Scores were obtained during the period of January 1, 1997 through
December 1, 1997. ' -

This study was conducted in a small, afflueiit borough of the northwestern section
of the County of Bergen in New Jersey. The district contains two elementary schools for
students in kindergarten through eighth grades. The total population of students
classified during the study was 113. Of that total 50% (N = 54) were classified
Perceptually Impaired. Sixty three percent were male (N = 34) and 37% were female
(N_ = 20) elementary and middle school level students. Racially, the participants were
comprised of 98% White (N = 53) and 2% Asian or Pacific Islander (N = 1).



Results of this study will provide evidence that the application of a regression
formmla to the aptitude and achievement scores of students already classified as learning
disabled resulted mmmofmm cligible for classification.

Limitations of this study included that it was conducted in a relatively small,
affluent, homogeneous community, Generalization of the results presented may have

limited applicability to other communities.
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Chapter I
INTRODUCTION

Background of the Study

| Within our schools, "learning disabled” (LD} continues to be the most frequently
diagnosed and rapidly growing handicapping condition of all the special education
categories. Concemabouttheinordinateincreasehﬂnpmporﬁonofstudemhbeled
learning disabled has led to scrutiny of the concept, definition, and identification and
measurement procedures that lead to classification. Approximately 5% of all public
school students ere classified as having a learning disability (Lyon, 1996). "The existence
of the LD category as a distinct and separate category. .. has been socially accepted,
politically mandated and regulated, clinically sensed, and educationally endorsed * (Wood,
1991, p. 291), despite the difficulties encountered in determining which characteristics
exemplify this category. | _

The ability o discriminate learning disabled students from low-achievers or slow
hﬁmwhomehnﬁgibleforﬁpecialeducaﬁonsmioesisaparthuhroom Districts'
mﬁmiomfordiaﬁnguishmgLDstudenmﬁomhmeevershawbeeﬁdmbmd,
because achievement test scores of handicapped students are not figured into the average
scores of the district or school (Wood, 1991). Overidentification may provide districts
with elevated achievement profiles that glorify their reputations but do not accurately

reflect the student population.



The medley of methods and formulas used for eligibility of LD consideration
contributes to differing rates of identification, which result in a lack of consistency from
state to state in the percentage deemed eligible for services (Wood, 1991).

LD is not a single disorder, but includes disabilities in any of seven areas related to
reading, language, and mathematics. Since the inclusion of learning disabilitics as a new
disability in 1976-77, the number of students served under this category has grown by 170
percent (U.S. Department of Education, 1992).

The definition of a specific learning disability and more specifically, the method for
determining what constitutes a learning disability has been a controversial issue since the
early 1800s (Wiederholt, 1974). Various theories associated with learning disabilities
proliferated during the 1950s and 1960s, but they proved to be more academic than
practical (Reynokds, 1981). The Federal Government officially acknowledged the LD
category in the Children with Learning Disabilities Act, 1975, Public Law 94-142.
Howeve:,itwasmtmuﬂtthdmaﬁonofAﬂHmdicappedChﬂdrmActandits
subsequent regulations, issued in 1977, that learning disabilities was recognized as a
matter of law. The law defined the term, mandated services and directed federal monies
for reimbursement to both public and private schools that provided services in accordance
with the law (Reynolds, 1992; Hallahan, 1992).

Figure 1 depicts an historical review of the federal law.



Figure 1

Education for All Handicapped Children Definition of Learning Disabled first

Act of 1975- Public Law 94-142 appeared; Referred to significant
discrepancy; Amended numerous times
prior to 1997

Public Law 94-142 (1976) Amended PL 94-142 to mandate a Free and
Appropriate Public Education (FAPE) for
all handicapped children in public schools

Public Law 99-457 Created Part H to provide funds for early

Public Law 101-476 (1990) Renamed the Education for All
Handicapped Children Act of 1975 to the
Individuals and Disabilities Education Act
(IDEA) ' -

Public Law 103-382 (1994) Discipline criteria were established for
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A committee was designated by Congress to formulate a definition and criteria for

learning disabilities. This committee, with input from researchers, educators, and parents
from across the country, drafted the Federal Code that was published in the Federal
Register on December 29, 1977. The Federal Code (1977) stated that in order to be
eligible for the classification of “learning disabled”, (by an appropeiate nuulti-disciplinary
mmmﬁm*smm)mmmmmmumz(m
severe discrepancy exists between ability and achicvement; (b) a severe achicvement
pmbhmdciﬂshomormmofsemmmhﬁngtocommimﬁdnsﬁﬂsmﬂ
mathematical abilities; and (c) the discrepancy is not the resul of other known
handicapping conditions or of environmental, cultural, or economic disadvantages (Public
Law 94-142 Regulations).

Unfortunately, the publication of these federal regulations did not resolve the
wnﬁ:sionabomwhuwnstitmﬁabmnhgd'mbﬂitymrdidﬁmmwongohgdhmne
regarding what criteria and standards should be used to determine whether a student is
eligible for the classification of leamning disabled. Consequently, the criteria for classifying
mmmmmmwmmmmwmmmlm
those students who are “truly” learning disabled while avoiding over-identification and
inappropriate LD placements. Such placements drain limited resources from other
pmgfamsmdstadents. |
" According to Chalfint (1985) the emphasis on academic failure in the Federal
Code definition has proven to complicate, rather than clarify, the identification of students
with learning disabilities. In fact, Reynolds (1985) observed that by employing the various
measurement models used by other states, “...an astute diagnostician can qualify between



50% and 80% of a random sample of the population as having a learning disability that
requires special education services” (p. 454),

Results from a study comparing state compliance from 1985 to 1990 (Mercer,
King-Sears & Mercer, 1990) indicate that fewer states are now using the 1977 federal
definition of learning disabilities. Howevet, inclusion of the seven components (a) oral
expression, (b)listening comprehension, (¢) written expression, (d) bsic reading skil, (¢)
mdhgwmdnnsbm(ﬂmhenhﬁwlmkuhthnm(g)mhmicﬂmniqgofthe
fedemldeﬁnitbnand&iteriahavemmhedrehﬁvelyumhmged. The federal definition
states that it is a:

“disorder in one or more of the basic psychological processes involved in

@dzrstmdhgofhum’nghnguage,spokmorwrﬁtemwbichmymm@stitseﬁh

an imperfect ability to listen, think, spesk, read, write, spell, or to do mathematical

calculations” (PL 94-142 Regulations).
The concept of learning disabilities embedded in federal law focuses on the notion of 8
discrepancy between a child's academic achievement and his or her apparent capacity and
opportunity to learn; The researchers further report that the issue of discrepancy is
frequently cited in states criteria (86%) but the term is rarcly found in definitions (27%).

Numousdﬁrme:dsththewaythestatesmopemﬁomﬂydcﬁningtheﬁ

identification procedures. One of the difficulties encountered when LD definitions are
operationalized is failure to distinguish between low achieving students and students who
have s LD (Algozzine & Ysseldyke, 1986). Pre-referral interventions, adequate
assessment instruments and discrepancy models which use standard score and regression

formulas are being recommended by most of the state Departments of Education in an



attempt to more accurately identify LD students. Mercer et al. (1985) reported that 38
states employ discrepancy formulas.

The State of New Jersey is in the process of amending the Administrative Code to
hnhﬂethelmversionofﬂleFederalCodcmgu]aﬁons. BoththeStateofNewJemey
and the Federal Government have fiiled to define learning disabilities operationally.
Consequently, this has left the criterion for classification of learning disabilities (referred to
25 Perceptual Inpairment according to New Jersey code) to the interpretation of
individual child study teams and 1o the ultimate decision of sdministrative judges in due
PrOCEss cases.

The issue of identification is of particular concern because students with a learning
disability have become the largest-growing segment of the special education population.
The prevalence of LD identification has increased dramatically in the past 20 years (Lyon,
1996). Since the implementation of PL 94-142 (1975, The Education for All Handicapped
m@ymmammmmmmwm
educational services has increased from 782,095 (1977) to nearly 2 million (1989) a 152%
increase over a 13-year period (U.S. Departiment of Education, 1990). Prior to the 1983-
1984 school year, the mean increase in LD was approximately 14% per year. However,
after the initial large increase, the number of children identified as having LD has stabilized
and, since 1983-84, the average increase has been only 2.5% per year.

Figure 2 represents the “Percentage of Children Identified as Manifesting the Most

Common Disabilities in the Years 1977 through 1993.”
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Increases in the number of children identified as LD have shown a great deal of
variability among the states. For example, between 1976-77 and 1988-89, the mumber of
Mmﬁmm“mmmmi'wwm%,hmmbysn%,mm
Alabama by 497% (U.S. Department of Education, 1990). In other states, the increases
were less dramatic (e.g., Iowa, 32%; Maryland, 46%; and Utah, 33%). Explanations have
been sought for the 152% increase n the number of children identified as LD since the
passage of PL 94-142, for both the variability among the states and for the much lower
increases since 1983-84. One explanation for the initial increase is that low achieving
chikiren may be incorrectly identified as LD (Frankenberger & Fronzaglio, 1991). There
may also be social acceptance of the LD classification and a lack of alternative programs
for children with problems in regular education.

Consequemofcbmhuingmchsm’fystudemSas“PerwptmﬂyImpuhed”wtm
domtmmugnﬁmymmhmammhmgmonadimemmmuy,
legally, and even morally. The number of students identified as having a specific learning
disability has grown steadily, and more than any other disability, since the passage of Part
Bofthelndivﬁmhw&hbisabﬂiﬁesmmnm@m)mommmhmmn
1992). Identification criteria have been focused upon as a means to do the following: (a)
reduce the numbers of students classified and placed as learning disabled, thus decreasing
the cost of their education; and (b) increase the accuracy and specificity of identifying
students with learning disabilities (Forness, 1985; Mather & Healey, 1990).

Additionally, there are now many private agencies that specialize in diagnosing,
remediating, or counseling students with learning disabilities. Learning disability is a
growth industry. The number of children classified LD has grown tremendously,
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prompting new policies intended to halt misclassifications. There are estimates that within

the next few years the number of chikiren that a district will be permitted to classify as
learning-disabled will be restricted to 2% of the total number of students who are
classified. Thus, it will become imperative for districts to develop objective, consistent
criteria for detecting the student who is genuinely learning disabled. |

There seems to be ongoing definitional problems in the field of learning disabilities.
The federal definition of learning disabilities is generally regarded as being vague and too
subjective, States nationwide continue to struggle with various means of determining
“gevere discrepancy”, as the term continues to be left to interpretation. State Departments
of Education continue to revise their definitions and their eligibility criteria. Ina survey
conducted by Frankenberger and Fronzaglio (1991), 40% of the states' guidelines were
cither rewritten, revised, or both between 1988 and 1990. An additional 15% of the states
indicated that their guidelines for LD would be revised in the near future. Fifty-one
percent of the states cited the fideral definition mandated by PL 94-142 (1975) as their
definition of LD. The remaining 49% of the states had definitions that varied from that
definition. |

AccordingtoReymHs(lﬁSa)ﬂnuseofdiﬂ'erentmswtodeﬁm“m

discrepancy” has resulted in the large disparity in the proportion of children with learning
disabilities among and within states. Fourteen (29%) of the states (Alabama, Georgia,
Hawai, Indians, lows, Kentucky, Nebraska, New Mexico, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Texas,
Utah, Washington, and Wisconsin) and also the District of Columbia required that children
diagnosed as LD have IQ scores in the average range (Frankenberger & Fronzaglio,
1991). Eight of the states, however, did not define "average." Six of the states (Alabama,
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Iown, Kentucky, Nebraska, Ohio, and Wisconsin) and also the District of Columbia

specified that IQ cutoff scores for LD placement be above the range of mental retardation,
however the particular IQ cutoffs varied among states. Of the 48 states and Washington,
DC, 11 (23%) did not recommend a discrepancy method. Of the remaining states, 20
(54%) recommended the standard score method. Eight (22%) of the states recommended
ﬁnmgmmedstandardseorépmoedm(refertodeﬁ:ﬁtions). A regression formmla was
recommended by seven (19%) additional states. The remaining states recommended
either the Wﬁmﬂaordeﬁnﬁonﬁomgmde(refertodeﬁniﬁom). New York
recommended a 50% discrepancy but did not specify the method to determine the LD
definition.

By 1988, while the national average of students labeled learning disabled was 43%
of those in special education, the range among the 50 states was from 30% to 67%, and in
30 large cities the range was from 0% to 73% (Tenth Annual Report, 1988). Despite a
common federal definition, the probability of being classified learning disabled varies by a
fictor of 6 across states, 3 to 4 by gender, and 5 or more across ethaicity (Reynokls,
1992). Although most states use some form of discrepancy model to identify learning
disabilitics, New Jersey has not mandated the use of a statistical formula since adoption of
PL 94-142 (1975). The New Jersey Administrative Code did not revise its definition of
learning disabilities (Perceptual Impairment) until July 1992 when the Code was updated
according to the citation in the Federal Register. Since the New Jersey Code revision,
surveys indicate that most individual child study teams have not developed specific
uniform criteria. The New Jersey Department of Education conducted public hearings

around the state regarding proposed changes to its Administrative Code. Part of the



: il
Code’s revision deals specifically with the identification of students who are learning

disabled via the use of a statistical formula to determine the existence of a significant
discrepancy between ability and achievement.

In the State of New Jersey special education services were mandated by Chapter
28 of the New Jersey Administrative Code, Title 6, subchapter 6:28-3.1 — 3.9 until July 6,
1998. This subchapter covered identification, referral, evaluation, and determination of
eligibility for special education services. speciﬁcqiteﬁaﬁordetermmgwhaih_era
student was entitled to be classified and a definition of each of the twelve categorics of
classification were detailed in this subchapter.
Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to apply an accepted statistical formula to data already
collected on children who have been classified by a variety of methods as “leaming
disabled”(PgroeptuaﬁyIumaked)bytheirrespectiveChildSmdyTemns. The goa! of this
studyiswdﬂmnheﬂwvﬂidityofthechssiﬁcaLhnmhgtheafomnﬁomdmthod&
Will one method identify more students as having  severe discrepancy than the other has?
Will one method systematically favor different sbility groups? How will the results of the
statistical formula compare with the professional judgement of the Child Study Team?

Investigation into the way in which students with learning disabilities are classified
is important because there is currently no standardization within and/or between school
districts in the criteria sed to classify students. Evidence should exist that the learning
| dhaﬁlﬁbsampriﬁnrﬂymﬂmabhwadeﬁcﬁlw&hhmestudm’skmhgsystemmd

not a result of inadequate instruction,
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Results of applying a statistical formula to the aptitude and achievement scores of

students who have been classified as Perceptually Impaired will be compared to the
professional judgement of the Child Study Team to determine the accuracy of their
resolution. Are low achievers being reclassified, and if so, what effect does this
misclassification have on the student as well as the school district? Lyon (1996) contends
that by the time a child has experienced at least a fisw years of school failure their self-
esteem and motivation have diminished. School districts have appropriated both fiscal and
personnel resources in order to woonnmdateﬂnstudmnsmspecialedlmﬁoﬁpmgrm.
However, if there is a misclassification of students who are low achievers, and not eligible
for classification in special education, the economic and personnel resources of school
districts can be otherwise directed to make the necessary accommodations in the regular
education program.
Central Hypothesis

Child Study Team evaluations are overly dependent on teacher assessment and
tendtoovu*—idenﬁfylow_aﬁhievers. Regular education teachers pressure Child Study
Team members to classify students who are low achievers because they are resistant to
modifying their teaching to adapt for diversity within their classroom. Utilization of
discrepancy formmula analysis will effectively screen out low achievers who should not be
classified and demonstrate their over-representation in the special education population.

i\ﬁschsﬁﬁcaﬁonofsmdﬂswhodomtdemonstmteasigniﬁmdimepmwy
betweenaptimdeandaclﬂevemﬁhasfarmchingoonsequem. Economic effects for
ﬂndisuictcanﬁnpaaondecishmmderegudhgedmatiomlpmgmmﬁngforﬂw
regular student population. Appropriating monies to special education for students who
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are not eligible to receive such services immediately impacts supplies, equipment,
materials, and staffing. Teachers, who are inflexible in their approach to educating their
students, are allowed to continue old habits as low achievers are removed from their
classes and placed in special education. Social-emotional issues for misclassified students
such as the stigma of being assigned to the “special education” classes evoke feelings of
low self-esteem, and parents may wrestle with feelings regarding having a child who is
identified as educationally disabled.

This study will determine whether a degree of congruence exists between Child
Study Team judgment and discrepancy analysis. Is there greater or lesser congruence over
time?- Is the discrepancy analysis more stable than a Child Study Team analysis? Does
participation in special education programming improve the standardized scores of
students who are identified as low achievers and justify the original classification?

Hypothesis 1: No significant relationship will be found between the Child Study
Team evaluations and discrepancy evaluations to determine eligibility for classification as
perceptually impaired at time (t1) and time, (t2).

Hypothesis 2. Scores on standardized group achievement tests will indicate little
improvement for low achieving students misclassified as perceptually impaired when
cotnpared to low achievers who were not so classified.

Hypothesis 3: The self-esteem of low achieving students receiving special
education services is lower than the self-esteem of non-classified low achievers as
measured by a standardized seif-esteem inventory.

Hypothesis 4: For low achieving students who were classified as perceptually

impaired but not eligible for special education services, there will be a significant
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discrepancy between the services they were provided compared to the services provided

to those students who were eligible for classification according to the regression analysis
at time, and time; |
Signif P { Stud

The results obtained from this study will be beneficial in determining whether the
useofasmﬁshalﬁamﬁhwouldlmvemnuihnedtoadwmmthemnﬂmofmdm
chssiﬁedasPemeptuaﬂyImpaMapositioncmreﬂlyheidbyﬂwNew]mey
Department of Special Education. Such findings would be of importance to the process of
identifying and classifying students as learning disabled and may have significance for
teachers in the regular education programs. Misclassification of students who are low
achievers as in need of special education services may have an effect on both the self-
esteem and academic performance of the students. In addition, identifying students as
eligible for special education services when, in fact, they do not meet the mandated criteria
mydrahscbold'mtkﬁofﬁwﬂmdpemoﬁmlmomcesﬂﬁmuﬁbemedwmoﬁde
appropriate services to low achieving students within mainstream classes. Modification
and accommodation to the existing curriculum will have to be made so those students who
may simply be low achievers are able to learn along with students who are average and
aboveavemge.ﬁwimpﬁmﬁomforﬂngmwmpmmmmgmmbe
great if the number of students removed from regular education begins to decrease. More
fiscal resources may become available fot the general education population, which will
provide administrators with the resources needed to add supplementary aids and services
directly into classrooms for the benefit of all students,
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Limitati
This study was completed in a relatively small, affluent, homogeneous community

which lacked ethnic diversity. As a result of the size of the overall school population, the

total number of participants eligible to cooperate in this research was also small

Therefore, generalization of the results presented in this study may have limited

applicability to other communities.

Definition of Terms
Mtobeop&aﬁngwﬂhinthefedmlmguhﬁons,withintheconﬁmof

entory: an individually administered self-esteem

inventory designed to measure evaluative attitudes toward the self in social, academic,
famﬂy,andpersonalareascfe:q)criﬁwe.

Deviation-from-grade-level: the simplest method of determining a discrepancy
between aptitude and achievement. The aptitude/achievement discrepancy is the point at
which a student's achievement falls below current grade placement by some specified
amout, | |

Expectancy methods: based on determining a discrepancy between ability and
achievement. Ability and achicvement scores are converted to age or grade equivalents

and evaluated by an expectancy formula,
Grade equivalents: grade score assigned to a mean raw score of a group during
i .
Group achicvement tests: tests administered to a group of students to measure
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IDEA: Individuals With Disabilities Education Act, passed in 1990 to give new
name to PL. 94-142,

sts: tests administered to individual students to measure

Multidisciplinary team: a team of professionals from various fields who participate
mmwwmmmmmmmmmmmwmm
eligibility and placement.

Overidentification: describes the phenomenon of identifying students who seem to
be eligible for special education services but who are actually not disabled. |

Public L.aw 94-142: the Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975;

 guarantees the right to  free and appropriate education in the least restrictive
env:romn:nt,renamedIDEA.

Regression analysis: a statistical method that enables examiners to specify the
achievernent test score predicted for a given IQ score. Regression methods use a
predication equation that considers the magnitude of the correlation between IQ and

isability: a disorder in one or more of the basic psychological
processes involved in understanding or using language, spoken or written, that manifests
itself in the imperfect ability to listen, speak, read, write, spell or do mathematicat
calculations. The term includes such conditions as perceptual disabilities, brain injury,
minima brain dysfinction, dyslexia, and developmental aphasia. The term does not
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inchude learning problems that are primarily the result of visual, hearing, or motor

disabilities; mental retardation; or environmental, cultural, or economic disadvantage.
Standard scores: scores calculated during norming process of a test; follow normal
distribution theory. Comparisons can be made with a common metric (the z or ¢ scores)

onstandmdizedeandnchigvemmitcsis.

Scale IQ’s.
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Chapter 11
'REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction
The goal of this study is to determine the validity of the classification of students

as LD by conventional methods. To do s0, this study will apply an accepted statistical

formula to data already collected on children who have been classified by a variety of
methods as "learning disabled” (Perceptually Impaired) by their respective Child Study

Teams.

The study of learning disabilities was initiated in response to two specific needs.
The first was to understand individual differences among children and adults who
displayed specific deficits in spoken or written language while maintaining integrity in
gencral intellectual functioning. Second, was the desire to provide services to these
_studenm,whoweremtbemgadequmlyservedbymegemmledumﬁomlsystem
Overall, the field of learning disabilities emerged primarily from a social and educational
necd and currently remains a diagnostic practice that is more rooted in clinical practice,
law, and policy than in science (Lyon, 1996). Advocates for children with leaming
disabilities have successfully negotiated a special education category as a means of
educational protection at the same time that the schools have seen an increase in the

identification of LD.
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The definition of a specific learning disability and more generally, the method for

determining what constitutes a learning disability has been an unsettled topic since the

carly 1800s (Wiederholt, 1974). The first identification of what has now been termed
“learning disabilities” was made in England during the last decade of the nineteenth
mewhmhwmqrdedtlmhigMGhﬁﬁmwmmbhto@write,mspeﬂ.

Physicians studied the unexpected pattern of general strengths and specific
weaknesses in learning during the early twentieth century, thus giving the field its
historical biomedical orientation. Doctorsmtedtlmtchﬂdlmw:thlearmngdjsahﬂmes
were similar to adults and children with focal brain damage in that specific impairments in
so&nmofbuningmuﬂomwﬁhoﬂdknﬁﬁslﬁngsﬁengﬂnhgm&lmgnhion

During the 1920s Samuel Orton, an American psychiatrist and neurclogist, made
signiﬁcamwnuibuﬁommmeﬁemyvhcnhcﬁudiedmdhg-mh:eddisordmmm
called “strephosymbolia.” Vuioustheoriwassociatedwithbmnmgdisabiﬁﬁes
proliferated during the 1950s and 1960s, but they proved to be more academic than
mc&al(Reynoldg,l%l). |

Although the clinical work conducted during the first half of the twenticth century

recognized the existence of learning disabilities, such information had little influence on
public school policies until the mid-1960s. At this time, behavioral scientists, edMorg
Mpmsmmdmwmmcﬁhmnmmmpsmawmmt
being served effectively in they general educational programs. At the same time, these
children were not eligible for special education services because their characteristics did not
correspond to any recognized categories of disability, This disenfranchisement stirulated

an advocacy movement to provide special educational services to students with learning
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disabilities, leading many states to establish & special education category for LD during the

late 1960s.

Some experts in this area believe that the field of leaning disabilities began when Kirk
(I%Z)pmmswﬂnmwg&mwﬁbs@). During the 1960s, the term “learning
disabilities™ was used in place of approximately 100 previous terms. Prior to 1963, LD
could be found occasionally as a term in the educational literature, and these descriptions
served as a foundation for the formal LD concept. In April 1963, a growing organization
of parents of chikdren with specific learning disabilitics gathered to form the Association for
Children with Learning Disabilities. Original advisory board members were William
Cruickshank, Raymond Barsch, Ross Beall, Marianne Frostig, William Gellman, Newell
Kephart, Laura Lettinen, and Helmer Mykelbust (Kavale, Forness, & Bender, 1987). Ata
meeting of this organization Sarmuel Kirk, chairman of the conference, introduced the term,
learning disabilities (Kirk & Kirk, 1983) but, as yet, criteria and procedures for
classification of LD had not been determined.

A stable definition of learning disabilities, which would be acceptable to a broad
constituency, was needed. S.A. Kirk (1962) provided one of the first formal definitions:
A learning disability refers to a retardation, disorder, or delayed
development in one or more of the processes of speech, reading, spelling,
writing or arithmetic resulting from a possible cerebral dysfunction and/or
emotional or behavioral disturbance and not from mental retardation,

sensory deprivation, or cultural or instructional factors.
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Although Kirk’s definition provided the framework within which LD was viewed,

it needed further refinement. At one conference, Gallagher (as cited in Kavale 1995, p.
59) suggested the term “developmental imbalances™ for
“chikdren who reveal a developmental disparity in psychological processes related
toeducaﬁonofmhadegmg(oﬂenfomymormm)asmmqmﬂn
instructional programming of developmental tasks appropriate to the nature and
level of the deviant developmental process.”

The term was suggested to foster a more educationally oriented concept that would
reflect a behavioral emphasis. Much discussion followed Gallagl:m"s presentation, but no
consensus was forthcoming. Reviewing the conference, Cruickshank and Hallahan (1973)
conchuded that discussions about definitions were stll worthwhie:

All told, the results of this discussion on terminology and definition were
both promising and discouraging. While the general consensus, especially
among educators, pointed to the need for an educationally relevant
definition, no such definition was adopted. Nor has any consistent
terminology been agreed upon to date...“Learning disabled” is probably
 the most popular term; but it still is far from being unanimously acoepted,

since many think it contains numerous possibilities for severe
misunderstanding and error. (p.71)

The Institute for Advanced Study (Kass & Myklebust, 1969, as cited in Kavale

1995)) was also interested in developing an educationally focused definition and proposed
that:



y;
Leamingdﬁaﬁﬂityte&tstoomormoresigniﬁcamdeﬁcitshm
learning processes requiring special education techniques for remediation.
Children with a learning disability generally demonstrate a discrepancy
between expected and actual achievement in one or more areas, such as
spokmréadormiﬁmhngnge,mthemﬁcs,andspaﬁaloﬁmmﬁon.
The kearning disability referred to be not primarily the result of sensory,
motor, intellectual, orennﬁomlhhndicap.brhckofoppommitytoleam
(p. 60).

Thhdeﬁnﬁionwﬂecwdtwowﬁetidusabouthowwprovideaﬁedmaﬁoml

focus for the definition of LD. The Association for Children with I.earning Disabilities

(ACLD) was concerned with omitting reference to etiology and stated that:

A child with learning disabilities is one with adequate mental ability,
sensory processes, and emotional stability who has a limited number of
specific deficits in perceptual, integrative, or expressive processes which
severely impeir learning effciency. ‘This inctudes chikiren who have oentral
nervoussystundysﬁmﬁol;ﬂmiseacpressedprhmrﬂymtnpah'edbuning
efficiency (Kavale, 1995, p. 60). |

Bateman (1965) introduced the emphasis on academic underachievement and

discrepancy:

educationally significant discrepancy between their estimated intellectual
potential and actual kevel of performance related to basic disorders in the

learning process, which may or may not be accompanied by demonstrable
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central nervous system dysfunction, and which are not secondary to

-generalized mental retardation, educational or cultural deprivation, severe

emotional disturbance, or sensory loss. (p. 220)

Totxh:gordatoﬂnpmﬁfemﬁonofLDdeﬁ:ﬁﬁom&hgpﬁposed,ﬂnNaﬁoml
AdvisofyComitteeonI—!andhppedChildren(NAHCI—L 1968), which was headed by

S.A. Kirk, proposed the following definition:

Children with special (specific) learning disabilities exhibit a disorder in one
or more of the basic psychological processes involved in understanding or
in using spoken or written language. These may be manifested in disorders
of listening, thinking, talking, reading, writing, spelling, or arithimetic.

They include conditions that have been referred to as perceptual handicaps,
‘brain injury, minimal brain dysfinction, dyslexia, developmental aphasia,
etc. They do not include learning problems that are due primarily to visual,
hearing, or motor handicaps, to mental retardation, to emotional
disturbance, or to environmental disadvantage, (Kavale & Forness, 1995,

p. 34)

TheNACHCdeﬁ:ﬂtionwashnpormmﬁpmvidedtheﬁmndﬂionﬁorthc
1969 passage ofPubﬁcLaw9_1-230(rheCﬁldrcnwithSpeciﬁcLemingDisabilitiesAct)
which amended Title VI of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. It was in this
act that the federal government acknowledged the category of learning disabilities. The

definition failed, however, to provide a clear enough delineation of LD’s parameters for
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educational classification. Mclntosh and Dunn (1973), for example, found a number of
problems with the NACHC definition:

1. Bateman’s (1965) discrepancy idea was not incorporated.

2. The definition specified no level of severity for qualification as LD.

3. Ilwphrase'oneor.mmindmﬂingpmmdjsturbaxmsisatmiame
with the modifier specifically applied to the term LD.

4.  The variety of conditions included precludes the establishment of any type
of LD syndrome marked by 2 group of common characteristics.

5. Theconditiomassociatédwith[.Dmﬂmelvmmtdeﬁned;they&re
provided only as examples, creating an inherently vague situation.

6.  The reliance on exclusion as a primary definitional parameter denies the
possibility that students classified under some other designation may also have LD.

7.  The vagueness of the definition prevents the generation of consistent
ptgvaienoeﬁgmes.

Although not satisfactory as a specific definition of LD, the NACHC definition did
fulfill administrative needs related to funding, program development, and keeping areas of
special education mutually exclusive. Once formalized at the federal level, the LD field
experienced rapid growth. However,itwaﬁmtuntiltbﬁDq:artmenlofEducation
recognized the need to establish a system that would allow states and local education
districts to determine whether students qualified for special help that the segment of Public
Law 94-142, subsection 620 of section 5, Part B was established. The Education of All
Handicapped Chikiren Act, as it was titled, was enacted in 1975, Central to this landmark

piece of legislation mandating free and appropriate public education, and due process,
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were definitions of various handicapping conditions. The laws also mandated that the
ConerofEdmationshalelaterﬂmoneyeuaﬁertheeﬂa‘ecﬁwdateofthis
subsection, prescribe:

Regulations which establish criteria for determining whether a particular disorder

orconditbnnnybecomidaedaspecﬁhamingdimﬁﬁtyﬁrpmpomof

designating children with LD; regulations which establish and describe diagnostic

procedures which shalt be used in determining whether a particular child has a

disorder or condition which places such a child in the category of children with

LD; and regulations which establish monitoring procedures which will be used to

determine if State educational agencies, local educational agencies, and

' intermediate units are complying with the criteria established under clause (A) and

clause (B) (PL 94-142, 1975).

The assignment to fulfill this congressional mandate was designated to
Frank King, a trained psychologist and seasoned bureaucrat, who was a State Plan Officer
in the Division of Assistance to States in the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped,
Office of Education, United States Department of Health, Education and Welfare. The
ultimate goal of this mandate was to establish a system, which could identify children who
were eligible for special education services under the sections of PL. 94-142 that deal with
specific learning disabilities. Dr.Ki::gindbeengivenfheixmwmetaskofdeﬁningand
devi@guﬁfompmwdmfortbﬁentﬁcﬁhnofamﬁﬁiﬁnﬁﬂhdmﬁghm
upon terminology, treatment, or remediation. According to Dr. King, the Congressional
mandate “specified that we would provide information that was beyond science at this

stage™ (Rog, Gluckin & Kripe, 1979, p. 8).
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The U.S. Congress had attempted to define terms in PL. 94-142, referring

to a specific learning disebility as “a disorder in one or more of the basic
psychological processes involved in understanding or in using language,
spoken or written, which may manifest iteelf in an imperfect ability to
listen, think, speak, read, write, spell, or to do mathematical calculations.”
Recognizing that learning disorders can be traced to many canses,
childrmwhohavelenmhgpmbhmswhichmp'maﬁlyﬂwrgwhof
MhearEgornmmrhmdieaps,mmmalwmdaﬁonorof
mvimnmenta],cu]turalorecommicdisadvantag_e.

This extremely broad definition raised more questions than it answered.
ththemlgeofdisabimiesalsomfmredmasspwiﬁchmnhgdisabﬂiﬁcs,hcm
perceptual handicaps, brain injuries, cerebral dysfunction, developmental aphasia,
dyscalculia, dysgraphia, dysphonetic, and dyseidetic varieties, it became clear to Frank
King that children could not be diagnosed as having a specific learning disability primarily
on the basis of what a condition is not (Roa et al, 1979).

'Atthjspthngmmhldedthathisnniorprobhnwastlmtthcrewasm
wnsistaﬁdeﬁnﬁionofbanﬁngdisabﬂhimmssﬂ#mm,wﬁhhstatesmem
among communities, He found that although many theories had been proposed and
instructional programs developed as a result of these theories, little research had been
done regarding their validity. Many of these theories, it was discovered, were more based

upon opihion than research.
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King consulted with groups such as the Council for Exceptional Children (CEC),

the Association for Children with Learning Disabilities (ACLD), and the Orton Society,
with educational consultants from 34 states, with professionals in the field, and with
parents. Avnﬂabkliferatmiewassmdhdandadmﬁofthepmposedmguhﬁonswas
developed and distributed for review. The recurrent theme of draft feedback was there
was very little agreement. There was no general consensus as to the criteria necessary for
determizing LD except for the notion that all children with LD appear to achicve &t a rate
co:mdﬂablybehwﬂMthchnnghtbeexpectedwhcnmﬂlgm,ageandprnr
experience are considered. The pivotal dimension in defining LD was 8 “major
discrepancy between expected achievement and ability that was not the result of other
known and generally accepted handicapping conditions or circumstances™ (U.S. Office of
Education, 1976, p. 52404). A discrepancy was presumed to exist when a student was
achievingatorbelowSO%ofhisorherexpectedachievement.

Very early in the history of remedial education, attempts were made to quantify a
chih‘sachievemnmhﬁwwthechild’spowmw&rachiemhhﬁpesof
establishing a method of formal assessment of “scadenmic retardation” (Hallahan &
Kaufman, 1976). A typical formula was that of H.R. Myklebust:

MMMM& Expectancy Age

- Mental age was derived from an intelligence test, life age was an indication of the child’s
psychological maturity based on chronological age, and grade age indicated the child’s
school experience. Myklebust’s assumption was that the ratio of the child’s actual

achievement to expectancy should be at or above 90. Anything less than 90 was indicative
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of a learning disebility (Hallahan & Kaufiman, 1976). Myklebust’s formala was just one

step along the path to special education’s passion for formalfly quantifying learning
sisabilities.

- The following formula was used for determining a severe discrepancy level (SDL);
a grade equivalent based on the interrelationship among intelligence, chromlbg‘n:ai age
(CA) and prior educational experience:

| SDL = CA [IQ + 300 + 0.17] - 2.5

Danielsongnd Bauer (1_978) questioned the appropriateness of a forrmla-based
approach, asking: (a) Is the formula effective? (b) What would be the impact of the
formula? and (c) Can the procedure be implemented?. An empirical analysis of the
formula suggested a negative response to the first question, which then limited the
possibilties for positive responses to the remaining questions. In addition, when reaction
from the field was solicited, the formula received overwhelmingly negative evaluations.
The controversy surrounding the formula-based classification led the USOE to drop the
formula.

With the rejection of the discrepancy formmla, the revised federal rules suggested
that LD classification be based on a severe discrepancy between capacity and achievement:

. (1) The child does not achieve commensurate with his or her age and
ability when provided with appropriate educational experiences, and (2) the
chﬂdhsamdscrepmyhﬂmwhkvmﬁmlbcmﬂabﬂhy
in one or more of seven areas relating to communication skills and

mathematical abilities (U.S. Department of Education, 1976, p. 65083).
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Evaluation procedures were to be conducted by interdisciplinary teams that
inchuded the child’s regular teacher (or a qualified substitute), and at least one individual
certified to conduct an individuel diagnostic examination. The student was to be evaluated
individually for discrepancies in: “(a) oral expression, (b) listening comprehension, (c)
written expression, (d) bsic reading skill, (¢) reading comprehension, (f) mathematical
calculation, or (g) mathematical reasoning” (ULS. Department of Education, 1976, p.
65083). Furthermore, the fideral guidelines incliuded observation as an important
procedure: |

1. At least one team member other than the child’s regular teacher shall observe

thechild'sécademicpaﬁ:rmamehthemglﬂarclamomselthg.

2. Inthe case of a child less than school age or out of school, a team member shall

observe the child in an environment appropriate for a child of that age.

Tthﬂiceof_Educati:npubﬁshedtheseregdatbﬁﬂ:eFedea'alRegis&yon
November 29, 1976, and allowed three months for public comment, which was more than
" double the time normally allowed because of the controversial nature of this legisiation.
There was strong support for this discrepancy model, however, considerable opposition
centered on the quantification of the discrepancy, specifically the 50% requirement. Of
primary concern was the formula, which was included in the regulation, which was
intended to illustrate how the disparity could be measured. A major objection was that the
standard of measurement would very depending on the particular test(s) used. There was
also concern expressed regarding the statistical validity of comparing intelligence and
achievement and that quantifying the discrepancy would mean reducing children to mere
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numbers. Numerous professionals in the field felt that many of the defects in the proposed

procedures were not just technical flaws but that there were conceptual and
methodological flaws as well (Roa et al., 1979).

The final form of PL. 94-142 regulations regarding specific learning disabilities
was printed in the Federal Register on December 29, 1977. It recognized leaming
disabilities as a matter of law, defining the term, mandating services, and directing federal
mnhsﬁ:rnhnhmmtoschools,bothmﬂkandpﬁvatqmmovidedmm
accordance with the law (Reynolds, 1992; Hallshan, 1992). The revised regulations stated
that in order to be eligible for classification of learning disabled:

It must be established (by an appropriate nultidisciplinary team including
the child’s regular teacher), (a) that a severe discrepancy exists between
ability and achievement; (b) that there is & severe achievement problem in
one or more of seven areas relating to communication skill and
umhmmﬁcalaﬁﬂm;and(c)thatthédiscrepamyismtthemukofother
known handicapping conditions or of environmental, cultural, or economic
disadvantages (Federal Register, 1977, p. 65082).

As Dr. King’s project concluded, he observed: ‘

- The problem is, as it has been all along, that we just can’t define learning
disabilities in terms that are discrete enough to separate each child, in terms
of the degree of disability, and in some instances, even in terms of the type
of disability that's involved. We don’t know as much ahout learning as we
need to know, so we know less about the disabilities in learning (Roa et al.,

1979, p.11).
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Passage of PI, 94-142

Since the inception of the term “learning disability™ by the federal government,
wnnovasyhasmmmnﬂyphgueditbmamethefederalreguhﬁonsdﬁmtrmheﬂn
confusion surrounding the vagueness of its definition. Nor did it solve the ongoing dispute
regarding what criterion and standards should be used to determine whether a student is
eligible for the classification of “learning disabled.” The debate has focused on the
* practical problems and operationsl criteria for identification practices (Algozzine &
Ysseldyke.. 1983). According to Chalfant (1985) the emphasis on academic failure in the
Federal Code definition hes proven to complicats, rather than clarify, the ientification of
students with learming dissbilities. According to Reynolds (1985), by employing the
various measurement models used by some states, “an astute diagnostician can qualify
between 50% and 80% of a random sample of the population as having a learning
disability that requires special education services” (p. 454). '

This law mandated school boards in the United States to provide appropriate
education to all children, and carried with it an unstated promise that school boards would
know how to reach all children. This included not only children who appear to resist
learning, but also those children whose attributes make sotne form of learning exceeding
difficult. In order to believe that education is capable of providing broad-based
remediation, the perception of learning disabilities was altered from that of a multifaceted
disability affecting several areas of development to an academic disability. The consequent
expectation was that, on receipt of appropriate academic remediation, the learning
disabled student would no longer have academic deficits. After passage of this act the
number of students identified as learning disabled soared. Clarizioandi’hi]]ips(1986b)
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stated that lcarning disabilities have now become the prevalent handicap of school-age

children, and Clarizio and Phillips (1986) have estimated that almost one million studests
are identified as learning disabled.

Since the inchusion of learning disabilities as a new disability in 1976-77, the
mmi:erofsmdentssa-vedunde:thisutegoryhasgmwnbyl?O%. The relative
proportion of these students, as a function of the total number of children served in special
education, increased from 24,9% in 1976-77 to 50.5% in 1990-91, exceeding any other
dimbﬂitym.s.wofﬁdueaion,wn). Numerous researchers (Frankenberger
& Harper, 1987; Ysseldyke, Algozzine & Epps, 1983) assert that the figures represent an
over-identification of students classified as learning disabled. Given these facts, the
ctiteria for diagnosis and the means by which they are operationalized are continmally
under scrutiny by local districts who seek to provide services to those students who are
“truly” learning disabled while avoiding over identification and inappropriate learning
disability placementts. By providing special education services to students who are not
mﬂybunhgdisabhddrahsﬁmﬁedmomoes.ﬁomothetpmmmdm.

A heated debate continues amongst professionals about whether special education
hmdedforsomcgro@sofchndmwhommshowmmﬁcsofammg
disability, and if so, what type of help is appropriate. These groups include students who
(a) are at the low-average end of the intelligence scale; (b) are highly intelligent; or (c)
ooneﬁnmﬁngﬁsﬁc,cuhnaLsociaLorwomnﬁcbackgromﬂsﬂntdiﬁasigniﬁmnﬁy
from their peers. |

When a student with a low-average intellectual level experiences academic

difficulties, some professionals may feel that the lower intelligence is the cause of the
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problem. Others may believe that the student could do better academically or make
passing grades if ot for the learning disability.

A student with a high-average or superior intellectual level may maintain grade
level performance in elementary school, but develop academic problems in higher grades.
Sompro&gsiomhﬁdbaﬂledmifacﬁﬁdoesmtsh@wmﬂywadenﬁcpmﬂum,
it seems unlikely that a learning disability would be the reason for later problems. Other
professionals suggest that a capable student may develop sufficient compensations in the
early school years to make acceptable grades, but become unable to manage when faced
with taking notes, longer reading assignments, foreign language requirements, and similar
demands in secondary and post secondary schools.

When establishing criteria from which 2 diagnosis of learning disability is made,
most states (86%) have inchuded the existence of a severe discrepancy between
achievement and intellectual ability in one or more specified academic areas as a necessary,
but not as an exclusive condition, for determining a student to be learning disabled
{Mercer, King-Sears, Mercer, 1990). Yet, there still exists a debate regarding which is the
best choice of models for determining a marked discrepancy between ability and
achievement (Braden, 1985; Reynolds, 1985b) and the general usefulness of the concept
of severe discrepancies in diagnostic practices (Council for Learning Disabilities, Board of
Trustees, 1987). Figure 3 represents “Ability/Achievement Procedures Employed by

States in 1981-1982 and 1985-1986™.
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“States that specifiod more than one type procedure.




Results from a study comparing state compliance from 1985 to 1990 (Mercer,

King-Sears, Mercer, 1990) indicate that fewer states are now using the 1977 federal
definition of learning disabilities although inclusion of the seven components of the foderal
definition and criteria have remained relatively unchanged. The issue of discrepancy is
frequently cited in states” criteria (86%), bowever the term is rarely found in definitions.
Therearemmnrousdifﬁarmesin-tlnwayﬂmtsmwsareopemﬁomﬁzjngtheir
identification procedures. Pre-referral interventions, adequate assessment instruments and
discrepancy models which use standard score and regression formmlas are being
recommended by most state departments of education in an attempt to more socurately
identify leaming disabled students.

Ninety-four percent of the states inchude discrepancy as a necessary condition for
LD eligibility (Mercer, Hughes & Mercer, 1985). Yet there still exists a debate regarding
which is the best choice of discrepancy model for determining a marked discrepancy
between ability and achievement (Braden, 1987; Reynolds, 1985) and the usefulness of the
concept of severe discrepancies in diagnostic practices (Council for Learning Disabilities,
Board of Trustees, 1987).

Results of a study conducted by Mercer, Jordan, Allsop, and Mercer (1996) found
that 21 states (42%) used standard scores from assessment tests to determine discrepancy
(e.g., instead of grade-equivalent scores). Twenty-seven states (54%) indicated that they
usedstandmddcviaﬁonhﬂnﬁlbcrheﬁa,-mngingﬁomltozdevimions,mdam
discrepancy. Regression formulas applied to test scores were used in 16 states (32%). .
One state (2%) recommended using verbal-versus perﬁmmme—scom comparisons on the
Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-Revised (WISC-R) or the more current Wechsler
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Intelligence Scale for Children-Til (WISC-IIT). Two states (4%) suggested in their criteria

that a discrepancy of between 40% to 50% or more between aptitude and achievement be
used;onestate_(Z%)reoonmendedthisproeedmeinitsdcﬁnitionandtbreestates(ﬁ%)
recommended the use of grade-level discrepancy.

The State of New Jersey has recently amended their Administeative Code to
include the 1977 version of the Federal Code regulations. Inthepmposednewcode,
“The district shall adopt procedures that utilize a formmla and criteria for determining a
 severe discrepancy. Evalustion shall inchude assessment of current academic achievement
and intellectual ability” (Proposed New Jersey Administrative Code, 1997, p. 49). “The
Comparison of Percentages of Operationalization Procedures” is represented in Figure 4.
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Mmeretal(l990} Current Data of 50
of 45 agencies agencies
and/or and/or
definition | Only definition | Only
Standard scores 18 (40%) | 18 (40%) |21 (42%) |21 (42%) | Constant
Standard deviation 23 (51%) | 23 (51%) |27 (54%) |27(54%) | Constant
Regmaéion formula
WISC-R (now WISC- | 13 (29%) | 13(29%) | 16(32%) | 16 (32%) | Constant
1)
Verbal v. performance | 1 (02%) | 1(02%) | 1(02%) | 1(02%) | Constant
40%-50% or more
discrepancy 2(04%) | 2(04%) | 3(06%) | 3(06%) | Constant
Grade-level '
discrepancy 11 (24%) {10 (22%) | 16 (32%) | 16 (32%) | Increase

Note: More than 5% increase in either column comparison is reported as an increase.
More than 5% decrease in either column comparison is reported as a decrease.
Less than 5% change melthereollmmcompansoms reportedas a constant

Source: (1996) Learning
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Some states, such as Arizona, Nevada, Oregon, and Virginia, have left the

operationalization procedures for determination of a significant discrepancy to the
judgment of individual school districts whereas other states emphasize that the methods
ﬁoridenﬁfyingad‘mmpmcymoﬂym They leave the final decision regarding
ideatification and placement to the discretion of the nmitidisciplinary team.

Accurate definition of terms used in the field of learning disabilities continues to be
p:obhmﬁcﬁ)rtheﬁlbwhgmm:(a)theFeduddcﬁniﬁonofhamﬁ:gdkabﬂﬁiesh
pootly understood and is generally regarded as being vague and too subjective, (b) states
continue to struggle with various means of determining severe discrepancy, and (c) the
term severe discrepancy continues to be lefi to interpretation, .;\reviewoftheliteratln'e
mulicates that there is a wide variation on how states define severe discrepancy.
According to Reynolds (1985), the use of different measures to define severe discrepancy
has resulted in the large disparity in the propertion of children with learning disabilities
among and within states.

The administration of special education by the New Jersey State Department of
Education is governed by federal and state regulations. In New Jersey, a student who is
cligible to receive special education services is classified according to one of the 17
categories provided in statute and regulations. According to the report entitled Special
Educatiop that was published by the New Jersey State Department of Education for the
1995-1996 school year, there were approximately 195,000 students ages 3-21 attending
special education programs in a variety of settings during that time span. Data regarding
trends in classification rates began being kept by the New Jersey State Department of
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Education in 1977. Until 1991, there was a steady increase in the numbers and

classification rates of students classified as eligible for special education based on either
enroliment or the age 3-21 census. Since then, the state special education classification
rate continued to increase, but more slowly. Figure 5 demonsteates the “Proportion of

Public Pupils with Disabilities with Selected Classifications in New Jersey.”
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New Jersey has not enforced the Federal Code regarding significant discrepancy

since the late 1970s, however, a few individual districts have chosen to adopt a
discrepancy method of identifying such students. With the newly proposed New Jersey
Administrative Code (N.J.A.C.), which js intended for implementation July 1, 1998,
school districts will have to implement a statistical fornmla to determine significant
discrepancy for learning disabled students. In the proposed revision to the Administrative
Code in New Jerscy, Chapter 14 of the New Jersey Administrative Code, Title 6A,
subchapter, 3 will mandate special education services. Tlﬁsmbchnptercovers
entification, referral, evaluation, and determination of eligibility for special education
services. Sbwiﬁccrﬁeriafordeteminhgwh&therastudmisemitbdmbechssi&dand
adeﬁnﬂionofeachofﬂntwelwcﬂegoﬁofchssiﬁmﬁonmdetaﬂedhthis
subchapter. Original revisions in the New Jersey Administrative Code made in July 1992
put the state into compliance with the Federal regulations. A critical change, amended for
the first time since the original adoption of the Code, which affects a large percentage of
students with learning dissbilities in the state, s the definition of Perceptual Impairment.
New Jersey’s original definition was: “Perceptually Impaired” means a specific learning
disability manifested in a disorder in understanding and learning which affects the ability to
. listen, think, speak, write, spell and/or compute to the extent that special education is
necessary for achievement in an educationat program.” The July, 1992 the N.J.A.C. Code
mvishnvmsionhufolhws:‘?erwp@mﬂyhpa&ed”maspedﬁcbamingdimbﬂky
mnifestedbyaseyerediscrepancybetweenﬂ:epupﬂ’smmachicvemmand

intellectual ability in one or more of the following areas:
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1. Basic reading skills
2. Reading comprehension
3. Oral expression
4. Listening expression
5. Mathematical computation
6. Mathematical reasoning
7. Written expression
Whereas New Jersey modified its definition and identifying criterion for learning
disabilities, the state did not reconsider the educational label used to identify learning
disabled students. The original criterion for determining eligibility for Perceptual
Impairment allowed for liberal interpretation. Students were generally classified
Perceptually Impaired (PT) based upon poor classroom performance coupled with
documented perceptual deficits as demonstrated by observation and/or perceptual testing.
This definition of “disorder” was not specific; therefore, a liberal interpretation was ofien
MEMmmvmmmwmﬁoanMhmi The revised
definition, which was more specific in terms of criterion, seemed to be more difficult to
interpret as the operational definition of “severe discrepancy™ was not clear. In the new
1998deﬁnition,agah1“severedisaepamy”ismtch&lydelineaed. Instead, the
determination of exactly what constitutes a severe discrepancy is left up to the judgements
of individual school districts. Child Stady Teams will define their own criteria. The state
continues to refer to learning disabilities as “Perceptual Impairment,” however, this term
secmed more appropriate when determination of learning disabilities was made by

documentation of a deficit in perceptual processing. Nevertheless, Code revision has
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eliminated the criterion for determining learning disability by means of perceptuai deficit.

New Jersey is one of a few states to use the term, “Perceptual Impairment.” Terms used
in other states include “learning disabilities,” “Specific Learning Disabilities,”
“Neurologically Impaired,” “Learning-Language Disabilities,” or “Perceptual-
Comnmunication Disorder.”

The number of children classified as learning disabled has increased more then
100% in the United States since federal legislation mandating special education first took
effict (Kavale et aL, 1987). One hypothesis for this phenienon is that some experts fecl
that the learning disabilities label is more palatable to parents than othér classification
labels. Some children who were once labeled as mentally retarded are now called
“learning disabled.” Additionally, remedial programs are receiving less financial support
from the federal government; therefore students who would normally be piaced in
remedial programs are now being classified to ensure service. Also, LD programs have
expanded to cover pre-school and adolescents, thus increasing total numbers of children
receiving services (Sattler, 1988).

The inadequacies of current classification practices extend beyond the conceptual
problems of “lcarning disabled.” Experts indicate that the instruments used to classify
students are often inappropriate and are of questionable reliability and validity (Salvia &
Ysscldyke, 1987; Sattler, 1988). Studies also reveal that tes administrators and those
who make placement decisions are often not knowledgeable enough to interpret results
accurately (Gartner & Lipinsky, 1987; Ysseldyke, Thurlow, Graden, Wesson, Algozzine,
& Deno, 1983). According to astﬁybynavismdsnepud(lgss),whenmed

evaluators studied the records of students classified as leamning disabled and students who
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were not classified learning disabled, they could not distinguish the difference. Attempts

to define learning disabilities have invoked such terms as discrepancy, achievement deficit,
scatter, and process deficit. Ysseldyke et al., (1983) noted that when identifying students
as learning disabled, there is little agreement among psychologists and educators as to how
toaocmelymtheseoomepnmldiﬂ'erumes.

Lipsky and Gartner (1989) feel that the problem is not only the excessive numbers
of students classified as learning disabled; there arc even more troubling issues as to the
mmcyofthéhbelitselﬁ Silver (1997) stated that if one were to evaluate 100 children
with this condition (learning dissbilities) he or she might find 30 to 40 different profiles of
strengths and weaknesses. According to Ysseldyke, Thurlow, Christenson, & Weiss
(1987), more than 80% of the student population could be classified as learning disabled
by one or more definitions presently in use, Students identified as learning disabled can
not be shown to differ from other low achievers with regard to a wide variety of school-
relateddnracteristics(A]ngzim&Ysseldyhe, 1983; Bartoli & Botel, 1988; Ysseldyke,

Thurlow, Christenson, & Weiss, 1987).

There is currently no universally accepfed test, test battery, or standard for
identifying children with LD. While a discrepancy between intelligence quotient (IQ) and
achievement has been the accepted criterion for the identification of LD, there is
considerable variation in how the discrepancy is derived and quantified. Federal
wguhtbmdo'mtspciﬁwpaﬂmhrﬁarmnhsornumﬁdmhmmmdhcrcpmcy
objectively. Theeﬁeaofthishckofspeciﬁmﬁononbothcﬁnicalandmmhm

is substantial. From the clinical viewpoint, a child can be identified as having a learning
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disability in one school district but not in a neighboring district because of differences in

the measure of discrepancy used. From a research perspective, different approaches to the
discrepancy measurement lead to substantially different sample characteristics and
different prevalence estimates, which undermine the ability to replicate and generalize
findings.

For the individual child, use of the discrepancy standard promotes a wait-to-fail
policy because a significant discrepancy between IQ and achievement generally can not be
deteqtedumilaboutageeightornine. Some districts may not identify children with
learning disabilities until they are reading well below grade ievel, generally in about third
or fourth grade (Lyon, 1996). By this time the child has already experienced at least a few
yearsofschoolﬁﬁmandquﬁeposiblybwse&ﬂmdﬁﬁnishedmﬁvﬁomand |
inadequate acquisition of the academic material covered by their classmates during the
previous few years.

The use of a severe discrepancy formula between ability and achievement to
determine the need for special education has been criticized. Critics have referred to the
use of a severe discrepancy as the means by which to reduce the incidence rates of
learning disabilities, while creating a false sense of objectivity and precision amongst
diagnosticians. Théweofmchaﬁ)rmulapromneglectofothercﬁteﬁafor
identification (Hammill, 1990; Chalfant, 1989; Algozzine & Ysseldyke, 1987; Council for
Leaming Disabilities, 1986). However, Reynolds (1990) recognized that when the rules
and regulations for The Education of Handicapped Act (EHA) 1975, now known as the

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), were being developed,



The only consensus regarding definition or characteristics of this thing
called learning disabilities (LD) was that it resulted in a major discrepancy
between what one would expect academically of LD children and the level
which they were actually achieving. (p. 573)

Mmamilﬁswﬂugms(l%ﬂ)mmhuedwﬁndthisconsmsnsintheﬁ-mm
of State Departments of Education stating, “It is accurate to say the states are currently in
agreement on the importance of the discrepancy component for identifying LD students”
(. 151). '

The method frequently used in the process of identification, the aptitude-
achieverent discrepancy, involves the application of psychometric formulas to the -
psychoeducational test results of potentially learning disabled children. The literature
revealed that there are critical variables that should be considered when determining the
formmla to be used. First, from a practical viewpoint, the formula considered must be
relatively easy to administer and not too complex for the convenient use by practitioners.
Second, the number of years that a student has been enrolled in school should be a factor.
If chronological age is a procedural componeat, it should be noted that neither not all
children enter school at the same age nor do all students progress through the grades at
the same rate. Third, an acceptable procedure must take into account the gradual increase
in range and heterogeneity of obtained achievement scores as student’s progress to the
upper grades. Fomth,thediscrepamyachiewmeﬁeomeptmquheseﬁ’ecﬁvépr&edures
for systematically and consistently addressing the interrelationships between the student’s
mental ability and their achievement at all ability levels. Addltwnalvanablcsthatnmstbe

considered are measurement error, regression toward the mean, a priori knowledge of the
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approximate proportion of the student population which wouid be identified as discrepant

achievers and comparability of the norm groups (Cone & Wilson, 1981).
Discrepancy Models

The idea of discrepancy as the difference between expected and actual achievement
appears simple, but that simplicity is deceptive. The advantages and disadvantages of
each means of caicuiating discrepancy must be considered. Arcviewofthedigcrepancy
mdelsmmlsﬁ:mmajor,conmnlyusedmethodsqrtypesofﬁmmhsgemmﬂyuwdh
the determination of discrepancies between achievement and ability (Algozzine, Forgnone,
Mercer, & Trifiletti, 1979; Berk, 1982; Dore-Boyce, Mister, & McGuire, 1975; Hanna,
Dyck, & Holen, 1979; Meilard, Cooley, Poggio, & Deshler, 1983; O'Donnell, 1980;
Warner, 1981; Cone and Wilson, 1981). These methods can be grouped into the
following categories:

1. Deviation from grade level

2. Expectancy formula

3. Simple-difference score

4, Regression analysis.

Since the passage of EHA, now IDEA, the U.S. Department of Education has
attempted to provide guidance in determining severe discrepancy by proposing various
formulas. Some of the earlier formulas included age and grade equivalents that were
ultimately rejected, primarily because of their mathematical inadequacies (Reynolds, 1985;
Wilson & Cone, 1984). Currently, standard-score oqnq:arisonmthodsaregmaﬂy '
considered more accurate in defining discrepancies than age or grade scores, and more
states are mandating their use. Frankenberger and Harper (1987) and Mercer and his
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colieagues (1990) found that most states were attempting to operationalize the

discrepancy component as part of their criteria for identifying students with learning
disabilities. They surveyed state ability-achievement discrepancy using expectancy
formulas. These methods are based on determining a discrepancy between ability and
achievemnent. Thm,abﬂ&yandachieWsooresareusunﬂyconvmedtoageorM
equivalents and evaluated by an expectancy formula.

Deviation-from-grade-leve]l. The deviation-from-grade-level method is the
simplest, and defines discrepancy as the point where a student’s achievement flls below
; ctmentgmdeplacmtbysonrspeciﬁedamunt. This is usually one to two years if a
fixed deviation is used; a graduated deviation may be used with older students, for whom

On the surface, this methods appears to be objective, because it requires only a test
of academic achievement. In its simplicity, however, it ignores ability. By considering
only achievement deviation, and not for example, intelligence, the deviation-from-grade-
kwlklﬂgglywmuifyonlysbwmmherthanmmgachiewis
discrepant from their ability. It identifies low achievement, not the underachievement
required for LD diagnosis. Therefore, it lacks the sophistication to make it useful for LD
identification

This approach includes two variations: constant and graduated deviation.
Constant deviation defines severe discrepancy as several years below grade placement
(e.g., 2 years below current placement). Some states apply the constant deviation .

criterion in terms of current age instead of grade placement.



In graduated deviation, the degree of deviation between grade placement and

achievement varies as a function current grade placement. The graduated deviation is
based on the premise that the higher the grade placement, the more years the student must
be behind (e.g., a l-yeardiscrcpancyatsecondgradeforanﬂ—yur—oldismm severe than
a l-year discrepancy at the 10™ grade for a 16 -year-old).

Chalfant (1985) mtedtlutthei:rocedumfordeterminhgdeviatbnﬁ-omgmdo-
level arc easily administrated, bowever they tend to overidemtify siow learners and
underidentify students with high intelligence scores. Reynolds (1985) stated that grade-
level deviation is not an acceptable method for determining a severe discrepancy.
Numerous problems exist regarding grade-level scores, including that grade equivalents
may vary markedly from test to test and from subtest to subtest within the same battery
(Berk, 1982)

According to Mauser (1981), a significant discrepancy exists when a child of a
given age and ability achieves below the following age in one or more pre-academic or

academic areas. He proposed the following:

Grade Level of Student AgeofStudem Score below Ability
Preschool 3 to 411 _9 months
Kto3 5 to 9-3 1 year
4106 9410 124 1.5 years
Tto 8 12-5 to 144 2 years

9to 12 14-5t0 17-11 3 years
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Expectancy. Expectancy methods are based on determining a discrepancy
between ability and achievement. Thus, ability and achicvement scores are usually
convutedtoageorgradeequivalcntsandevahmtedbyanexpectmyformuh.
ExpeﬂamynmhodshnludethemmeptofmmectedachievmamPredictedﬁole,
Mental Age (MA), and/or Chronological Age (CA) and compared to actual achievement
levels. These models attempted to predict a student’s probable level of achievement, and
compare it to actualfunctioning, There are several forms of the expectancy formula, the
mmmmposedwm&mxohonum). Their formula, Learning
ExpectamyLevel-Maualage-S,ammthMthedﬁid'mﬁveywsofagcwhen
he/she eaters school and fails to address the-actual numbers of years of schooling. The
most frequently used is the Harris-Federal formuln which is a modified version of a
ﬁ)rmladmhpedbyl-larris(IWO)andproposedforusebytheU.S.OﬂieeofEdlmtion
in response to the identification mandates of PL 94-142. The Harris-Federal formula is:

Significant discrepancy = Chronological age (IQ+300 +.17) - 2.5 (Frankenberger
& Harper, 1987).

Based upon a comparison of eight formulas, Forness, Sinclair, and Guthrie (1983)
concluded that each yielded different results. The percentage of students identified as
having learning disabilities ranged from 10.9% to 30% when the cight formmilas were
applicd to & sample of students. Expectancy formula methods, bowever, do not consider
ﬂwmwﬁwmﬁabﬂhiesofﬂnmﬂndﬂndmmmﬂmm

Although an improvement over deviation-from-grade-level methods, expectancy
formula methods were of limited usefulness because grade equivalent scores can be easily

. ,
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Standard-score difference.  The standard-score difference method also compares

ability and achievement, but makes the comparison with a common metric (the z or t
scores) on standardized IQ and achicvernent tests. The 2 or t score is computed and the
difference between these standards scores are used to determine whether a discrepancy
exists. With a uniform basis of comparison, simple subtraction can determine the
presence of & discrepancy. This approach is among the most often used for LD
classification (Kavale et al., 1995). If the intelligence and achisvement measures are both
standardized with a mean of 100 and standard deviation (SD) of 15, then LD eligibility can
bedmowedwhenﬂnereisapmdetemhwddiﬂhm(uwaﬂylsm. The ease with
which it can be used and its intuitive-appeal make this method probably the most popular
(Evans, 1992; Michigan Association of Learning Disabilities Educators, 1992). Authorities
such as Berk (19845, Chalfant (1985), and Reynolds (1992) agree that standard or scaled
soompomthemypsychomwpmpermfordetemmgasem
discrepancy. Inﬂusmeﬂnd.allsoomsareoonvmedtostandn:dorscaledmmby"‘
scaling them to the same mean and standard deviation. As a result, all scores are
expressed in terms of a common metric. A principal advantage of standard scores lies in
the comparability of score interpretation across age (Reynolds, 1985). |

The standard-score difference method has some inherent problems, however. One
is the assumption that intelligence and achievement scores be identical, that an IQ of 120
shouldbeassociatedwitha;eaﬂingzscoreofﬂﬁ. This would only be true if IQ and
Mmm&cﬂy_mmﬂei%ughﬁem@mdmmdﬁmmﬂpdis
considered more accurate and statistically sound than age or grade scores, it is criticized

for not taking into account measurement error and the effects of regression toward the
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mean. Regression toward the mean refers to the tendency of extreme scores on one
meawembehssexuemonasecgndmhtedmeasmcmdisthemuhoﬁnmerfed_
eomlationbetwemﬁwtwonmsmm;

Because of the phenomenon of regression toward the mean, the student with an
IQ of 120 would have an expected achievement score of 113, and one with an IQ of 85

would have an expected achievement level of 88. Thus, the standard-score difference

approach using a fixed discrepancy (c.g., 1 SD) introduces a systematic bias that
overstates the number of high-IQ underachievers and under-identifies low 1Q
underachievers (Reynolds, 1985). By not considering regression of IQ on intelligence,

theory suggests that the standard score difference model will systematically overestimate

 the frequency of LD among those with above-average abilities (Reynolds, 1990; Wilson &

Cone, 1984; Thorndike, 1963). Thus, the procedure could be viewed as discriminatory in

that all persons do not have an equal chance of having a severe discrepancy.

The most psychometrically defensible method for
quantifying an aptitude-achievement discrepancy is the approach using regression
methods. The.multiple regression discrepancy approach is considered to be conceptually
andmﬁsﬁcanymperhrwotherdisacpmcymhod&hnhismnngthﬂeﬁst-used_
models. Regression methods use a prediction equation that considers the magnitude of the
correlation between 1Q and achievement. At each IQ level, a predicted (ie., expected)
achievement score is estimated; it is then compared to an actual achievement level.
Regression methods take into account that when a dependent variable (e.g., academic
achicvement) is predicted from a highly correlated measure (e.g., IQ);ﬂxeseoondm

will regress toward the mean over time. Regression analysis is a procedure that includes a
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statistical correction for the tendency of scores to regress toward the mean. Thus, high or

low scores terd to move toward the mean on subsequent testings, thereby introducing
sources of error in measurement. As a result of this circumstance, the regression method
requires a large ability-achievement score difference to define severe discrepancy
(Schuerholz , Harris, Baumgardner, Reiss, Freund, Church, Mohr & Denkla, 1995).

Students are not expected to have achievement scores exactly matching their [Q.
Such an expectation would exist only if the correlation between the two measures were
perfect, or 1.00. Rather, expected achievement is defined as the mean achievement score
of students with the same IQ. The mean achievement score can be determined
mathematically by knowing the correlation between the IQ test and the particular
achievement test used. In general, the correlation between intelligence and achievement
tests commonly used in LD diagnosis range from .5 to .7.

Students with a LD are differentiated from slow learners through expected
achievement predictions from 1Q scores. Confidence intervals define the range of
predicted achievement levels (Wood, 1991). A concem with regression models is to
control for Type I and Type II errors. Type I errors occur when nonhandicapped students
mﬁmﬁﬁedasLD,andTypeHermmmhwﬂhsmdmwithaLDmmtidemiﬁed
by the criteria.

Reynolds (1985) claimed that two conditions nmst be satisfied to establish a severe
dimybam#studem'stwoscom F:rst,thedlﬂ'erencebetweenthescommust
be reliable enough for one to believe that it is real and not a result of measurement errors.
Seoond,thediﬁ'eremenmstbegreﬂemughwbecomideredmeamngsnﬂm.

sthout learning disabiities.
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The phenomenon of regression has been observed since Galton’s time (1883, as

cited in Kavale et aL, 1995). Since Galton, it has been known that predicted performance
on one test {e.g., reading) generally will not be equal to performance on the test from
which the prediction is being made (McLeod, 1983).

Numerous investigators (Mercer ct aL, 1996) noted that regression analysis is
weskened substantially when scores-from tests with low reliability are used.

The initial step in regression methods is to establish values for a “significant
discrepancy” between predicted and actual achievement. The value is obtained by the
formula: |

A

(yi - Y) > 15z x square root (1-1g)

The standard deviation of IQ and achievement tests (assumed to be 15 when expressed as
standard scores) multiplied by a specified z value (e.g., z =1.96 for 2 95% confidence
level), and then multiplied by the square root of 1 minus the correlation between
intelligence and achievement (approximately .50 - .65). This is a procedure most often
recommended for calculating regressing discrepancy values (Cone & Wilson, 1981;
Reynolds, 1985).

Without considering regression effects, predications about achievement may
become distorted, especially with LD students, who are more likely than others to score at
themwnpeciailyonachicvennnttests).

The effect of the regression phenomenon can be illustrated by comparing it to the
standard score difference model at several I} levels. Usingﬂ:ereg:mionappmachanﬁ

an 1Q-achievement score model, students achieving a mean IQ of 120 would be expected
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to attain a mean achievement score of.120. Using the regression approach and an [Q-

achievement test correlation of .6, children with an IQ of 120 would be expected to attain
a mean achievement score of 112. With these high IQ students, the standard score
difference approach wouid contribute eigit additional points toward a student’s score ona
severe discrepancy over the regression approach. St;ldentswithanIQofSOwouldbe
mmmedmo&ah'amnmwsmmof%udn#tbaandndmdiﬁ'em
model, but an 88 using regression. In contrast to the high IQ students, the low IQ
students would be awarded eight fewer points toward a severe discrepancy when
regression is not used.

Two additional equations are required in using the regression method. The first
calculates predicted achievement, ¥. When both intelligence and achievement are
expressed as standard scores (M= 100; SD = 15), predicted achievement can be
caiculated from:

":’=rn(IQ—100)+100 (Kavale et al., 1995)
The second invoived formulating a confidence interval (CI) around the predicted
achievement score. The statistic nceded for forming a Cl is the standard error of estimate
(SE) an index of error associated with the predicted score. The larger the SE, the less
accurate the prediction:
| SE = SD x square root (1 — ")
The SE is then added to and subtracted from ¥, to form the CI:

Cl=yxz2(s)
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where z is the confidence level desired. found in the normal curve table.  Using these

formulas, the mechanics of a regression method can be illustrated as such: assume an IQ
score of 109, an actual achievement score of 82, and a correlation (1,,) between IQ and
achievernent of .58. The first step is to calculate predicted achievement, y = 1o (IQ — 100)
+i00+105.22. Next, the SE is calculated using SD = 15, which is 12.22. The CI with a
90% confidence level (z = 1.65) will be 105.22 plus or minus 20.16, a range from 85.06 to
125.38. The actual achievement (¥) score of 82 falls below the lower end of the CI,
indicating a significant discrepancy. (Kavak et al, 1995). Calculating discrepancy using
regression methods has some problems. The calculated regression equations may depend
on the tests used. Additionally, disadvantages imvolve the correlation between
intelligence and achievement and the sclection of z-score values. The correlation between
IQ and achievement is neither exact nor stable, and is likely to show variation across ages,
social classes, and LD populations.

The United States Department of Education, Special Education Programs Work
Group on Measurement Issues in the Assessment of Learning Disabilities recommended
that regression procedures be used to determine significant discrepancy (Reynolds, 1990).
In fact, this group recommended six discrepancy criteria that should be considered in
selecting a method for determining an achicvement-potential discrepancy:

1. The use of standard scores should be employed when establishing a severe
discrepancy level from standardized test measures.

2. When using standardized tests for comparison, the phenomenon of regression
should be taken into account. For this procedure, only tests with reliabilities should be

used.
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where z is the confidence level desired, found in the normal curve table. ~ Using these

formulas, the mechanics of a regression method can be illustrated as such: assume an [Q
score of 109, an actual achievement score of 82, and a correlation (ry) between IQ and
achievemnent of .58. The first step is to calculate predicted achievement, ¥ = ryy (IQ — 100)
+100+105.22. Next, the SE is calculated using SD = 15, which s 12.22. The C1 with 2
90% confidence level (z = 1.65) will be-105.22 pius or minus 20.16, a range from 85.06 to
125.38. The actual achievement (y) score of 82 falls below the lower end of the CI,
indicating a significant discrepancy. (Kavale et al., 1995). Calculating discrepancy using
regression methods has some problems. The calculated regression equations may depend
on the tests used. Additionally, disadvantages involve the correlation between—
intelligence and achievement and the selection of z-score values, The correlation between
IQandwhiemmMismﬁlwremﬂmrstabk,mdhlikelywshowmiaﬁonwmssages,
social classes, and LD populations.

The United States Department of Education, Special Education Programs Work
Group on Measurement Issues in the Assessment of Leaming Disabilities recommended
that regression procedures be used to determine significant discrepancy (Reynolds, 1990).
In fact, this group recommended six discrepancy criteria that should be considered in
selecting a method for determining an achievement-potential discrepancy:

1. The use of standard scores should be employed when establishing a severe
discrepancy level from standardized test measures.

2. When using standardized tests for comparison, the phenomenon of regression
should be taken into account. For this procedure, only tests with reliabilities should be

used.
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3. When using standardized measures, attention should be paid to the

comparability of the school population with the norming sampie.

4. Informal assessment procedures can represent an adequate and appropriate
method of establishing a severe discrepancy. In the case of very young children or
bilingual or bicultural children, informal assessment represents the only adequate method
of establishing this criterion of eligibility.

5. The presence of a severe discrepancy between potential and achievement is
only one of a number of criteria that should be used to establish eligibility for learning

6. Assessment and placement considerations for leamning disabled children should
be primarily an educational, not a psychometric, enterprise. Placement decisions shouid be
based on assessments that are relevant to instruction.

Research suggests that there is a great overlap between comparisons based on
regression procedures and those based on standard scores.

General criticisms are that discrepancy formulas assume that the tests used to
-~ tests, to some extent, measure the same factors. The same processing difficulties that
reduce achievement test scores may reduce intelligence test scores. Formulas disregard
individual ability patterns and the variability that is inherent in growth and development.
Formulas also tend to be used in a mechanical fashion. Another criticism is that diagnostic
labeling is a skilled clinical decision-making activity, therefore, a formula that uses only
two test scores can not substitute for skilled clinical judgement and a synthesis of all

relevant information. Additionally, tests used to classify children must be based on reliable
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and valid measuring instruments, yet different instruments yield different estimates of
intelligence and achievement skills. Consequently, clinicians using the same discrepancy
formula but different tests are likely to arrive at different classifications (Sattler, 1988).

Discrepancy formulas fail to identify those chikiren with leaming disabilities who
showmdisavc-pmybetwemachiemmmmmelﬁgmuStm. Hence, they
overlook children who demonstrate a LD (defined as a deficit in information processing
despite average intellectual and sensory ability) that interferes with the overall
development of both intellectual and achievement skills (Sattler, 1988).

In a position statement issued by the Board of Trustees of the Council for Learning
Disabilities (1986), opposition to the use of discrepancy formulas to determine eligibility
for learning disability services was presented. The Board of Trustees of the Council for
Learning Disabilities took this position because:

1. Discrepancy formulas tend to focus on a single aspect of learning disabilities
(¢.g., reading, mathematics) to the exclusion of other types of learning disabalities.

2. Technically adequate and age-appropriate instruments are not currently
available for all areas of performance, especially for preschool and adult populations.

3. Disarepancyibrmulasnnycoutribmemhnecwa:eoonchmionswhmbased
on assessment instruments that lack adequate refiability or validity.

4. Many learning disabled individuals® intelligenice test scores are depressed so
M&mﬂgdﬁmmmmgmmmmtﬁtmmmymtbe
large enough to meet discrepancy criterion. Therefore, such individuals may be denied

access t0, or may be removed from, needed services.
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5. Many underachieving individuals obtain significant discrepancies between
intelligence and achievement test scores for reasons other than the presence of a leaming

6.  The use of discrepancy formulas often creates a false sense of objectivity
and precision among disgnosticians who feel that their decisions are statistically based
when formulas are employed.

1. In practice, discrepancy formulas are often used as-the sole or primary
criterion for determining legal eligibility for learning disability services.

8. Although promoted as a procedure for increasing accuracy in decision-
making, discrepancy formulss often represent a relatively simplistic attempt to reduce
incidence rates of learning disabilities.

The process of classifying a child as learning-disebled typically begins when a
mhaorammbothbeoomedimﬂisﬁedwithﬂnchﬂd’sperformmehschooi
Testing is recommended.

All states have special education rules and regulations that specify eligibility
criteria for special education services. The criteria differ considerably among states and
| within states, typically there is considerable variation in the extent to which local education
agencies use the state criteria. Ysseldyke and Algozzine (1982) tried to identify the
kind(s) of decisions made at special education team meetings by videotaping 32 meetings
and carefully analyzing the contents. They reported that it was impossibie to define the

mechanisms used by the teams to make the decisions. In addition, at the conclusion of
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meetings, the teams did not regularly state or formally write down the decisions they had

reached.

States and school districts across the nation have different test requirements and
diagnostic rules. In some states, children are classified as learning-disabled if they are
readingayearors;abebwgmdcievel. In other states, the classification is based on a
sophisticated statistical measure of the discrepancy between the child’s potential and
achievement on standardized tests (Fammham- Diggory, 1992). Exclusion from referral to
the multidisciplinary team on learning disabilities (but eligible for potential referral for
other special assistance) are the students with the foliowing primary handicapping factors

1. 1.Q. equivalent of less than 80 (fuil scale) on the appropriate Wechsler
scales.

2. Vision: less than 20/50 in the better eye after correction (Sncllen-E).

3. Hearing: using the pure tone audiometer, any permanent loss greater than
40 decibels. Permanent implies a medical history or disease of the ear. This excludes a

loss due to infection, allergies, or fluid build up.

ance: implies a chronic disability that is psychologically

5. Motor handicap: may be serviced when not the dominant disability.

al: implies the child has not been

exposed to leamning experiences appropriaie to the child’s age and ability.



participation in an appropriate educational program for the learning disabled (Mauser,
1981).

Whatever the school rules, test data of various types are obtained. A conference is
then convened, usually cafled a Child Study Team meeting, or an IEP meeting. IEP stands
for Individualized Educational Program.,

By the time a child is having classroom difficulties serious enough to be referred
for testing, a stream of informal procedures will have also been set in motion. The teacher
will typically discuss-the child with other teachers, the principal, the school psychologist,
the special education teacher, and often with parents. A referral to a school-based
intervention program might be made. At this meeting committee members provide
recommendations to the referring teacher regarding alternate instructional and/or
behavioral interventions which might benefit the student. If a disability is suspected, the
child might be identified for a child study team evaluation of their eligibility for special
education.

The term assessment has been used synonymously with the term testing.
However, from the standpoint of the learning disabled student, testing and assessment are
not interchangeable terms. Amhﬁmhmmwmphxpmthmhnludes
significantly more than the administration of a test to an individual. The nature of the
popuhﬁonofhdividuﬂswﬁhhamhgdisabﬂﬁiesmmthatmyofthemof
difficulty do not show up on tests. In general, the purposes of assessment are as follows
(Manser, 1981):

1. To make screening decisions.
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2. To group or classify the population.

3. To evaluate potential accomplishments.
4. To foster educational and vocational goals.

5. To plan and design appropriate programs of a remedial or compensatory

6. To measure and evaluate outcomes of instruction.

7. To certify the individual’s present achievement status.

8. To serve as a data base for present and future research.

Assessment and decision making in school settings are supposed to be done by a
nitidisciplinary team,  requirement specified in Public Law 94-142.  This requirement
was written into law in order to limit unilateral decision-making. But who, specifically,
makes these decisions, and exactly how are they made? Ysseldyke and Algozzine (1982)
conducted a study at the University of Minnesota’s Institute for Research on Learning
Disabilities to investigate issues in the placement team’s decision-making process.
Through questionnaires, videotapes and interviews, special education directors were asked
to describe the team decision-making process as it was carried out in their schools.
Specifically, they were asked to identify the people who typically participate in team
meetings, the major steps in the assessment and decision-making process, the factors
thought to influence the process and its outcomes, and the problems experienced.

Although team make-up was relatively consistent across school districts, there was
much variation in the actual assessment and decision-making sequence. Ysseldyke and

" Algozzine (1982) found that often placement decisions were made at the same meetings at
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which many other kinds of decisions were made. In most instances it was apparent that

the decisions were made before the actual meetings took place.

After conducting a number of other investigations into the assessment decision
making process, Ysseldyke and Algozzine (1982) concluded the following:

I.  The most important decision that gets made in the entire assessment.
process is the decision by a regular classroom teacher to refer a student for assessment.
According to their 1981 nationwide survey of Directors of Special Education, 3 to 5% of
the school population was refirred; 92% of the referred students were evaluated, and 73%
were placed in special education classes.

2. Very many non-handicapped students were being declared eligible for
special education services.

3. The identification of & student as handicapped depended on the criteria
used. When commonly used definitions of learning disabilities were applied to normal
students, over 75% could have been labeled LD. When they applied the same criteria to
school identified LD students, about 25% could not be classified LD. |

4. Those who advocate “clinical judgement” in making eligibility decisions
about students have to rethink their position. Given profiles of scores on psychometric
measures, they found that psychologists and special education teachers were able to
differentiate between low-achieving students and students labeled learning disabled with
only 50% accuracy. Nalve judges, who had no more than an introductory course in

education or psychology, evidenced a 75% success rate.



S. Placement decisions made by teams of individuals have very little to do
with the data collected on students. They were more a function of naturally occurring

The special education team decision making process described in public school
settings is at best inconsistent. In research conducted by Ysseldyke and Algozzine (1983)
they found some instences of what would be considered “good practice.” However, in
more instances the process operated to verify problems first cited by teachers and team
eﬁommmunydkmiowdaWﬁrpamhw. They concluded that “it
appears that a process has been created (and currently is operating at high rates) asa
. rationale for the provision of services to a group of stiients failing in school” (p. 30).

During the assessment process the child study team will administer standardized
tests, specific to their domain, to the student. By the time test scores are compiled,
concerned school personnel may have largely decided how to handle the problem. The
kinds of decision making that can have perhaps the most profound effects are whether
students are eligible for special or remedial education services, can be classified as
handicapped, and should be placed in special education programs. It may be -
advantageous to distinguish among these three decisions, although in practice it is nearly
impossible to do so. Ysseldyke, Algozzine, and Thurlow (1980) reported that most teams
make eligibility, classification, and placement decisions concurrently.

On paper, at least, ligibility, classification and placement decisions are made on
the basis of assessment data. All states have special education rules and regulations that
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These informal, behind- the-scenes classification procedures are not necessarily

bad, however, there are several implications of such considerations. First, an alarming
aumber of children are misclessified as learning disabled (Farnham-Diggory, 1992). Sylvia
Farnham- Diggory (1992) estimates that 80% of the children who are classified as
learning-disabled should not have been, Second, the rare, genuinely learning-disabled
children, perhaps five out of every thousand children, are often lost in the misclassified
crowd. The informal classification procedures used by school personnel, however well
meant, usually do not detect such children, especially if the chikiren are well behaved in
class. Finally, misclassification of children has extensive economic implications. Once a
child has been classified as learning-disabled, additional money is sent to the school district
on the child’s behalf, At present, it amounts to approximately seven thousand dollars per
learning-disabled child per year.

Additionally, there are now many private agencies that specialize in diagnosing,
remediating, or counseling students with leaming disabilities. Leamning disability is a -
growth industry. The number of children classified LD has grown tremendously
prompting new policies intended to halt misclassifications. There are estimates that within
the next few years, the number of children that a district will be permitted to classify as
learning-disabled will be restricted to 2 percent of the total number of handicapped
students. Thus, it will become imperative for districts to develop objective, consistent
criteria for detecting the genuinely learning-disabled child.

A variety of conceptual models of assessment that are appropriate to the

assessment process of learning disabled students have been organized (Mauser, 1981).
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Included are the medical model, the social deviance model, the psycho-educational process

model, the task analysis model, and the pluralistic model. Basic differences exist in terms
of definitions, assumptions, techniques and procedures used in evaluation and
measurement of the student.

The Medical Model, The medical mode] defines abnormality and
symptomatology in terms of underlying biological pathology. Normalcy is the absence of
symptomatology that has its origin physiologicaily. Measurement is deficit based on the
pathological symptoms presented in terms of frequency and magnitude. Typical measures
used include a variety of screening procedures including prenatal and postnatal
developmental data, health histories, sensory analysis, and other measures assumed to be
reiated to an organic pathology. Intervention and treatment systems will focus on the

biological organism.

This model gets its roots from a
sociology context. Normalcy is behavior that conforms to expectations of the other
members of the group or environment. Abnormal behavior is the bebavior that does not
meet the group's expectations. The social deviance model is complex as it assumes
multiple definitions of normaky depending on the environment in which the individual is
participating, Learning disabled students may be seen as handicapped in task specific
situations related to functioning at home or school, but not within their community or peer
group. Assessment strategies in the social deviance model focus on the assets and
liabilities specific to the particular setting. The intervention-treatment system would focus
on the modification of the specific environments to promote optimum development and
adjustment of the student.
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similarities to the previously discussed medical model, however with an additional
educational component. Frequently referred to as the underlying ability or ability training
model, this model attempts to identify the underlying or prerequisite abilities necessary for
learning. The assumption is that if there is a deficiency in these underlying or prerequisite
abilities, a learing problem or difficulty will result.

The task analysis model, like the psycho-
educational process model has been implemented primarily in educational settings. This

model promotes assessment of academic skili development and accordingly designs
differential teaching strategies to advance the student from present status to where the
teacher believes the student should be performing. Students are not compared with each
other so no distinction between normal and abnormal is made. Emphasis is on the content
the shadent has mastered rather on any concept of deviation from the normal. This model
is beased on behavior that reduces expected tasks into component skills. The identified
skills are then taught although alternative routes for achieving the end behavior may be
taken. Mmmnmmmnsmpmmnlycmemnm&remdmdshouldmdmuhe
extent to which the student demonstrates behavior necessary to successfully complete the
task.

Pluraligti L The pluralistic model Stresses overcoming the bias in
assessment that is single culture dominant. Itfocuscsonﬂnphﬂosophythatdiﬁm‘emesh:
testperformamamongmcialandethnicgmupsaredtwtotestbiam. True capabilities
ofthepoyuhﬁonmdiﬂicukmdctemﬁmbwauseofthcmﬁyofmhhsmmm

would not penalize the individual for his/her ethnicity. The assessment process in this
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model advocates that the student’s learning potential and present status is a tenuous.

Assessment procedures are culture specific and include items based on cultural materials
with which the student is familiar. Another approach is to teach the child the relevant
skills after pre-testing and before post-testing and then measure the gains made based on
the teaching strategies. Figuré?mpmemsa“ConmarisonoftbeMedimlmdSocial
System Models of Disabilities”.



Characteristic Medical Model Social System Model

Definition of problem Biological anomaly Discrepancies between
expected and observed
behavior in a specific
context,

Focus of treatment Focus on cause with Eliminate symptoms through
purpose of cutting or direct educational or
compensating for underlying | behavioral interventions
problem

Initial Diagnosis In preschool years by During school-age years by
medical professionals professionals in education or

psychology

Incidence Low (about 1% of school- | High (about 9% of school-
age population) age population)

Prognosis Life-long disabilities Disabilities may be
recognized officially only in
school years.

Cultural context Cross-cultural Arguably, culturally specific

Comprehensiveness Usually affects performance | May affect one or a few

' in most roles in most roles in a few or multiple
contexts contexts

Source: Identification and Assessment of Students with Disabilities, Daniel J. Reschly

(1996)




A variety of procedures are available in the collection of information relative to the

assessment of learning disabled students. Each requires different levels of expertise and

competence on the part of the person utilizing the specific procedure. Included are:

1.

2.

9.

Observations
Screening devices
Check lists and rating scales

Informal consultations

. Structured interviews

Work sample analysis

. Task analysis
8.

Norm referenced tests

Criterion referenced tests

Observations. Observation refers to the study of the individual in learning, work

or social environments over a period of time. Both systematic and nonsystematic levels

of observation can be used. In a nonsystematic observation, the viewer basically makes

potations of the behaviors that appear to be important. In systematic observation, the

observer will target one or more specific behaviors. The behavior to be observed is

defined or operationalized and is then measured or counted i terms of frequency,
magnitude, and duration.

Screening Devices.  Screening devices refer to a variety of quick and easy surveys
of individual or group characteristics in a variety of areas. Thcycanbequiteeﬁicientbut

the accuracy of the estimate is often suspect.
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, Check lists and rating scales are also examples of

quick, easy and efficient ways to collect information. They are administered in a semi-

structured styie, and are often used when other methods of obtaining data are not readily

Inﬁ;mmlmnsultation'utlntypeofpmoedurcwhmefhe
observer or the team conducting the assessment discusses the variables assessed and the
student or group being assessed with knowledgeabls resources.

Structured Interviews.  This approach is used to gather information that is not
rendﬂyobuﬁablebyotlmmcthods. The major purposes of the structured
interview is to gather information about the student’s area of difficulty and determine what
resources have previously collected data on the student.

Work Sample Analysis.  Work sample analysis is a procedure to analyze both the
incorrect and correct responses by students on their written work. Analysis of the types
andmmbuaofmrs,paﬁermormasmﬂasmisﬂwhmisofthispmmdm.

Task Apalysis, Task analysis is an assessment-related procedure that identifies
the major component skills and appropriate sequence necessary to complete a task. This
approach can be a logical extension of the previously discussed work sample procedure.

Norm Referenced Tests. Norm referenced tests compare the student being
tested to the performance of peers on the same instrument. “All norm referenced tests are
objective and have predetermined answers and standards for recording and scoring
responses. The result expressed in norm referenced tests such as percentile scores, grade
qﬁwbmmmmﬂstandardwomsdomtpmvﬁeﬂwedumtmwhhappmﬁrhte

information for curriculum planning. Criterion referenced measures are often preferred.



2
Criterion Referenced Tests. Criterion referenced tests compare the performance

of the student being tested agrinst the content of the material to be acquired or learned.
The performance of peers is not a relevant factor in criterion referenced testing. The items

inciuded on criterion referenced measures are directly connected to instructional goals and

There is no greater demand for professional excellence among educators than in
their decision-making activities. WmMmappmpriﬂeedumﬁonﬁna
handicapped child is embedded in the six leading principles of PL 94-142: () zero reject,
(b) nondiscriminatory evaluation, (¢) individualized education programs, (d) least
restrictive environment, {€) due process, and (f) parental participation.

The decision-making process involved when students are referred from “regular™
education and are considered for placement in one of a number of “special” educational
programs, or are retained in the regular classroom, progresses through a number of critical
steps. They are made up of referral, appraisal, assessment, reappraisal, evaluation, and
placement. '

MoﬂmnlmnlythemgulareducaﬁonwwherexmcoﬁcernabOMasmdm’s
academic abilities to a member of the child study team. This is regarded as a referral
From this point an appraisal is conducted to determine if the referral is warranted. If so, an
assessment, and possibly placement into a “learning disabilities™ program ensues.
However, an educational decision can be made not to evaluate if the School Appraisal
Team {or pre-intervention committee) determines, after completing an educational

assessment, that further assessment is not necessary.
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* Persomnel at individualized education program (IEP) meetings generally represent

four points of view: parental, administrative, instructional, and diagnostic. There is
evidence that IEP commiitee members make differential contributions and are afforded

, - different degrees of status (Gilliam & Coleman, 1981). Results of a study conducted by

Gilliam and Coleman indicate that for these four areas the roles of the participants and
their expected functions were closely matched. That is, the psychologist was perceived to
have the most influence in diagnosis; the special education teacher, in planning and
implementation; the director, in placement; and the supervisor, in due process decisions.
Parents were perceived as low in actual contribution and influence.

The:rﬁlﬂmgsalso indicated that there was a hierarchy of influence among IEP
committee members, and that those roles attributed high status before the meetings were
not necessarily those considered influential after the meetings. Those roles considered
most influential (special education teacher, psychologist, director) may be so because they
o&rtmddmhterms.oftestscoia,diagmsﬁcmporrs,mdmﬂnthmmrd&
Therefore, they are able to contribute information based upon data where parents
frequently have little hard date to contribute. Figure 8 represents the “Perceived

Importance of the IEP Committee Members versus Actual Influence and Contribution™.
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Special Ed. Teachers 1 1 1
[ Pychologists 2 3 2
Directors 11 3 3
Supervisors 12 4 4
Special Ed. Consuitations 5 2 5
Reguiar Bd.Teachers 4 7 6
Guidance Counselors 8 6 7
Social Workers 13 8 11
Parents 6 10 8
Principals 3 9 9
Reading teacher 7 12 10
Speech 9 . *
Therapist 10 . *
School nurse 15 . *
Others 14 * *

*This role was not rated frequently enough to be ranked. (Source: Who Influences [EP
Committee Decisions? Gilliam & Coleman 1981).
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Educators are faced with a major dilemma in their efforts to develop a defensible

set of procedures for identifying leamning disabled students. Federal and state definitions
of this handicapping condition generally are not heipful. While definitions usually specify
that students must demonstrate a discrepancy between intellectual capability and
achievement (in a variety of arcas), the magnitude of the discrepancy typically is not
specified. Epps, Ysseldyke, and Algozzine (as cited in Thurlow, Ysseldyke, & Casey,
1984) found more than 40 different suggested sets of criteria for identification of LD
student. Thurlow, Ysseldyke, & Casey distributed a survey to 127 LD teachers in January
1981 fiom 36 states, the District of Columbia, and Canada. The teachers were asked to
respond in narrative form to the question, *“What is the criterion for a student to be
classified as learning disabled in your school district?” They were also asked to indicate
whether they agreed with the criterion. |

Surveys from 100 teachers located in 36 states were returned. Although federal
regulations suggest some type of discrepancy between ability and achievement, the LD
teachers did not unanimously cite this criterion. Four basic categorics of criteria were
reflected in their responses: (a) ability-achicvement discrepancy, (b) achievement deficit,
(c) test scatter, and/or (d) processing disorder, Nearly 40% of the teachers’ responses
(N=45) were overly general, such as “testing,” “team decision,” or “learning problems.”

An “ability-achievement discrepancy” referred to a difference between a student’s
ability level and the student’s exhibited achievement level. This type of criterion for
identifying LD students was listed by 20 (27.4%) of those teachers whose responses could
be classified into one of the four basic criteria. An“ﬁchievementdcﬁcit”rcﬁtredfoa

difference between a student’s actual grade and age and the grade or age level of the
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student’s achievement. An achievement-deficit critetion was noted by 14 (19.2%) of the

teachers. “Test scatter” referred to the pattern or configuration formed by sub-test scores.
This type of criterion was given by 2 (2.7%) of the respondents. A “processing-disorder”
referred to difficulties in processing information. Three (4.1%) of the teachers listed
criteria that referred only to processing disorders. The use of a single criterion accounted
for 53.4% of the teachers’ responses.

Not only did teacher’s responses suggest little national consensus about a criterion
for identifying learning disabilities, but also, even within states the criteria reportedly used
by school districts varied greatly.

Exactly how should schools respond to the probiem of the “definitional dilemma”
encountered when attempting to set up meaningful criteria to identify students who have
learning disabilities? LDstudemanmstbeidmti:ﬁcdsotlmsefed&alﬁmdsmbe
obtained. Some school districts have attempted to solve the definitional problem by
concentrating on the educational progress of students, rather than on students’ |
performance on norm-referenced tests (Thurlow, Ysseldyke, & Casey, 1984). Other
school distriets have chosen to ignore the problem until someone teils them exactly what
to do. hthcmmhne,somcstudentswhoarehmedofspecialedumﬁonmmy
begoingwithom,andsonnstudmnswhnwouldbebeueroﬂ'mtphoedmspecial
education are there, -7
Samoar |

The definition of learning disabilities included in Public Law 94-142 and the
hdividmhwithD?mbﬂithshEthnAmisbasedondiscmpamicsbetwﬁenIQand

achievement test scores. Review of the literature revealed that the definition of a specific



learning disability, and more generally, the method for determining what constitutes a

leamning disability has been an unsettled topic since the early 1800s. Federal code, .
adopted in 1976, stated that in order to determine the presence of a learning disability a
major discrepancy must exist between expected achievement and ability that is not the
result of other known and generally accepted handicapping conditions or circumstances.
Early discrepancy formulas were rejected as being too broad and ineffective which left no
clear direction for the states on how to quantify the discrepancy between sptitude and
achievement. Consequently, most states (86%) have included the existence of a severe
discrepancy between intellectual ability and achievement in one or more specified
academic areas as a necessary, but not exclusive condition for determining a student to be
learning disabled. The debate continues, however, as to which is the best choice of
models for determining & marked discrepancy between abiity and achievement.
Curresly there is no universally accepted test, test battery, or standard for
identifying learning disabled children. There is considerable variation in how the
discrepancy between IQ and achievement is derived and quantified. Since federal
mguhﬁomdomtq:ecifypuﬂbuﬁrﬁ:rmhsormmbﬂvﬂmwm_dm |
objectively, there is variability from one school district to the next, and even from one
chﬂdsﬂ:dyteamwithinadisﬁictmﬂnnmd,onhowto..detmﬁnasigniﬁcam
discrepancy. Of the four most commonly used methods or types of formulas generally
used in the determination of discrepancies between achievement and ability the most
psychometrically defensible method is the approach using regression methods. Regression
nwthodsmeaprediﬂioneqmﬁonﬂﬂwmidemthcmgxﬂmdeofﬂnmml&ionbembm
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IQ and achievement. Students with a LD are differentiated from slow learners through

expected achievement predictions from IQ scores.

There have been numerous criticisms of the discrepancy model, not the least of
which comes from the Board of Trustees of the Council for Learning Disabilities wherein
they stated that "discrepancy formulas tend to focus a single aspect of learning disabilities
to the exclusion of other types of learning dlsabihtles" (1986, p. 349).

Students with learning disabilities must be identified so those federal and state
funds are directed to special education programs. However, without agreement on both
the definition of what constitutes a learning disability and the best method to determine its
existence, accurate identification of the "truly” learning disabled studemt may continue to
be an issue at federal, state and local levels. The implications of misclassifying students
can have far reaching effects for students in terms of self-esteem and motivation, and for

school districts in terms of the allocation of its fiscal resources.
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Chapter ITI
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Introduction

This study will apply an accepted statistical fornwla to data already collected on
children who were classified by & variety of methods as “leaming disabled™ by their
respective Child Study Teams, The study will seek to determine the validity of the
classification using the aforementioned methods. Will one method identify more students
as having a severe discrepancy than the other has? Will one method systematically favor
different ability groups? How will the results of the statistical formula compare with the
profiessional judgement of the Child Study Team?
Setting: The Focal Diszi

The borough of Allendale, New Jersey, is located approximately 20 miles north-
northwestofNewYorkCity,andisintlwmrthwestemmlionofﬂxCoumyome
The Borough is primarily a residential commmity, which encompasses 3.13 squarc miles
of land. The 1994 estimated population of the Borough of Allendale was 6,076. In 1990,
approximately 21.64% of the population were between the ages of 5 and 19, and 4.59%
of the population was comprised of minorities.

There arc two elementary schools in Allendale for students in kindergarten

through cighth grades. The lower primary school houses the pre-school handicapped
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program through third grade, while the other school contains grades four through

eight. Grades six, seven and eight follow a middle school model with departmentalization.
District Factor Groupi

In 1974, the Department of Education divided the state’s school districts by
socioeconomic status. Districts were arranged in ten groups, known as District Factor
Groups (DFG), and designated DFG A through DFG J, A being the group with the lowest
socioeconomic status and J the highest. The DFG is an index of socioeconomic status that
is created using data for “indicators” available in the deceonial U.S.Ceasus.
Socioeconomicstatuscannotbe‘man'eddhwtly. Ratﬁu,the]iterah:reholdsthat.itisa
ﬁmcﬁonofothumsmbbqumﬁﬁm(ﬁadiﬁomﬂy,tﬁebnicﬂreemhmm,
occupation and education.) (New Jersey Principals and Supervisors Association, 1998)
Therefore, the DFG is a composite statistical index created using statistical procedures, a
amodel” of socioeconomic status, and input data for various S0ckeconOmMic traits.

The State Department of Education, using the 1990 U.S. Census date, conducted 2
detailed study and produced a new DFG base. The changes can be summarized as
follows:

Y The existing index of educational attainment has been replaced with
two variables; one measuring the percentage of adult residents who have not completed
high school, the other measuring the percentage who attended college.

2. The existing percent urban measure has been replaced with one of
population density.

3. The variable measuring household density was dropped. |
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4. The break points between adjacent factor groups were determined on

the basis of DFG scores. The old method used a ranking according to those scores to
place an equal umber of districts in each group.

5. Eight District Factor Groups were created, instead of the existing 10.
'I'hegroupsarelabeledas_ﬁolhws:A,B,CD.DE,FG,GlLLlde.

The Allendale School District is one of 105 affluent school districts assigned to the I

District Factor Group.
DFG  DISTRICTS
A 35
B 78
CD 75
DE 100
FG 87
GH 78
I 105
J 15

Partici

The total population of classified students in the Allendale School District from
January 1,1997 to December 1,1997, was 113. Of that total 50% (N = 54) were classified
Perceptually Impaired. Sixtythreepaoeﬂwemleajf%)@ﬂ%wmﬁnmk
(N =20) elementary and middle school level students. Racially, the participants were
comprised of 98% White (N = 53), 0% American Indian or-Alaskan Native (N = 0), 2%
Asian or Pacific Islander (N =1), 0% Black (X = 0), and 0% Hispanic (N = 0).

Table 1 indicates the “gender and ethnicity profile” of the participants.



Table 1

Alaskan Native
Asian or Pacific

Black

—o o %

oo

37
63

oo R

oo
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The students ranged in age from seven years to 14 years with a mean age of 10.5

years and a median age of 11 years. Table 2 presents the “Chronological Age, Mean,
Mecdian, and Standard Deviation™. The grade range was from first to eighth with a mean

grade level of 5 and a median grade level of 6.



3
6
8
10 10
7
1
6

19 52

11 13 65

12 1 21 86

13 12 98

14 3 6 104
Total 54 104

Note. Mean= 10.57, Median= 10.5, Standard Deviation= 2.62
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Table 3 illustrates the “Grade Mean, Median and Standard Deviation” of those
participants who were in grades two through eight.
Table 3

42
59
8 15 4
10 19 93
5 ' 10 103

Note, Mean= 5.00, Median= 5.00, Standard Deviation = 2.71
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" In this study, the Child Study Team of the Allendale Schools for either an initial or

a triennial review had evaiuated all participants, and all participants were classified as
Perceptually Impaired. The figures from which the population of students classified in the
Allendale School District was derived were reported in the 1997 Special Education Plan,
December 1, 1997, This report, mandaied annually by the New Jersey Department of
Education, provides the state with-an accounting of the number of resident pupils
" receiving special education and related services. The data, required by federal and state
regulations, describe the numbers of pupils served and the types of services they receive.
The unduplicated count of resident pupil’s with disabilities establishes the district’s and
state agency’s entitlement to federal special education finds. In addition to-the statistical
data on pupils with disabilities, the annual Special Education Plan requites assurances that
appropriate policies and procedures have been established and implemented by local
school districts. By using this data an accurate accounting of classified students will be
reported in this study. |

The participants used in this study were shudents who were classified Perceptually
Impaired by a New Jersey Child Study Team on or after January 1, 1997 through
December 1, 1997. The students selected for this study were classified as part of an initial
or triennial evaluation. Students who met the criterion of Perceptually Impaired were
evaluated with the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-IIT (1991) and the Woodcock-
Johmson Psycho-Educational Battery (1990).
Hypotheses

Child Study Team evaluations are overly dependent on teacher assessment and

tend to over-identify low achicvers. Regular education teachers pressure Child Study
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Team members to classify students who are low achievers because they are resistant to

modifying their teaching to adapt for diversity within their classroom. Utilization of
discrepancy formula analysis will effectively screen out low achievers who should not be
classified and demonstrate their over-representation in the special education population.

Misclassification of students who do not demonstrate a significant discrepancy
bctweenapﬁtudeandachnvmnhasﬁrmhmgmmqm Economic effects for
the district can impact on decisions made regarding educational programming for the
regular student population. Appropriating monies to special education for students who
materials, and staffing. Tea:hna,whommﬂmdhkmthmappmachtoedumtmgthmr
students, are allowed to continue old habits as low achievers are removed from their
classes and placed in special education. Social-emotional issues for misclassified students
such as the stigma of being assigned to the “special education” classes evoke feelings of
low self-esteem, and parents may wrestie with feelings regarding having a child who is
identified as educationally disabled. |

Tlﬁsmﬂywmdeﬁmnﬁnwhzﬂnradegmeofcongnquﬁsbawm@ﬂd
Study Team judgment and discrepancy analysis. Is there greater or lesser congruence over
time? Is the discrepancy analysis more stable than a Child Study Team analysis? Does
participation in special education programming improve the standardized scores of
students who are identified as low achievers and justify the original classification?

Hypothesis 1. No significant relationship wiil be found between the Child Study -
Team evaluations and discrepancy evaluations to determine eligibility for classification as
Perceptually Impaired at t) and t;,



Hypothesis 2. Scores on standardized group achievement tests will indicate no

significant improvement for low achieving students who are classified as Perceptually
Impaired when compared with low achievers who were not so classified.

Hypothesis 3, The self-esteem of low achieving students receiving special
edmatbnservieeswiﬂbesigrﬁﬁmmlthﬂmtﬁeself-&deemofmmchssiﬁedbw
achiev«sasmemvdbyﬁstandudimdwlfatminvuﬁory. Low achieving students
who are misclassified as learing disabled have diminisShed self-esteem and motivation as a
reaﬂofbchgphcedinspeciﬂeducﬂhnchm.whayinﬁﬂ,tbymmtdigﬂabﬁ)r
such a placement.

Hypothesis 4. For low achicving students who were classified as Perceptually
Imhedhnmteﬁghbﬁora:wﬁledmﬂbnmvbcs,aﬁgtdﬁmmdmywmeﬁa
between the services they were provided compared to the services provided to those

students who were eligible for classification according to the regression analysis at t; and

12.

According to federal law, all students classified as educationadly handicapped and
receiving special education and/or related services, must be evaluated by a Child Study
Team. Students used in this study had been evaluated to determine eligibility for
classification (t;) or were re-evaluated within three years of the date of their previous
classification (t;). The results of this study will determine which of the students already
classified by the Child Study Team, actually would have met the criteria of a significant
discrepancy between their aptitude and achievement scores had a discrepancy formula

been applied. The Allendale Child Study Team, which consists of the school



psychologist, learning disabilities teacher-consultant, and school social worker, are
responsible for classification of all students enrolled in the special education program.
Procedure for classification is for the team to convene prior to and after the evaluations of
the student are complete in order to review all data collected. At that point a decision is
made after scores obtained on the psychological and educational assessments are
compared with classroom observations of the student and teacher input. Consideration is
given to the individual abilities, talents and tolerance of the classroom teacher(s) when
comparisons between aptitude and achicvement scores of the student are reviewed. The
professional judgment of the team is a compilation of test scores, classroom observations,
a review of the student’s academic records, and teacher input, and on occasion, parental
pressure.

SeoresontheWedI:brInteﬂigmeScahfofChﬂdren-ﬂI(IWS)andthe
Woodcock- Johnson Psychoeducational Battery- Revised (1990) of the participants were
obtained through record review of prior testing. Utilizing the Standard Score Regression
Comparison (SSRC) statistical program, published by WtL Publishing, North Little Rock,
Arhmas(lwsyamﬁ)mhmsapp&dmﬂnapﬁmde,mthievmm
of students tested at the time of their initial referral (t)) and, where appropriate at their
triennial review (t2). A comparison was made between the initial and triennial re-
evaluation(s) of students who were determined eligible for Special education to determine
whether classification at their re-evaluation was justified. Analysis wes made between
each student’s full scale IQ and (a) the standard score of their broad reading ability,
(b)theauﬂudscomofdwihnadmﬂwmﬁcdabﬂity,mﬂ(c)thestmdardmmof

their broad written language ability, The measured difference between each student’s



standard score full scale IQ and the standard score in each achicvernent area were
evaluated to determine whether a statistically significant discrepancy existed. A
comparison was made between test results and classification outcomes.

A comparison was made between the self-esteems of the classified low achieving
students and those students who were low achievers but not classified. Low-achieving
students who were not classified by the Child Study Team were identified by results of the
California Achievement Test (CAT) which are administered annually in the spring. Low-
achievers were identified as those students whose CAT scores were low enough to qualify

them for the Basic Skills Instructional Program.

The Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-Educational Battery-Revised (WJ-R) was
Published in 1990 and is a wide range, comprehensive set of individually administered
tests for measuring cognitive abilities, scholastic aptitudes, and achievement. Only the
WI-R Achievement Tests were used in this study. Norms include individuals from ages 2
to 90+. Nine tests are provided in a Standard Battery and nine additional tests comprise
the Supplemental Battery of the WJ-R ACH. The internal consistency relisbilitics are
generally in the high .80s and low .90s for the individual tests and in the mid .90s for the
test clusters.

The Woodcock- Johnson Psycho-Educational Battery-Revised (WIPEB-R) Tests
of Achievement were used for both the initial and triennial evahuations. The achicvement
battery of the WIPEB-R measures three giobal areas: broad reading, broad mathematics
and broad written language. The broad reading cluster tests letter-word identification and

passage comprehension. Letter-word identification measures skill in identifying isolated
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letters and words. Passage comprehension uses a modified cloze procedure to evaluate

comprehension and vocabulary skills. {In the cloze procedure a word is omitted from a

sentence that the subject must insert 30 that the sentence makes sense.) The broad
mathematics cluster tests calcutation and apptied problems. Calculation uses a traditional
format in which problems of varying difficulty are presented in the response booklet.
requires decision-making regarding the most appropriate mathematical operation to use.
The broad written language cluster tests dictation and writing samples. Dictation requires
written responses to a varicty of questions measuring spelling, punctuation, capitalizatior,
etc. Writing samples requires writing sentences that are evaluated for quality of
expression (Woodoock & Johnson, 1990). The standard score used in the WIPEB-R
Achievement Test i based on & mean of 100 and a standard deviation of 15. This test was
nmbmﬂystandudizedonG,HQparﬁﬁpmsandtheshﬁhrﬁyofﬂwmmphwthewso
census data was relatively close (1% to 5% difference). The sample ranged from 24
months to 95 years of age, including 705 preschoolers, 3,245 from the K-12 grade sample,
916 from the college/university sample and 1,493 from the adult non-school sample
(Taylor, 1990 as cited in Woodcock, Johnson, 1990). |

The Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-III was published in 1991 and is an
individually administered intelligence test for children between the ages of 6 and 16. The
WISC-II provides IQ’s for the Verbal, Performance and Full Scales with a mean of 100
and a standard deviation of 15. The internal consistency relisbilities of the Verbal,

Performance, and Full Scales are excellent (average of .94, .90. and .96 respectively).
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As part of the diagnostic assessment, each student was tested using 2 psychometric

device. The Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-IIl (WISC-III) (Wechsler, 1995)
was used for all the psychological evaluations between January 1 and December 1, 1997.
It consists of several sub-tests that measure different facets of intelligence. An individual’s
performance on these various measures is summarized in three composite scores, the
Verbal IQ, the Performance 1Q and the Full Scale IQ. TheMSC-I]Iwnsmmedona
sample of 2,200-American children selected as representative of the population on the
basis of the most recent U.S. Census. The standardized sample consisted of eleven
different age groups, ranging from 6 years, 6 months to 16 years, 6 months, with 200
children in each group.

The School Form of the Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory was individually
administered to both perceptually impaired and low achieving students whose parents gave
written consent for their child to participate in the study. The Coopersmith Seif-Esteem
Inventory (SET) (1990) can be used with student's aged eight through fifteen and consists
of fifty-cight items. The self-esteem items yield a total score an, if desired, separate
scores for four subscales: (a) General Self, (b) Social Self-Peers, (¢) Home-Parents, and
(d) School-Academic. The subscales allow for yariances inperw;;lions of self-csteem in
diffierent areas of experience. Agenu'alaMofhigh,medmm,orlowself-esteem
can be obtained. -

There are no exact criteria for high, medium, and low levels of self-esteem. For
the SEI, high scores correspond to high self-esteem. In most studies the distributions of
high self-esteem had been in the range of from 70 to 80 with a standard deviation of from

11 to 13 (Coopersmith, 1990).
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To compilete this study the aptitude and achievement scores of students classified
as Perceptually Impaired by the Allendale Child Study Team from January 1 through
December 1, 1997 were utilized. A standard score regression comparison was applied to
the scores achieved on the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-IIT and the
Woodcock- Johnson Psycho-Educational Battery-Revised to determine whether a
significant discrepancy exists between the subject’s aptitude and achievement. A Chi’
amlﬁsiswﬁsapplbdmﬂnremnsoﬁhemmnmmpumonmdetunﬂmthepme
of a difference between resuits obtained from the statistical formula and the professional
judgment of the CST. |

| Permission was requested from the superintendent of the Allendale School District
to use the data contained in the confidential records. No student’s name or other
identifying information was used or recorded for the purposes of this study. A number
was assigned to the data collected on each subject in order to protect their anonymity.

The Coopersmith Inventory (1990) was used to compare the self-esteemns of low-
achieving students who were misclassified as Perceptually Impaired and low-achieving
students who were not classified. Lowuﬂﬁevhgsﬂ:dentswereidenﬁﬁedastlnse
students who were eligible to participate in the Basic Skills Instructional Program (BSIP).
Students in Allendale who fall below the 50® percentile on the California Achievement
Tests in Reading, Writing, and/or Mathematics are eligible to receive support services
through BSIP.

A t-score comparison was made between the CAT scores for both groups of

students to determine whether the low-achieving classified student’s scoresona



standardized group achievement test were significantly different from the scores on the
CAT’s of the non-classified low-achievers.

Permission from both building principals was obtained in order to review the
student’s CAT records that are housed in the main offices of each building. No student
names or other identifying information was recorded for the purposes of this study. In
addition, permission was obtained from parents of students to whom the Coopersmith

Five hundred and twenty five letters were sent to all parents/guardians of the
children registered in the school housing 4™ through 8 grade requesting permission for
their child to take the Coopersmith Self Esteem Inventory. One hundred and twenty-
seven (24%) consents for participation were returned. Nine (1.7%) of those consents did
not give permission for the student to participate in the study. One hundred and eighteen
students (22%) were asked to complete consent to volumtarily participate in the study.

Classroom teachers administered the inventories and submitted the completed protocols to
the school social worker for coding and scoring. The SEI protocols of the students
chm’ﬁedupuwpﬂﬂyhpa&ed(r&)mdﬂnhw-acﬁsm(n@)msegmgmdﬁ)r
the purpose of this study. A t-test was used to compare the classified and unclassified
low achieving students on achievement test improvement.

Limitati -

This study was conducted in a relatively small, affluent, bomogeneous community
which lacked ethnic diversity. The total number of participants was small because of the

district size and the numbers of students who were classified as Perceptually Impaired, and
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thus eligible to cooperate in this research. Consequently, any generalizations made as a

result of this research should be carefully considered.



Chapter [V

RESULTS

Introduction |

Fifty-four students, who attend the Allendale Schools, were tested and found
eﬁgﬂ:hﬁrchsdﬁcaﬁonas?meptuﬂlylmaiedlbyﬂwCEHSnﬂmiAnaﬂahis
maﬁthﬂwhrhnmmmhyh-mﬂhw&ﬂm@uﬂy. Data were collected on all
students who were classified as Perceptually Impaired from January I, 1997 through
December 31, 1997. Data was also collected on 15 students who were referred for a
Child Study Team evaluation during that time, but who were not deemed eligible for
services according to the professional judgment of the Child Study Team.

Aﬂmmwmmmewmmwfm
Children-1II as a measure of intellectual functioning and achicvement tests from the
Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-Educational Battery-Revised (WI-R) as measures of
mmmmmmmmofnmwmmmm

AmmlofﬂaudenBchssiﬁedastepumﬂyIngﬁhedwhowminkjnda'Men
through eighth grade were included in this study. Their descriptive profile is included n
Table 4. Data were collected from student’s initial evaluation (t;) and, where applicable,
their triennial evaluation (t2). Of the 54 students, 53 (98%) were white and 1 (2%) was

Asian at t;. At t; 20 (95%) of the students were white and 1(5%) was Asian. Males
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(63%) outnumbered females (37%) at 1. At t; 62% of the participants were male and

38% were female. Overall cognitive functioning was in the average range, as indicated by
a mean IQ of 103 at t; and 102 at t; on the individually administered intelligence test.
Most initial referrals were generated at the second grade level with a median age of

8 years. Tables 4 and 5 represent descriptive data from ¢, and t;.



Table 4
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Factor
White

Gender
Male
Female

10 (M=103.11, SD = 10.42)

60-69 '

70-79

80-89

90-99

100-109

110-119

120-129

130-139

Frequency

53

34

20

. j—
— 0 D DD W

b o0

63
37

35
35
17



Table 5

Sample Description t; (n=21)

Factor Freqm
Ethmicity N

White 20

Asian 1
Gender :

Male - : 13

Female 8

IO (M =101.62, SD = 11.92)
60-69
70-79
80-89
90-99
100-109
110-119
120-129
130-139

— L O U s D

62
38

wE B RWe
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Analysis of Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1. No significant relationship will be found between the Child Study
Team evaluations and discrepancy evaluations to determine eligibility for classification as
perceptually impaired at t, and t;.

Chi® analysis was used to analyze this hypothesis. A 2 X 2 Chi® (CST eligible/not
eligible by discrepancy eligible/not eligible) was conducted to determine if a relationship |
exists between the child study team evaluations and the discrepancy evaluations. Since
oneceﬂoontainedaﬁ'eqmncyofhﬁthaﬁs,Yatesoomcﬁonwasappliadtoreducethe
likelihood of an overestimate of the Chi® value (Downie and Heath, 1974, p. 196). The
results for t, are presented in Table 6. These results indicate a non-significant Chi?, which
suggests that no significant relationship »* (1, N = 64) =1.12, p ».05 exists between the
discrepancy and child study team approach to classifications as perceptually impaired at t;.
For the 64 students evaluated, agreement was found on only 33 (51.6%) cases. The child
study team evaluated 28 participants as eligible that were not ¢ligible with the discrepancy
approach, and the discrepancy approach identified 3 participants as eligible that were
incligible according to child study team evaluations. As.a result, we can conclude that the
2 methods of evaluation did not yield similar evaluation resuits at ..

The Chi® results for t; are presented in Table 7. Since fewer participants had ta
data, this analysis was conducted on 21 participants. This resulted in a Chi® analysis that
contained a cell with an expected frequency of less than 2, and the Fisher exact method
was used to determine significance (Downie and Heath, 1974, p.198). These resuilts

indicate a non-significant Chi’, which suggests that no significant relationship
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(¢ (1, N=21) =2.62, p >.05, Fisher's exact p=.26) exists between the discrepancy and

chikl study team approach to classifications as perceptually impaired at t; . For the 21
participants inchuded in the analysis, agreement was found on only 11(52.4%) cascs. The

child study team evaluations identified 10 participants as eligible that were not so
identified by the discrepancy approach. As a result, we can conclude that the 2 methods

of evaluation do not yield similar results at ta.
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Child Studv Team
Eligible Not Eligible
" Bligible 26 (24.5) © 3(4:5)
Riscrepancy
Not
Eligible 28 (29.5) 7(5.5)

Note, ( ) = Expected Frequencies
£=1.12, df =1, p=28
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Eligible Not Eligible
Eligible 6 (4.6) 0(1.4)
Discrepency
Not |
; 10 (11.4) 5 (3.6)

Em.} ) = Expected Frequencies
=2.62, df = 1, p = .10, Fisher Exact p = .26
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" Hypothesis 2. Scores on standardized group achicvement tests will indicate Little

improvement for low achieving students misclassified as perceptually impaired when .

compared to low achievers who were not so classified by the "true” (i.., discrepancy

method.) |

T-tests were used to analyze this hypothesis by comparing the mean improvement
scores for the classified and unclassified low achieving students on reading, math, and -
language skills. To compute the improvement scores, the t; scores were subtracted from
the t; scores. Group means were calculated, and the groups were compared on mean
improvernent. The results, presented in Table 8, indicate that the low achieving classified
~ and not classified participants showed no significant differences in mean improvement
scores for reading (t (11.98) =.57, p=.57), and for math (f (1) =43, p=.67). A significant
difference was, however, found for language (§ (1) =2.03, p=.05). As a result, we can
conclude that no differences exist in achievement test score improvements for the
classified and unclassified participants on reading and math. However, significant
diffierences were found on language, and the mean improvement score of 3.10 for the
elassified participants was significantly bigher than the mean improvement score of
-11.47 for the unclassified participants. |
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Classified Unclassified
Variable | N { Mean | S.D. | N | Mean | S.D. T df Significance
Reading | 10| .20 | 21.43 [ 19| 436 | 11.87 § .57 | 11.98 37
Math 10| 360 | 2482 |19 678 | 1551 | 43 1 67
Language | 10 | 3.10 | 2056 | 19 | -11.47 } 17,12 | -2.03 | 1 05
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Hypothesis 3, The self esteem of low achieving students receiving special
education services is lower than the seif esteem of non-classified low achievers as
measured by a standardized self-esteem inventory.

T-tests were used to compare the self-esteem mean scores for low achieving
students receiving special education services and non-classified low achieving students.
The Coopersmith Seif Esteem Inventory was used which included subscales on general,
social, home, and school as well as total seif-esteem. The results, presented in Table 9
indicate that no significant differences were found between the classified and non-classified
participants on general (£ (27) =.34, p >.05), on social (.(27) =1.09, p >.05), on home (¢
(27) =.09, p >.05), on school (£.(27) =.55, p>.05) or on total seif esteem
(L.(27) =.38, p>.05). As a result, we can conchude that no differences exist between

classified and non-classified low achieving students on self-esteem,
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Classified Not Classified
Varisble | N | Mean | SD. | N ]| Mean | SD. T | df | Significance
General | 13 | 1869 | 286 | 16 | 19.18 | 456 | .34 | 27 13
Social | 13| 638 | 138 | 16 | 568 | 192 | 1.09 | 27 28
Home |13 ] 600 [ 1L.73 | 16 | 606 | 198 | .09 | 27 93
School | 13| 569 | 205 | 16 | 606 | 1.56 | .55 | 27 58
Total 13§73.23 [ 1352 | 16 | 7525 | 1478 | 38 | 27 .70
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Hypothesis 4. For low achieving students who were classified as perceptually

impaired but not eligible for special education services, a significant discrepancy will exist
between the services they were provided compared to the services provided to those
students who were eligible for classification according to the regression analysis at t, and
t. This will show that the IEP’s provided too much service to students who were not
eligible for special education programming.

Chi® analysis was used to test this hypothesis. A2 X 2 Chi (eligible/not-eligible by
service provided/not provided) was conducted on reading, math, and language to
determine if a relationship exists between the discrepancy evaluations and the service
provided.

The results for reading are presented in Tabie 10. These results indicate that a
significant relationship does indeed exist between the discrepancy evaluation as eligible or
meﬁgbhmdthemmmvided(fd.n=s4)=s.6l,p<.01). Sixteen participants
identified as eligible received services and 20 participants evaluated as incligible did not
receive services. Overall, a match was found between the evaluation and service for 36
(66.7%) participants. However, it is important to note that service was provided 1o 15
participants that were not eligible, and service was not provided to 3 participants that were
eligible.
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Provided Not Provided
Yes 16(109) 3(8.1
Eligible
No 15(20.1) 20 (14.9)

Note. { )= Expected Frequencies
v =8.61,df =1, p=.003
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The results for math are presented in Table 11. These results indicate that no

significant relationship exists between the discrepancy evaluation on math and the services
provided (o (1, N=54) =42, p>.05). Service was provided for only 3 of the 12 eligible
students. Also, service was provided for 7 participants who were ineligible. However,
s&vicewnsmtpmvidedforﬁparticipﬂsthatwmevahmtedasineﬁgibk. Overzall, a
match was found-between the evaluation and service for 38 (70.1%) participants.
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Provided Not Provided
Yes 3(22) 9(9.8)
Eligible
No 7(7.8) 35 (34.2)

Note. ( ) = Expected Frequencies
¢=42,df=1,p=.51
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The results for language are presented in Table 12. These results indicate that a

significant relationship does exist between the discrepancy evaluation and the language
services provided (3 (1, N= 54) =3.85, p=05). Service was provided for 9 of the 11
eligible participants, and service was not provided for 22 participants that were ineligible.
However, language services were provided for 21 ineligible participants. Overall, a match
was found between the evaluation and service for 31 (57.4%) participants.



113

Provided Not Provided
Yes  9(6.1) 2(4.9)
Eligible
No 21(23.9 22 (19.1)

Note. ( )= Expected Frequencies
Y=13.85,df=1,p=.05
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Summary

Four hypotheses were tested in this study. Using a Chi’ analysis on Hypothesis 1
no significant relationship existed between the discrepancy formula and the child study
team approach to classifications as perceptually impaired at t;. In this case the two
methods of evaluation did not yield similar evaluation results at ti. A Chi’ analysis was
compieted on data collected for t;. Results indicated that there was no significant
relationship between the discrepancy and child study team approach to classifications as
perceptually impaired at t. Again, the two methods of evaluation did not yield similar
results.

For the second hypothesis, a t-test was used to analyze the data regarding the
scores on standardized group achievement tests for low achieving students misclassified as
perceptually impaired when compared to low achievers who were not so classified.
Results indicated that there was no significant difference in the mean improvement scores
for reading and mathematics for both groups. A significant difference was, however,
found for language.

A t-test was also applied to the self-esteem scores of the low achieving students
wceivhgspec‘mledumﬂonsavmmﬂtoﬂnseﬁﬂeemswmsofmmhssiﬁedbw
achievers. Results of hypothesis 3 indicate that there was no significant difference
between the classified and non-classified participants on any of the four areas of the self-
esteem assessment.

Chi’ analysis was used to test hypothesis 4. Resuits indicated that a significant

relationship did exist between the discrepancy evaluation as eligible or ineligible and the
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special education services provided in the area of reading. In the area of mathematics the

results indicated that there was no significant relationship between the discrepancy
evaluation and the services provided. Results for language indicated that a significant
relationship did exist between the discrepancy evaluation and the language services

provided.
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Chapter V
DISCUSSION

Introduction

The purpose of this study was to determine whether there would be
mngnmmebetwemChﬂdSmdyTeam(CSﬂdecisiomandamgressionﬁbrmuhinthe
determination of eligibility for classification as Perceptually Impaired. Results of this
study indicated that the CST overidentified students as eligible for classification as
Perceptually Impaired 43.7% of the time (n = 28) at the initial evaluation (t;). These
participants were found eligible by the child study team to receive special education
services but were not statistically eligible when a regression formula was applied to the
student’s aptitude and achicvement scores on individually administered standardized test
results, Clarizio and Phillips (1989) acknowledged that statistical formulas were more
criteria as being "perceived as too simplistic and inflexible to meet the psychological,
educational, political and practical complexities posed by individual cases” (p. 384). These
results are in agreement with critics such as Hammill (1990), Chalfant (1989), Algozzine
& Ysseldyke (1987) who contend that the use of a severe discrepancy may be a means by
which to reduce the incidence rates of learning disabilities, while creating a false sense of

objectivity and precision amongst diagnosticians.
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McLeskey and Waldron (1991) believe that the goal of professionals involved in

the identification of students with learning disabilities is to provide students who have the
greatest needs from an instructional perspective with assistance, regardless of whether
they meet arbitrary criteria. They have suggested that perhaps professionals have
recognized that many students who have bona fide problems progressing in school, but
who fail to meet stipulated criteria for the learning disability label, would not receive any
supportive services unless they were labeled with a disability. Under these circumstances,
a service motivation and not a scientific motivation may drive professionals.

Researchers and those writing and implementing statewide LD guidelines seek more
precision in the identification of students with learning disabilities, However,
administrators, teachers, school psychologists, and other professionals may be opting for a
pragmatic type of imprecision that aliows them the option of providing services to
students whom they view as being most in need. Teachers may be more concerned with
wceivhgasdstameﬁarstudeﬂswhopheethegmﬂﬂdcnmﬂsoﬁhiﬂhﬁmﬁw
instruction because of learning and/or behavior problems, rather than discerning the
students with "true" learning disabilities (MicLeskey & Waldron, 1991).

Using regression analysis three students (4.7%) were not fo@d eligible for
classification as perceptually impaired by the CST; although results of the regression
analysis found them to be eligible for services. This is below the percentage of false
negatives (20%) reported by Clarizio and Phillips (1989). The lesser percentage found in
this study might be attributable to the smell sample size of students who were tested and -
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not found eligible (n = 10). No consistent pattern was discerned in the data regarding

these participants in terms of the area of significant discrepancy, [Q score, age or gender.
Of the total number of participants there was agreement between the judgment of
the CST and the results of the regression analysis in 33 (51.6%) of the referred cases.
Results of data analysis from the triennial evaluations (1) indicate that 47.6%
(p = 10) of the participants were reclassified as perceptually impaired by the CST when, in
fact, they were not so ilentified by the discrepancy approach. One might conclude from
this statistic that once a student was classified as “Perceptually Impaired” by the child
study team, the classification was continued even when he/she was not eligible to receive
services. Halgren and Clarizio (1993, as cited in Overton, 1996) found that 38% ofthe
students in special education were either reclassified or terminated from special education,
indicating a need for more specific identification of the learning problems through referral
and initial assessment. Ysseldyke and Thurlow (1983) advocated changing the focus of
the referral process from referral-to-placement to refirral-to-intervention to prevent the
unnecessary evaluation, misdiagnosis and overidentification of students as needing special
education.
Ann:chofupa:ﬁcipmns(sz.3%)wasﬁmdbawemthejﬁgnmofmchﬂd
study team and discrepancy analysis at t. There were no students identified as not eligible
to receive services by the CST who were actually eligible atcording to discrepancy
analysis.
Resuits of the data collected comparing the achievement test resuits of classified

and non-classified low achieving students indicated that there was no significant difference
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between the scores of low-achieving non-classified students and students who were

classified in the areas of reading and math. A significant difference was, however, found
for language and the students who were classified had a mean improvement score of 3.10
compared to the mean improvement score of -11.47 for the unclassified students. These
resulis may be attributable to the fact that there is a heavy emphasis on written language in
the resource center programs and classroom instruction includes the use of multisensory
materials to promote language skills. Computers and word processing are an integral part
of the resource center programs, which may ficilitate the students’ enthusiasm for the
subject.

.Reading and language artsis block scheduled for a 90 minute period daily in
grades 4 and 5 compared to 45 minutes for all other participants. The resource center
programs accentuate the importance of writing because it has been identified as an area of
particular weakness for the students. Low-achieving students participate in the regular
reading/language arts program where a second regular education teacher assists in the
class as part of the Basic Skills Instructional Program. Modifications and
accommodations to the traditional curriculum and traditional methods of teaching do not
mﬁﬁms&ﬂyofmmh&cmmh@mmwm
weakpu'ﬁ:mmccofthwestudemsoﬁstandardimdachiwmm.

In the middle school grades (6-8) reading/language dits consists of a 45-minute
period. Most of the low-achicving students are placed in the class that has the support of
the Basic Skills teacher although all students in the class are not low-achievers. While

writing is a prevalent piece of the curriculum the lack of individual attention, alternate
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methods of instruction and the lack of flexibility in the daily schedule may contribute to the

weaker performance on standardized achievement testing.
No significant difference existed between the seif-esteems of the students who

were classified and the non-classified low achieving students. Researchers, such as G.
Reid Lyon (1996), contend that for the individual child, use of the discrepancy standard
will promote a wait-to-fail policy because a significant discrepancy between IQ and
achievement generally can not be detected until about age eight or nine. By this time the
child bas already experienced at least & few years of school failure and probably has
experienced the common attendant problems of low self-esteem, diminished motivation,
and inadequate acquisition of the academic material covered by his classmates during
previous school years. Students in this study did not bare out the assumption that there is
a difference between those who received special education support services and those who
did not. This may be attributed to the fact that the sample in this study was more similar
than dissimilar. With 43.7% (3 = 28) of the students evahated at t not eligible for special
education services according to a discrepancy formula, they may have actually been low-
achievers who were misclassified. Therefore, the comparison of the self-esteems of
chssiﬁedsﬂ;dm&wﬁhumh@ﬁedbwmhiwhgstudﬂsmth-bembokhgatm
similar groups of participants. Comparison of two more dissimilar groups, such as
students who are classified and those in the Gifted and Taleated Program might yield
different results.

. Results of an analysis of the services provided to students who were classified and

eligible to receive special education services was compared to services provided to iow-
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achieving students who were misclassified as perceptually impaired. In the area of reading

there was a match between the evaluation and service provided for 66.7%

(= 36) of the participants. Of note, however, is the data reflecting that 27.7% (n.= 15)
participants were provided with special education services in reading when they were not
statistically eligible to do so. There were 3 students (5.55%) who were not provided with
special education services in reading when they were statistically eligible. The
overclassification of students may be due to the fixct that the Allendale School District
provides a non-differentiated reading program for students in the regular education
program. Different published reading series are used at different grade levels, however
cach teacher at a specific grade level utilizes the same reading series. Little emphasis is
placed on phonics and decoding in the lower primary grades.

In the early elementary grades the acknowledgement of different ability levels is
recognized by separating students into ability groups, however the same materials and
instructional strategies are employed without differentiating instruction to meet the needs
of the varying levels. Students who are referred for special education evaluation and,
ultimately classification in the lower primary grades are generaily those who are unable to
aequﬁtdnbasicsﬁﬂsmqtﬂmdforreadhghﬂ:emguhreducationciamom Such
diﬁcuﬁmmybethemhofapaucﬂyofahmmﬁomlmﬁﬂsandmgie&
The lowest achieving students in each of the lower primary grades are provided with Basic
Skills Instruction for thirty-minutes twice a week, which may be an nsufficient amount of
time to address their diffierent leamning styles and rates. Results of this study indicated that

students who are classified at their initial evaluation are often re-classificd at their triennial.
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Consequently, some students in the lower primary grades may have been deemed eligible

by the professional judgment of the CST to receive speciai education services because of
difficulties acquiring the basic skills required for reading. Once a student began receiving

special education services they continued to participate in the resource center program

... after their triennial evaluation even when such services were not appropriate. Results of

this study indicated that there was no statistical difference between the classified and low
achieving non-classified students on group achievement tests in the area of reading. Quite
possibly neither program has adequately addressed the needs of either group of students.
In the area of math, 12 participants (22.2%) were eligible to receive services,
however only 5.5% (n.= 3) were provided with such throughrtheir [EP's. Seven
participants (12.9%) were provided with a special education mathematics program who
were not eligible and 064.8% (n = 35) of the participants were not provided with math and
were not statistically eligible. Overall, a match was found between the CST judgment and
the discrepancy analysis for 70.1% (g = 38) of the participants in the area of math. The
results of the statistical analysis indicate that the judgment of the child study team was in
agreement with the discrepancy approach in its appraisal of those students who were not
eligible and not in need of mathematics services. However, 16.6% (j_= 9) participants
were eligible for special education services in mathematics and were not provided with
such. Seven participants (12.9%) received special education services in math, but were
. pot eligible according to the discrepancy analysis. In fact, there were limited services

available in the resource center programs in the area of math which resulted in those
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students who were eligible for services being placed in the Basic Skiils Instructional

Program for math.

Results of the discrepancy evaluation and service provided for language indicate
that 38.8% of the participants (0= 21) were not eligible for special education services yet
they received it. Nine participants (16.6%) were eligible according to regression analysis
and received resource center services for language; 3.7% (n.= 2) participants were ¢ligible
and did not receive the services and 40.7% (n = 22) were not eligible and did not receive
resource center services in language. In the Allendale Schools reading and Ianguage arts
are treated as a block schedule both in regular and special education programs.
Consequently, when a student is identified as eligible for and in need of resource center
programmhgﬁ)rmadhgtlryamalsopmvidedw&hresomcempmgmmnﬁngﬁof
language whether or not they are eligible.

According to Daniel J. Reschly (1996) the disability category assigned to students
does not relate closely to the treatment decisions regarding individual goals, objectives,
monitoring of interventions, or evaluating outcomes. He contends that there is evidence
that the educational interventions provided to students in different disability categories are
more alike than different. Reschly goes on to say that effective instructional programming
should utilize the same principles and often the same procedures regardless of whether the
student is classified as learning disabled or a slow learner.

Summary
Current federal and state regulations regarding the identification and classification

of students as learning disabled requires the presence of a significant statistical discrepancy
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between a student's aptitude and achievement scores on individually administered

standardized tests. The principal identification criterion used. for the determination of a
learning disability is a severe discrepancy. While the State of New Jersey has mandated
this criterion it has not proposed any particular method for determining its presence. .
Consequently, as school districts adopt the specific criteria and data analysis they will .
utilize to determine a significant discrepancy, disparity in the identification of students with
a LD could possibly continue from one district to another. The state is allowing each
district to establish its own criteria and statistical method of determining a LD} which will .
perpetuate the phenomenon of a student being cligibie for special education and related
services in one community and not necessarily in another.

The severe discrepancy criterion rests on the assumption that the disability resides: -+ - ~.-
within the student, and those factors related to the student’s teacher, class placement,
school placement or method of instruction is not relevant to identification. Poplin (1988)
and Heshusius (1989, as cited in McLeskey & Waidron, 1991) have questioned whethera. - -~ -
"true" learning disability can exist, isolated from the context within which the student is
identified. From a similar perspective, others have questioned whether a leaming disability
residwtouﬂywﬁhhtheclﬁh(amdhdvicw.ofdhabﬂiy),orwhcﬂmétherfaaom
influence the manifestation of a learning disability, resulting in the social construction of a
disability. Many studies limited their focus to the discrepanty criteria, failing to examine it
as just one piece of the evaluation procedure. Interpretation of test criteria alone will not
differentiate students with a learning disability from students who have not had continuity.

of instruction or who were unable to benefit from instruction for other reasons such as
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frequent moves, poor motivation, or high absenteeism (Wood, 1991). Kavale (1987)

mggeﬁedthuamdhcmpamyismssaryhnmtsuﬂicmwidenﬁfyastudem.
with a learning disability, Perhaps clinical judgment needs to play an important role in the
decision making process. A focus on formulas overlooks the complexity of decision
making, which must consider not only factors within the child, but factors outside the . . .
child, such as learning environments, teaching practices and parent support, which
influence achievement. While it is recognized that many diagnostic dilemmas may be
faced by those using this complex process, they must at least begin with the most
statistically sound and fairest method for calculating a severe discrepancy and proceed
from there,

As states attempt to identify students with learning disabilities, discussion needs to-.
continue in the professional commumity sbout the definition of leaming disabilities, criteria

and the identification process. A greater reliance on severe discrepancies may be

mandated for a number of reasons. Utilizing & severe discrepancy formula may serveasa: -

gﬂ&b@hgmmmagahmﬂtmwhgmmbaofmmmmfmedﬁarw
consideration. Aﬂpwhghrgemnnbusofswdmimowprog:mwﬁhoutasem
WﬂmmmmmmmmwmamleMy
to make even the broadest predictions about the amount of services needed. Another
reason for insistence on the presence of a scvere discrepancy may be found in the need for
consistency. The concept of learning disabilities has come under fire by those who point
out that LD students look no different than other groups, such as slow learners or .

unmotivated students. Care in meeting the present rules and criteria might not eliminate,
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but could reduce the broad mix of students who have filled the ranks of the learning

disabled, thereby adding validity and integrity to the diagnosis.

How consistent was the eligibility decision with the severe discrepancy criterion
when the regression formula was applied to the data? Reasonably, we might assume that
the comparisons made using data collected and considered by the child study team would
produce accurate decisions regarding eligibility as learning disabled. After all, these were
the data available to the CST at the time eligibility decisions were made. Changing the
method by which eligibility would have besn established for the purpose of this study
meant applying a statistical formula to the data collected and considered by the CST.
Thus, we would expect agreement between the eligibility decisions made by the CST and
the severe discrepancy status when the regression formula was used because the same data
were used in both approaches.

Interestingly, such assumptions did not prove to be true. Agreement was observed
in just over one-half of the cases (n = 33) at t; and 52.3% (p = 11) of the cases at ts.
Ushgthemgmsshnfomm]n,5.5%(n--4)ofﬁnparﬁcipantsﬁ:mdheligibhﬁrservioes
at t, and no participants at t, were misclassified as not eligible for special education
services, yet regression analysis found them eligible. Comphiance with the intent of the
federal law, IDEA, would suggest that all handicapped children must be served. Thus,
guarding against false negatives would be a primary concern. However, given the
expanding population in recent years of students with a learning disability and the Gailure
of special education to meet our expectations for positive treatment effects, administrators

may question the wisdom of a zero reject approach. By utilizing the criteria of the
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existence of a severe discrepancy may be a way of excluding students from special

education and uitimately providing services to only the most handicapped.

The purpose of this research was to apply a recommended statistical model to
determine a whether a severe discrepancy existed on data that was already collected on
children referred for possible leaming disability services. A comparison was made
between the results of severe discrepancy criterion and the eligibility decision that was
made by the professional judgment of the Child Study Team.

Evidence has been provided that the application of a regression formula to the
aptitude and achievement scores of students already classified as learning disabled resulted
in fiewer numbers of students eligible for classification. If, in fact, Child Study Teams have
been classifying low-achievers who would have otherwise not received any specialized
help in the general education curriculum, reducing the numbers of students who are
eligible for classification will impact on the general education curriculum and teachers.
This being the case, administrators and teachers will have to redesign the regular
education program to accommodate the needs of diverse learners who will remain in the
regular program. Supplemental aids and strategies, alternate methods of delivering the
curriculum and measuring mastery will have to be implemented, and differentiated
instruction and materials will have to be available at all grade levels. In addition, the
mindset of the State Department of Education will have to transform from one in which
the quality of educational programs is determined via the outcome of state mandated tests

to one in which different levels of ability are considered when measuring mastery of the
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curriculum. Currently the effectiveness of instruction is determined by the scores obtained

on statewide proficiency tests, which continues to pressure school administrators to want
the lower achieving students placed in special education classes so that their scores are
disaggregated from the regular education students.

This study was conducted in a relatively small, affluent, homogeneous community.
Generalization of the resuits presented in this study may have limited applicability to other
communities. Consideration should be given to replicating the study in a multi-ethnic
community where the numbers of students classified as learning disabled is larger, and.
where opportunities for alternate methods of instruction that might be made available to
students prior to referral for a complete child study team evaluation. Providing —-
differentiated programs and methods of instruction may prove to be more beneficial to
addressing the different learning styles of students than assigning them to special educetion
programs which should be made available to those students who are “truly” learning
disabled.

The small sample size makes statistical significance very difficult to achieve. The
results of this study possibly underestimate the differences between the professional
judgment of the Child Study Team and regression analysis. Replicating this study with a
significantly larger sample size may yield results that could be generalized to the general
population.
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This study was conducted in a relatively small, homogeneous community.
Generalization of the results presented in this study may have limited applicability to other
communities. Consideration should be given to:

1. replicating the study in a multi-ethnic community where the numbers of
students classified as learning disabled is larger;

2. where opportunities for alternate methods of instruction are made
available to students prior to referral for a complete child study team evaluation;

3. where the provision of differentiated programs and methods of
instruction can be implemented to determine whether they may prove more beneficial to
addressing the needs of diverse learning styles of students rather than assigning them to
special education programs.
ofmmMMmdmmmmmmmof
the Child Study Team and regression analysis. Replicating this study with a significantly
larger sampie may yield results that could be generalized to the general population.
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LINDA WEBER

April 5, 1998

J. Thomas Morton, Ed. D.
Superintendent

Allendale Schools

160 Brookside Avenue
Allendale, New Jersey 07401

Dear Dr. Morton:

I am a doctoral student at Seton Hall University, South Orange, New Jersey, and I am requesting
pmﬁsﬁonwwnduamydissmaﬁonmmhusingmemmﬂsofﬂndemswhomchssiﬁedm
both the Hillside and Brookside Schools. The focus of my study is to investigate whether there is
congruence between the professional judgement of the Child Study Team and the usc of a
discrepancy formula in the classification of students as Perceptually Impaired. In addition, the
consequence of classifying low achieving students as Perceptually Impaired will be examined to
determine the effect of special education services. [ plan to review the records of all studemts
currently classified as Perceptually Impaired via the professional judgement of the Child Study
Team in order to obtain their scores on their individually administered aptitude and achievement
tests, Furthermore, [ would like permission to review the results of the California Achievement
Tests for both the low-achievers who were classified as Perceptually Impaired and the low-
achievers who were not classified so that I can compare the resuits of these two groups of
students. '

As- part of the research I will be administering the Coopersmith Seif-Esteem Inventory to
imuﬁgatewhetherthaeisacomhﬁonbetwemmhiwmtmdsdfm For this I will
request permission from the parents of the students who will participate in the study.

I will not be recording any names of students. W,amdingpmoedurewi]lﬁeuﬂilimdsothat
I am able to maintain the confidentiality of the subjects. All data will be stored in a locked file
cabinet in my home, and all records will be shredded at the conclusion of this research.

I look forward to hearing from you within the next week.

Sincerely,

Linda Weber
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LINDA WEBER

April 5, 1998

Noreen Hajinlian

Principal

Brookside School

100 Brookside Avenue
Allendale, New Jersey 07401

[ am a doctoral student at Seton Hall University, South Orange, New Jersey, and I am requesting
mnwwawnmm&mofmmchh
Brookside School. The focus of my study is to investigate whether there is congruence between
ﬁwpmfesdomlhﬂgennnoftheChﬂdSuﬁmimdtheuxofadimpmyﬁ)mnﬂamme
classification of students as Perceptually Impaired. In addition, the consequence of classifying
low achicving students as Perceptually Impaired will be examined to determine the effect of
special education services. I plan to review the records of all students currently classified as
Perceptually Impaired vi the professional judgement of the Child Study Team in order to obtain
their scores on their individually administered aptitude and achicvement tests. Furthermore, I
would like permission to review the results of the California Achievement Tests for both the low-
achievers who were classified as Perceptually Impaired and the low-achievers who were not
classified so that I can compare the results of these two groups of students.

Aspmtofthememhlnﬁﬂbeaduﬂnk@gtthmpamﬁthSe{ﬂEmemImmww
investigate whether there is a correlation between achievement and scif-esteem. For this T will
wthupermissionﬁomthepuemsoftheMwhowmpuﬁcipatehthemxdy.

I will pot be recording any names of students. Rather, a coding procedure will be utilized so that
I am sble to maintain the confidentiality of the subjects. All data will be stored in a locked file
cabinet in my home, and all records will be shredded at the conclusion of this research.

I look forward to hearing from you within the next week.

Sincerely,

Linda Weber
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LINDA WEBER

April 5, 1998

James G. Hogy

Princival

Hillside School

100 Hillside Avenuie
Allendale, New Jersey 07401

Dear Mr. Hagy:

I am a doctoral student at Seton Hall University, South Orange, New Jersey, and I am requesting
permission to conduct my dissertation research using the records of students who are classified in
Hillside School. The focus of niy study is to investigate whether there is congruence between the
professional judgement of the Child Study Teamn and the use of a discrepancy formula in the
classification of students as Perceptually Impaired. In addition, the consequence of classifying
low achieving students as Perceptually Impaired will be examined to determine the effect of
special education services. 1 plan to review the records of all students curréntly classified as
Perceptually Impaired via the professional judgement of the Child Study Team in order to obtam
their scores on their individuafly administered aptitude and achievement tests. Furthermore, I
would fike permission to review the results of the California Achievement Tests for both the low-
achievers who were classified as Perceptually Impaired and the low-achievers who were not
clessified so that I can compare the resuits of these two groups of students.

As part of the research I will be administering the Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory to
investigate whether there is a correlation between achievement and self-esteem. For this I will

request permission from the parents of the students who will participate in the study.

1 will not be recording any names of students. Rather, a coding procedure will be utilized so that
I am able to maintain the confidentiality of the subjects. All data will be stored in a locked file
cabinet in my home, and all records will be shredded at the conclusion of this research.

I look forward to hearing from you within the next week.,

Sincerely,

Linda Weber
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Dear Parent/Guardian:

Your child’s class will have an opportunity, with your permission, to participate in an
exciting research project, which will be conducted over the next several months. This research is
taking place in school to learn more about how students’ feel about their ability to learn and their
academic achievement. IThestudentswﬂlbeaskedtocompleteashortyea/mquestionmim,
which will assist in gathering information about how they perceive themseives as leamers.

Please find enclosed a Consent for Participation Form, which we respecifully request you
review, sign and return to your child’s teacher. This project will be explained to each student who
is participating while in school. Students will also be asked to agree to participate by providing
their written assent. There are no costs or any risk or harm to your child by participating.

We hope you will permit your child to be part of this important research project. If you
have any questions, please feel free to call me.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Linda Weber, Researcher
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CONSENT FOR PARTICIPATION IN RESEARCH PROJECT
L, , parent of
wmemwhidhcrpanicipmionhﬁnmudemmccpﬁonofabﬂkymdmdﬂnhachimm
research study conducted by Linda Weber, doctoral student, Seton Hall University, School of
Education and Human Services. The purpose of this research is to learn more about the attitude
and perceptions students have of themselves as learners and their ability to learn.

This study will take place during the regular school day. As part of the research, your child will
be asked to complete a brief yes/no questionnaire, which will take about 15 minutes to complete.

[ understand that participation in all phases of this study is entirely voluntary, and refusal to
participate will result in no loss of benefits to which my child is otherwise entitled or impact on
my child’s class standing. In addition, I understand I may withdraw from this study at any time,
even if participation has started.

Experience with these procedures in the past indicates that the majority of children enjoy
participation. We foresee no discomfort or risks. Names of all participants will be kept
confidentinl Assessments will be scored by the researcher and kept in locked storage. Aggregate
results of assesaments will be used for research purposes, but names of participants will not be
divulged. In addition, a summary of results may be shared with school personnel. However, no
breach of confidentiality will take piace and data may only be shared in an aggregated marmer.

Several benefits may result from the research. Your child’s school and teacher may leam more
about bow students feel about their academic ability and their achievement in school. What we
learn from this study will assist teachers and administrators in developing techniques to encourage
improved student achievement.

This project has been revicwed and approved by the Seton Hail Unversity Institutional Review

Boand for Human Subjects Research. The IRB believes that the research procedures adequately
safieguard the subject’s privacy, welfare, civil liberties, and rights. The Chairperson of the IRB

may be reached through the Office of Grants and Research Services. The telephone number of
the office is (973) 378-9809.

I have read the material above, and any questions I asked have been answered to my satisfaction.
1 agree to allow my child to participate in this activity, realizing that I may withdraw without
prejudice at any time.
Signature of Parent/Guardian:

Signature of Subject or Authorized Representative:
Date:
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Student Agreement to Participate in Research Project

|8 ' agree to be part of a special
research project, which will take place in school. The purpose of this project is to help others

understand how I feel about my ability to learn and how it helps me leam more in school.

[ understand that I will be given a short questionnaire, by the social worker, which
has yes or no answers. I know that there are no right or wrong answers. My choice will tell bow
I feel about myself and the way I learn. 1 know that mry answers will not be told to anyone.

I know that I can choose not to participate in this or that I can choose not to
continue in the project for any reason at all. I know that my parent/guardian has given their
permission formeto take part in this project. I can ask the social worker any other questions I
may have about this special research project at any time.

Student’s Signature
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