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o ca]cu?atIOns The term includes such condj
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. Th94]dent]fIcatlgnfgfistudents With specIfIc 1earn1ng\d1sab111t1es ;..
in MIchIgan s schools has been a comp11ca§ed problem since th€\1ate 1960" 3 ¥

The various definitions-of Tearning disabilities: that were emp1oyed to”.

IdentIfy students for. special programs and serVIces created confusion across -

Y

£
oo .
NP L

- local ‘school- digtricts. -Children certified din ‘one district#for-services: couﬂd;;;;}'

be unrecognIzed as haVIng a: dlsab111ty in_another. districts This situation

> the" UnIted States. SInce that tIme, ‘the parents, educatqrs, admInIStrators

-.and profeSSIona1 grganizations -in Michiganiconcerned about the learning -

disabled have. worked to deve1op a*defInItIon of 1earn1ng.d1sab111t1es cons1s-
tent w1th P.L. 93- 142, o ‘ Lo

After severaﬂ years of inteasive study and pressure a fIna1 verSIOn .

. was _somewhat, a11eVIated in. 1975 when Publlc LaW”Q4 142 out11ned general guIde- - i

of the defInItIon and appropriate services. required was accepted by the” " . R

MIChIgan Le91s1ature in August 1980. The descrIptIOn of learning. disabili-

“ties in MIchIgan now closely parallels the Federa1/éoncent of specIer learming

dIsabI1It1es and. allows for greater consistency in certifying and servang

. brain’ InJury, mInIma1 brain disfunction,
The term does not 1nc1ude childreg wbo havg ‘
marily the result: of visual, hearing; or motor handIcaps, of. mentat retarda-;miv

;ﬁthQn of: emot1gna1 dISturbance or of. env1rof
-d1sadvantage A ral e

§choo] age ch11drem with chronIc 1earn1ng ddffﬂcuﬁttes L . e
‘ L : RS ‘
o - A7§9m91ete statement of the current defInItion fo11ows and Is the bas1s
. of fh1s entIre document ; Y \‘\ e R Q”" T A

o . )
NN : i : 7 s .
R Ny TR

MICHIGAN ADMINISTRATIVE RULES FOR SPEGIAI: EBUGATIGN
As AuthorIZed Under PubIlc Act 451 . -

R S Ve

. o A ST '
///”R 340 1713 \SpeCIFIc 1earn1ng dISabI1 ty" defIned determInation

w>l
Ru1e 13. (1) "Spec1f1c 1eaqn1 g

ISab111ty" means a’d1sorder in one.

; or ‘more of the basic psycho1091caT processes involved in understandIng or _in

using language, spoken or written, which may manifest itself_.in an imperfect

ability. to listen, think, speak, read, write, spe1], or to-do mathematizal
tions as ‘perceptual handicaps,

dyslexia, and developmental aphasia.:

Ve
e 2 PR g [,

{2). The Ind1v1dua112ed educational p1annIng commIttee may determIne that_

a chI1d has .a ‘specific 1earn1ng disability if the:child does not dchieve.
: commensurate with his or her age and ability leyels in 1 or more of the areas

listed in this subrule; when provided with Tearning experiences approprIate

for the cﬁﬂ1d's ageé and ab111¢y Teve]s, and if the mu1t1d1sc1b11nary evalua-

tion team finds that a Ch11d has a severe discre] ancy,between achaevement and

intel]ectual ability in 1 or more of: tﬁé following areas:. 5= < o
(a) Oral expression.- - L R s
. (B) Listening comprehens10n P N
i .7.(c) MWritten'expression. - - . Coper e a
;" . - (d) -Basic reading skill. . o . SN s
v (e) ;ReadIng comprehenSIon S I N S
L . : PR
> > vl :.in_ ;“ i: ',: N = _I'
] S

1earn1ng problems which-are pri- - o



‘a ch1

{:;'n' betwe bility and achievement is pr1mar11y the resu1t of pny of tNe foT]ow-
. 1ng . T ) ‘ ;
S (a), A/i1sua1hear1ng, or motor hand1cap, R A S .
F o b) Mental retardation. . = - S g
. . (c).{Emot1onal disturbance. - ; '/-L o
{d) / Env1ronmenta1 cultliral, or econom1c d1sadvantage .
(8)/ A determ1nat1on -of impairment shall, be,based/bpon a comprehens1ve :

both of/ the following: "..
(2).  The ghild's regular, teacher or/,1f the child does not have a regu]ar

) w‘evaluatfon by a mu1t1d1sc1p11nary evaﬂuat1on team wh}fh shall. 1nc1ude at.]east

age or, For+a'child of less than schoo] age, an individual qua11f1ed\by the
: vsta e educationall agency to téach a child of his gr her age. ' ] %
' _(b)" At least 1 person qua11f1ed to ‘conduct/individual d1agnost1é\eXam1—
_ana ions of ch11dnen, such as. a schooT psychologist, a teacher of the sp’ech
nd- Tanguage 1mpa1red ar a teacher consu]tant— :

S
1"

docément prepared by a few w /y1ters, but rather a report of the study and
hi

de11berat1ons of. aTmpst two- undred educators, parentsjwand cooperat1ng pro-f"

.. but: severa1 need :to-be acknow]edged for the

e v d I Erwd iy ~\

o spec1f1c work they contr1buted to meet the Institute 's goals. .. 'm

/.
o Seven maJor top1cs were addressed by the Inst1tute members of the
Inst1tute PTann1ng Commi ttee and the Spec1a1 Educa¢1on Serv1ces Area/ (MDOE)

respons1b]e for thesé areas were: -~ L /.
:(.:c ABILITY LEVEL ¥f IR Gary HessTer and James weaver
' Coos ACHIEVEMENT S Gary Hess]er, Da]e K1tchen,;
o e . D o Katy Moran and Thomas ‘Buescher
o ' | - - - A o v“ ' 7" ! - ; .
SE\}ERE L)ISCNEPANCY CE T gary HTSSTer |
: : . J
E/XCLUSIONARY CI:AUSE "% Debaraly Livings ton- wmte and.
</ '[, : - Dale Kltchen b

n\;. / |

'i < SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES . Robert Luce and Edfe Narner
R ’ ‘ ', -
/R MONITORING AND COMPLIANCE “_ : Ra1ph P'itchard and - _
,;/// . , Loos R Deborah L1v1ngst0n Nhite
. | "..\_v; - 3. -
A -EVALUATION T A wﬂnammblani ‘and -
A AR e | i bip e , Walter Eesiak .

teach'r a regular classroom -teacher qua11f1ed to teach_a child of\h1s or her . ‘.

R
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. “Beyond the dévelgpment of the Institute's topjcal areas ard materials . -
by Susan Moore.and Gary Hessler, several- other persons contributed to-its '
on-going operations: Susan DéMeyer, local arrargements, materials' and record-
keeping; and Audrgy Whitaker, typing and printing. Bay-Arenac Intermediate .
School District served as the| fiscal agent for the duration of the Institute. "
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., Learning Disabilities Institute L E . .
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- % .. "The definitions, procedures, enabling activities and checklist pre-
«.. . ‘sented in this document are.a .compilation of ideas elicited from nearly two

| ~ hundred participants at an Institute on Learning Disabilities sponsored by, -
... the Michigan Department of Education, Special Education Services. Area; and
@~ funded by P;L. 91-230 state-initidted funds:. : . »

. The Institute was divided into two main sessions; one in -January 1980

_-and the.second in May 1980. Developmental work preceded both formal sessions i
“and .participants were involved in;field-testing activities during March and - -
fpril. One’"team" from each of Michiyan's Regional Educational Media Certer
‘regions was targeted as a participant. Each of the twenty-two teams included:”
AnISD representative (a person involved in inservice activities), and four
- members from a local edueational .agency (LEA). The. four LEA members were -
| | chosen to reflect a typical multidisciplinary team: A diagnostic person {school .
psycnéy%gist=or LD teacher consultant), a special education administrator; -
~"and two other 'persons involved in the determination of learning disabilities.
_at the local ‘1eével. Beyond these 22 teams from the R.E.M.C. regions; a wide -
.. varjety of participants were also invited, including representatives from o
_university training programs in Special Education and School Psychology, and . -
five parents of Tearning disabled students in Michigan. ‘Members of the. 7
Institute Planning Committee, the Special Education Services Area and session

b__fa€i1itat6rs:réiSéd the total participant number-to‘éjﬁéét two h@hdféd§ o

ing in the area of learning disabilities to ‘suggest procedures fo effectively"
implement P.L. 94-142 for the assessment and identification of learning’

The purpose of the Institute was to provide a forum for:persons Work-

- disabled students. - In prder to operationalize the task, the L.D. federal .

definition was divided frito six areas of requirements: 1) determining ability
to Jearn, 2) determining achiévement in the seven required areas, 3).deter-

mi;]"g severe discrepancy, 4) interpreting the exclusionary clause;.5). deter-
mining appropriaté educatjonal alternatives and if Special .Education Sérvices

-

are.needed; and 6) required evaluation procedures.

The Institute format was structured.to allow for a general presenta-

tion on considerations for each of the six areas. Following each general *
session, the participants worked in small ‘group sessions to generatg ideas '

, and recommendations to be incorporated into procedures: In each of the six .
areas . the requirements of the law and considerations: that must be addressed - -
were defined. Procedures and enabling activities were suggested to assist

educational diagnosticians in comprehensively and consistently implémenting
the assessment and identification requirements of the federal L.D.. law

- (P.L, 94=142). These procedures are alsb géﬁSiStéht,WitH,thé'définition”off'_.,
spé¢ific;1éatnin§;disabi1ities,contajngggjn the Michigan Administrative Rules

for Special Education (P.A. 451 as revised, 1980). , '
B - R ! A +
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| -...twoorepreSentat1ves to the second Inst1tute sess1on in May

“prehensive assessment of students suspected of be1ng

grams used by local school districts to asséss and Tdi

"‘ as a carEfu1 account of the various prob1em areas exam1ned by a d1str1ct

- S
P = x S
_The information generated by part1c1pants at the f1rst Instﬁtute

session in -January was_compiled into an initial set of.procedures, enabling

activities and a Checklist: The twenty-two teams of participants "piloted” .

these procedures during April.and ear1y May at a numbér of educational plan- -

-ning,and placement committee meetings in order to 'determine their appli-

caB1i1ty to the process of identifying. students with learning-disabilities..
Each team .reviewed.their experience with the document and Check11st and sent

\ .

b L 1“

- The May sess1on prOV1ded an 1ntens1ve forum for re- exam1n1ng the-

tota] document and Checklist in light of the field-test .results. Each ma jor

"“aréay6f the document was Critiqued, and specific changes and ‘editorial pre= .
- ferences were collected for the use of the.individual authors. This f1na1 '

document consequent1y reflects the careful consensus of a large number of per-
sons work1ng in. 1earn1ng d1sab111t1es in M1ch1gan XD _

.

In summary, the procedures and enab11ng act1v1t1es in th1s document *

are presented to assist school personnel in Michigan in Un1form1y 1nterpreting;’

. ’the intent of Michigan's L.D. Tawvas it relates to the identification and

assessment of L.D. studentg The purpose of the document is to present, ina

conicise form, the areas of consideration the law’ requires. and suggestions for
meet1ng those requirements. The procedures and enabling activities are exten-
sive and varied to meet the, 1nd1V1dua1 differences_of students who might be

" referred. The document incorporates a number of alternative suggestions for .
--use by ‘school personne] It should not. h§ 1nterpreted that every suggestion

must be used for every student. The areas of constderation required bythe

- law are static; however, the procedures and enabling activities in€lude a

number of alternatives that cduld be utilized to assist:; comp1et1ng a com-r':
) nd1capped dn the area’
of. 1earn1ng d1saQ111t1es S S

Use of thls Document

. B - / .
The purpose of the Michigan Learn1ng D1sab111t1es Inst1tute was t

deve1op a comprehens1ve and consistent procedure for cons1der1ng whether sthool
‘age students should receive 'special education services.for the 1earn1ng d1sab1ed;

In the course of its several months of research; analyses and.pilot studies;
the Institute was ablé to, arrive at.a thorough yet. operat1ona1rprocedure to

* . support the’ consideration of learning .disabilities. services for studenfStln ? ;'

school districts across Michigan.. The final outcome of the:Institute is/em- " &. \

bodied in this document-aa carefully deve1oped checklist of probfem areas to

about students suspected of hav1ng Spec1f1c 1earn1ng d1sab115t1es

The document preSented here réflects the deliberate - th1nktng, stud&

*
e

.and experience of almost two hundred gducator$, psychologists; parents and .

administrators ‘in Michigan. The ai§6u§§1aﬁ of tearning.disabilities by th1s~

group provides a strong base for examining the part1cg§:r practices and.pro--
ify learning disabled

students ‘in elementary and secondary programs It is hoped that this document’

'will become a_useful guide for improving the sbns1stent consideration of

childfen, for learning disabilities programg. The:checklist itself can serve.

= 5

[ l;. E . . N
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" be considered by local districts'.IEPC teams as they meet to reach decigions *f. o
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mu1trd1sc1p11nary team and the 1mpact each has had on the f1na] dec1s1on

The background d1scuss1qns in each chapter prov1de thorough information’ for
understanding thé Checklist and the various areas requiring exam1nat1on by

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

the,current state def1n1t1on of 1earn1ng d1sab111t1es ‘@j

A second maaor use of th1s document is its app11cab111ty to staff

-development and inservice training -in both general education and special =
education programs. The Institute part1c1pants deve]oped some genera] designs
for-inservice programs that focused on the major topics. considered in the docu-
ment.” Chapter Six contains ideas and. outlines for. developing inservice acti- -

- vities that will’ improve the ability of district staff members to. 1dent1fy and

plan for students. The various teams of. part1c1pants who attended the.

- Institute's two. sessions would also be ideal personnet to support any inser-

" 'vice programs that focus on this document or-the Checklist. Contact persons '
for these teams are listed below ' , . . '

/

- R " Pertieipents

] Two groups,of part1c1p ts W§r9,]EV91Ye§,10 theﬁ;earn1ng B1sab111t1es
R :,Inst1tute A rather large groGp of almost two hundred met in January ‘to
. ‘examine the various conS1derfé’ons about learning disabilities drawn up by i
‘the planning: comm1ttee Thrpg days of discussion produced the basic Check11st
- and background. document th,waas to be field-tested. In May, a 'smaller group .
;Ioffﬁart]c1pants ( two- membda’ from each team) met with the planning committee
- again to re: exam1ne,ied1nmand approve the basic concepts of - the document. A]]

part1c1pants are. 11sted ?“TDW'by the1r team/reg1on or af?111at1on

TEAM Ao ReeioN - PARTICIﬁhnTs?

i

. - Joﬁn;P terson
- f"Bi11 s
: Den1se W1erzoxck1

A . \.' -
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~ - a . &S
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‘Ruth Coleman
Beth Hunter*
_Karen Dobranero

AN SEE Oakland SR “ * Leon Hall*
S S R S Lo Carmen Ziegler*
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e R - S - S - ..~ < dody Brooks*

Kelly Kidder* H?nggf{ o
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Fo11ow1ng the Jan fary sess1ons,,each team was asked to use the newly-

' R deve1oped Checklist in a Ypilot test".@1th five or ten students-in. their Tocal

« districts and bring the results and evaluation.of their experiences to the

" 'second session in May. -Despite delays in getting the appropriate materials

“to each of the teams in the spring; a number of teams were able to provide.
the Institute with p11ot -data resu1ts . The teams 1nvo1ved in this phase of
'the Institute rnc1uded A

T g A1pena-Montmoreney Aicona L

T .~ ot oL - . Bay-Arenac S T

o ' - ‘ f-Berr1en

=~ - .Calhoun . .

c - - 'Be]t§3§choo1craft .

s L : Genesee - : g SO ..
: ' Ingham .~ ! _ e

i e eyt Jackson - - )
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- kenawee ¢ - , S

“Livingston - ' . - a S
Midland . T e e

Vi

© "Qakland L C o
- Saginaw J AR
_ Tusca]a '

The co11ect1ve exper1ehces of these téams pgovideda usetui pract1ca1
basis from Wh1ch this final document and Checklist has been ﬁfébaféd
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~ -Ability Level
" ADefinition -
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Perhaps the most critical dimension to any assessment component for

. determining learning disabilities is the establishment of a particular stu-
. dent's ability Tevel. Historically,.ability level was viewed solely in terms
. of a person's intellectual functioning as compared to age-expectancy, the

.- so~called 1Q (Intelligence-Quotient). The Learning Disabilities Institute. .
has broadened this notian to include more comprehensive factors. - . o

¢ Ability bevel is definéd as a person's general overall ability to .

. ,adapt and function. in, the learning environment. Ability Tével includes not -
zgzo y the student's cognitive abilities and adaptive behaviors displayed in

Achool , -home and social relationships, but also his or her general intellectual. .
ability as maésuréd.by individually-administered intelligence (IQ) tests.

T S ' : . ' o

. . Discussione’ 4

S N e~ ol ,;-,,i;;,;,,,,,i‘,., e
. ¢ .-, Becaise ability level is definedras the level at which one adapts. to
: ' and-functions in the-learning environment, it is. important. to consider ‘as much -
information as réasonable régérdiﬁg thé student's cognitive and; adaptive per- -

<" formances, such as:, sécial competénce, verbal thought, nom-verbal thought,

~i"'aggdemj;:agﬁiéﬁéﬁéht;lfqng’of general knowlédge, adaptive behavior, abstract “ Y. )
‘reasoning, and specialized abilities (4 complete discussion of these areas "

- in terms of issues and evaluation methods can be found in the third section <
- of this chapter). -The primary goal of the multidisciplinary team.is to com- - ...
pile as reasonable a representation as possible of a student's level of per-

. formance in_a wide range of cognitive and gdaptive areas and so determine his ;

~or her level of ability,. . ) SRR ,

- x _ S o o

- While it is the evaluation team or educational planning committee's

responsibility to determine the procedures necessary to assess an individual's
ability Tevel, use of an individual ‘intelligence test, administered by a =
psychologist, is required in all cases where a student is suspected of being:

learning disabled. Exceptions to this reguirement would be cases where it is
simply.not possible to acquire valid IQ scores, such as students with severe
distractibility; hyper-activity or language problams. Exceptions would also

 be made in situations in which the‘tse of 1Q tests would be judged discrimina-
' tory. In these cases; reliances on the performance ]evels obtained from other

procedures would be necessary and/or the use of a method of assessment such
as the System of Multicultural Pluralistic Assessment (SOMPA), {(Mercer and

‘Lewis, 1977) which claims to provide a means of estimating learning potential
that mdy be weighted by sociocultural and health factors. s :

. The rationale for this requirement is that intelligence tests Continue

fo be the best available single indicators of .intellectual functioning. They

predict academic-achievement fairly well, and, for these reasons, have with-
stood the test of time quite well (Kaufman; 1979).

)
, -

-8-

v ¥

LY




LA

jn using IQ tests, or for that matter any procedure, it is 1mportant

" that one use the most technically adequate devices available. With this in

mind, Ysseldyke has reviewed the technical adequacy of many tests (Ysse1dyke

& M1rk1n, 1969). See Appendix for his 11sts,~wHowever global IQ scores °
(i.e.,:verbal 1. Q ; Performance IQ; Full Scale I§) should never be used.as - '~ .

. the_sole indicator of ability level; addifional procedures such as intra-test

analysis ‘and a1ternate techniques or procedures (descr1bed below) should also

be employed: * There are a number of characteristics of intelligence tests which

1nte111gence tests

- :speak against-their use as an isolated measure of ab111ty Tevel - For example,

. (1) measure prev1ous 1earn1ng, therefore theg must be cons1dered cu]»

“ture *biased and .are not aTWays an 1ndex of ab111ty" or "potent1a1"
: (Kaufman, 1979); :

.and therefore do. not indicate one 's ab111t1es when ass1stance and

cues are prov1ded (Kaufman, 1979);

_.‘4,.' (i) mgyfgrov1de an invalid indication of & 1earn1ng d1sab]ed,student S .

] , abilities, since the very existénce of_ tearning disabilities may ..
T - preclude the. Valid teasurement-of intelligence; e.q:; g1oba1 1Qs
_ i would, not prov1de a %a11d indication;of ability Tevel in students .
- - /with discrepancies and variations 1n thear cogn1t1we performance

(Ban1e1son & Bauer;. 1978) = 7

o Piaget, ‘Gagne or Guilford have not been_ ref1ected in 1nte111genoe'f
"o test content og struefure (Kaufmah; 1979)* .and 7
- - ‘ :
"(ﬁ)ﬁhave not 1neorporated 1mportant 1nformat1on provided by neuro-

‘,gszchologzi they do not fairly measure the spec1a11;ed abilities

of the cerebral hemispheres (the funct1ons of the right. hemisphere o

.. are especially under-represented), the 1ntegrat1on between them,
: ;and the ability to shift from one hemisphere to the other, depend-
1ng upon the nature of the task (Kaufman, 1979).

A var1ety of forma1 and 1nforma1 procedures may be emp1oyed to obtaig
an indication of a student's cognitive and adaptive performance. These include:
adaptive behavior scales; achievement tésts; observation techniques; "psycho- .

lTogical extras"'(e.g., diagnostic testing-teaching strateg1es);rtests”of o
specialized abilities; developmental, social, and educational histories; intelli-

gence tests; social competence; and the 1ike. It is not- necessary to use all

of the procedures indicated above (in fact; this would be done only infrequently).

For example, if a student being evaluated were to receive "average range" rating

* on his or her individually administered intelligence test, and other formal

or informal data corroborated this ab111ty level ; there may be no need to
utilize further procedures. However, in a c1rcumstance where there is a- question

C
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' (S)fhEVe not changed w1th the advent of 1mpgrtant advances 14¥psycho1ogy,f',
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required by way of additional procedures to-clarify

more -data will 1ikely

‘eoneern1ng a student’s qggev1ance from average" (particu1ar1y be1ow average)

"and support a particular ab111ty level. - Again, the goal is to acduire a :

. reasonable indication of one's cogn1t1ve and -adaptive competenc1es, the point .
. to- wh1ch this has been accomplished is décided. by the mu1t1d1sc1p11nary evalua-
' t;;n team and/or the educat1ona1 p1ann1ng committee:

’

The determ1nat1on of ab111ty Tevel requires that the educational plan-

ning committee first review all the information regarding the individual's
. cognitive functioning, and then arrive at a decision of. ab111ty Tevel. This
-‘requires more than g1oba1 IQ scores. . It 1s be11eved that a pattern of data .

s representat1ve of an individual's. ab111&y 1eve1, since it i§ unlike1y that
- anyone will perform higher. than his/her "innate potent1a11t1es" dictate. -Based

upon the review-and correlgtion of the information about a student's Tevel of—" e

e — - e — = - —— - § T~

cognitive and adaptive funct1on1ng, the p1ann1ng‘comm1ttee can arrive at a

decision regarding ®he individual's most 1ikely ability 1eve1\\ Ability Tevel
1) ,

is most effectTve1y considered in terms of ranges (See Tab1e

\ \ , . _ "»‘ o 777'7;:7 ' _ . . \\\

- ) Table 1 ; c
N . - - : \.
’ Comparab]e Ranges of Ab111ty Leve1* \
- v e — — e
N ~ T Approx1mate - Approiimaté \ )
A A . Percentile -. Standard Score . .-
Range . Ranges S Ranges ** Sy
| Superior - . . 98% . | 130+
. &~ .“Above Average. ) ¢"90 - 97 .. Lo .120.- 129 .
..« High Average - . 75-°89 . - 1 110 - 119
Average’ , . . 25-74 . ' T790-109
‘Low Average S ~10-- 24 L 80 - 8 -,
. . Below Average o - e
77 (But-Not Menta11y R e o s
<. Inpaired) RIS 70~ 79 /
) , 5. - x

. which_the individual's level of ach1evement can be compared to u1t1mate1y
~ «establish therexisténce of a severe diserepancy: , :

**These ranges are indicated by standard scores in which average is equa1 to o
100, with a standard deviation of 15. While these standard scores are often
used,1n,1nte]11gence,tests,,they are used here to provide a frame of reference
~to which ene's ability level can be compared: ' They are not provided to
encourage or recommend the use of global 1Q-scores as the sole and isolated
measure of ability 1eve1 ' .

-

? v

is requ1red with students suspecked\of be1ng 1earn1ng disabled because such’
tests provide important information regarding one's intellectual functioning:
However, the global IQ scores obtained from such instruments are not to be

.
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b11nd1y accepted as a student s ab111ty 1eve1 w1thout add1t1onaA corroborat1ve

1nformat1on from othér sources , The degree and amount of other 1nformation
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- .and/or educat1ona1 p1ann1ng comm1ttee depend1ng upon the character1st1cs of , v
w - the: youngster under consideration: It. is recommended” that the determ1nat1on <L

of ability is based on procedures which:

1. cons1der the 1nf1uences/5??sot1a1, cu1thra1, and educat1ona1 factors
on the performance on tests and subtests; - A ¥ '

.. 3

S 2 regroup subtests of tests in spec1f1ed ways: to ana1yze more care- )
. fu11y, one's Tnte11ectua1 strengths and weaknesses, and : ;

f..

3. support and verify. test results through the use of add1t1ona1

» . N

formal’ and informal tests. and observat1on proceduges
: ‘ L - -

[

Mg L - ,
TRl o Enab11ng Procedures ‘f=hr‘

.«':-

. \"‘,.‘ s

L Th1s f1na1 sect1on of the. chapter descr1bes tEsts and procedures that
canl be vatuable. in: determining a student's. ability level, - As previously noted -
Hin thefdlscuss1on only.the use of an<individually: adm1n1stened 1nte111gence test
is -mandatory; use of the other deta11ed tests and procedures-is neither re- :

-

_ = quired nor-always recommended. "It .remains the respons1b111ty o the malti-

14

disciplinary eWa1uat1on team and/or the:educational planning committee to decide -
whether particular-diagnostic information s adequate for a valid and ‘reasonable '
determination of ability<level. In add1t1on, ‘the . tests’ and, procedures de§cribed -
here vary with respect: to the qua]1ty and adequacy of;, tbe1r standardization, %,;j
validity,; ahd: re11ab111ty _Diagnostic personnel must decide what tests or - L

~ .procedures to employ depend1ng on their goals. and the str ngths. and/weaknesses

‘- .0f the various jnstruments and techniques: The reference book-by Salvia and:

. Ysse1dyke (1978) cag be of va1uab1e ass1stance in :this dee1s1on ,vo ;r, .

.
[

A

' . The.tests and procedures 0ut11ned belaow ax presented t proy]deia

= _reperto1re of”alternatives d1agnost1c—person gltan use to ass1sﬁ/w1thvthe S
determination of ab111ty lTevel. ~The list 8 notjexhaustive,: and'ggrsonne] may -
;wish to add and supp]ement the Tists depend1ng upon the1r needs. . For reference

purposes ;7 the: proeedures are grouped: 1n the be1OW1ng seven categor1es

fosry

Intra-Test Analysis;

; Genera1 Inte111gence* ests

~Y

~ VOB

‘Achievemgnt Tests |
Specialized Abilitiesy
Adaptive Behavior. Sca1'j S _
Psychological ‘Extras . L co I ;

0bservat1oruTechn1g&§s T - . et LR o

K '3,
g . ”,W,W,?f,,,,,,:i”””; -
1o Genera]ﬁlnte11igence Tests ¢ ;

rd

Ind1v1dua11y adm1n1stered 1nte111gence tests sample different aspects
of mental abitities which_are valuable in many types of learning and adaptive

situations: They typ1ca11y samp]e various aspects of verbal and/or .nonverbal
[} .

ko
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mentai functioning Aithough it is Hniikeiy that a %Jst discretely measures

Just verbal or nonverbal cOgnitive performance; -1t [is itonvenient, and-often -

beneficial, to consider ithem as measuring primari1y one of those two cognitive

. abillties. Therefore» a  number oflindividuaiiy adhinistered intelligence tests

_-are 'shown" b w in- Tab1e 2_and are categorized as bei g primarily verbal andior _
honverba1 sures of. cognition ;_,_ ;- [ , S
. L oo 34;';F R N T |
e - i - . G
v e Profiies‘ﬂf IndividuaiiyZ r R o
: e LT : Administered Inteiiigencé Tests - :
S ¢ gh1tiye AbiTity

s T

' Primariiy Hiasured* -

R

Nvaer:ba'l

‘"6nﬁerba1
¥

Cﬁfcago Stoeiting Co., 1950.

- a- -

McEarthxﬁScaies of Children's Abiiities

- New York The Psychoiogicai Eorporation,' A
"/ Ronverbal & Verbal

j.;'» 1972, | ‘
: Nebraska Test of tearning Aptitude.,,,w R
: tincoin, NB: Union College Press;.1966:  / -Nonverbal
" Pictorial Test of- Inteiiigénce Béstbn:- T
HGughton Mifflin, 1964. . _anVérbai~ o
Raven Progréssive: Matrices New York 7 o
“ The Psychoiogicaigtorporation, 1960,,1965. ] .- . Nonverbal
. ~Siossqg Intel]{gence Test. East Aurg;a, NYe . - -
~_Slosson’ Educational'. Pubiicationf 1971. /.. Verpal o ,
“Stanford- Binet IntelligenteAScale FormbeM 0 T
" (Revisedp. “ﬂoston Houghton-Miffiin o e 7 g S
C Company, 1972 . o , H Verbal - con ‘
' ;";;-'7777'47 Intelligence Scale New York ';4 o R ;
S The Psychoiogicai Oarporatibn 1955. - Norverbal.-& Verbal | q
' S, ler: Agence ‘Scale for Children- . . " _— ¢ SR
© - - Revised. New York:- The Psychﬁiogicai , P
g Cmvmﬁﬂmh19n S Nonverbal & Verbal "5 ,. . o
;//’ RS Foa e ol 4 o . ) s R
- 1 nd Primary Scale of : _ & _ : ‘
' Intelligence. New York:  The Psych616§icai ' ' ,
Corporation, 1967. | Norverbal & Verbal 3;2 -
i ) '""',%bhnson RsychoiEducatiénai Battegx . Verbal : Reaqing, Ma ematfts,

: {Tests of Cognitive Ability). Bbetbn S written Language, & Knowledge™ = -
Do Teaching Resources, 1977.. - G ) Schoiastic Aptitudes B T

*Whiieothe cognitive abilities indexed Lere provide an indication of the primary )
emphasis of each test; it is. uniikeiy that they measure the abilities in a pure;
discrete manner: - That is; it is. very likely that one employs, to.some extent, o
verbal cognition when performing what appear to be nonverbal. tasks; the inverse

. condition 7n which nonverbal thinking may be used during verbal" tasks is aiso,

-~ possible. Therefore, the abilities outlined for each test may be most appro-

priately viewed as representing the prifhary emphasis of each tests, but not as
P

a diSCrete measure of on1y that abiiity I Ee
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‘T - 2 » Intra Test Ana1ys1s ‘g o _ .

' '_ S1nce many Wearning d1sab1ed students d1sp1ay major:discrepancies and
variations in their cogntmnve pErformanc$ it -is frequently beneficial to ana]yze
et a student's. performance on’an individually adm1n1stered 1nte111gence test. By

i carefully analyzing and grouping- subtes} scores,;.one often obtains a clearer

~indication of a,learning disabled student's .cognitive. strengths and weaknesses

and hénce a more valid appra1sa1 of his/her ability Tevel. Some of the more -

!

‘ frequent1y used‘ana1ys1s procedures are d1scussed in th1s sect1on N
5 v ~,v, . : . : ",’-’,A . %

< I- 7 '
- V.
i . / .

.Kaufman s Procedures

. | ;@tlgn,semple,cf the WISC:R, Kaufman (1979) has been. ahle tp
© .. factors assessed in the WISG R The factors and the1r related subtests are shown

Cin Tab]e 3 o .}; s . .
- . T s ] ‘_f;f ? I S . e

As a resu1t of a factor ana]yt study of data dfawn from the standa§g1-;'

' y

N oGy ’

- STy Kaufman's Regrouping of‘WiStZQ;éubtests

) ganlzatlon, Freedomgirom Dlstract1b111gy

. —-Verba1 Gomprehens1on

: Informat1on R P}cture Completion o Ar1thmet1c S 3
$1n1]ar1t1es . i Picture Arrangement Digit Span [ S-S
Vocabulary .~ . - Block Design - - . . Cod1ng T
Comprehension DbJECt Assemb1y . , e L

- R S Mazes.: T . L o yjhd s .
' L 3 o . : ‘ : wa it

: . : x N
LI . v - P . ——

. . . - i,

S - - \ L [ - e . .

. . - : o o -

S In some. cases, part1eu1ar1y W1th 1earn1ng d1sab?ed students (B1aha &
Vance, 1979), this categor1zat1on may character1ze the_ cognitive, abflities of.

studengs in ‘a more valid maniner.than the typical Verbal IQ-Performaﬁce 19 d1chotony S

Sobotka and$Black -(1978) describe’ a-procedure for rapidly Converting tie: summed

factor scores Snto standard Tq,scones This permits the direct comparison’ ‘of
the factors to each other and to the Verba] Performance, and Full Sca1e b1 §cores
- i, !r

T The Verba1 Compréhens1on factor wou1d appear %o measure one s ab111ty

verbally reta1n know1edge (exc1us1ve of ar1thmet1c sk111s) The Perceptual

3Drganlzatlon,factor ‘woutd appear te—geedonnnant1y measure one's ability to con-

ceptualize.and abstract nonverbal information.. Thus, these two factors would

° appedr to provide a- fa1r1y good representat1on of one's”verbal and noQ%erba1 cog-
‘ n1t1ve performance ‘ _‘ P ;

111tz ciuster wou]d appear to pr1mar11y be -a measure of behavioral attributes.

Therefore; "it is often felt to measure one's ab111ty to selectively attend and

conceﬁtrate on tasks:- It ﬁay also be a measure of test anxiety. However; while

.

“ : -
7 . ) »

v
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it is qu1t easy to see how a student may score very poor'y on the three sub- ’

" tests cons 1tut1ng this factor because of distractible belav1or or test anxiety,
it is more difficult to conceive of students perform1ng very well on the three
subtests mere1y by attending in a selective manner.. ‘The factor 11ke1y also: -
. measures some cognitive abilities (such as numerical skills; sequencing skills):

memory skills; auditory reorganization abilities, fine motor skills,; rapid Tearn-

ing propensities; and the 11ke), that must be considered dur1ng the/ﬁnterpre- "

KNS .tat1on process. ;

. Kaufman’s book a1so provides invaluable dhta for ﬁpt%?preting the stém
n1f1cance of subtest scatter and_verbal- performance IQ'd1screpanc1es He a1so_

WISC-R: Essent1a11y, the procedures proV1de a step-by- step process in whﬂch

a better understanding of an individual's jintellectual -processes can be made ..

.when his/her scores do not re§emb1e the Verba1 and Performance Sca1es of the

: WISC R.
d
K Bannatyne $ Categor1zat1ons

T ' Bannatyne (1971) has suggested a recategorization of the Subtests from E

the WISC - which is also applicable for use with the WISC-R. It is a slight

variant to"Kaufman's factor structure which ofﬁen prov1des-add1t1ona1 informa-

tion regarding a youngster s cognitive perfoy mapce. . Bannatyne recommends the . g]’

division of the subtests into the categor1es hown in Table 4.. 7
P T ’ ; IR L, _ . *? N
S L. L e N ’ ) ’ S . ] 7
Co » - L . L oo . l - N
. Tab1
if?(-. i, - L Bannatyne E Recategor1zat1ons of WTSCaR Subtests
K vegpfajj*'icggieep@uah'- oSpatial; . sequenemg - Required 2.
zation Ability 2 ~ﬁb111ty ' . L Ab111ty ' ' ‘Knowledge - -
"' ‘Comprehension . ¢ Pictife Compl etions, Arithnetic ~ Infarmation
o .. Similarities -~ . .Block Design . ~. \ Digit Span = . Arithmetic .
~ ' Vocabulary . B ObJect Assemb]y . Coding - -Vocaba1ary
- . ) \\ . .- - . o .
) T e 7)- % ~ i&- .

. . B - . . .-
. . R —

He defines the categories as follows: o c s

_ L A o

1. yerba1 conceptua11z;ngAab111ty ab111ty to man1pu1 te and deve1op concepts,
strong reliance on language - cogn1t1ve sk111s

2. Spatial ability: ability to manipulate obaects d1rec§]y or symbo]ica]]y :
in multi-dimensional; $pace; without sequenc1ng ‘

3. Sequenc1ng ~ability: ab111ty to retain sequences of aud1tory and visual
stimuli in short term memory storage; attent1ona1 processes are a1so in-

volved. . 3 :
4. Acquired knowledge: estimate of educational attainment. - ~ g




by

Sattler s Analysis _' T a_ . S 1;.. ," )

the 1960 Stanford Binet Intelligénce Scale which "; o 1 s of?ered as a means

“of ordering data from thie Stanford-Binet and as a convenient way yf describing
what the child has done in categories. that have some validity" (p. 134). The

. scheme was not to be used to determine special abilities, but rather was intended
. to assist in maﬂing interpretations; apparent strengths and weaknesses need to -
‘be substartiated by further testing Sattler S seven categories include o Xﬁ'

~

1. %gggggggﬁ This category includes tests related to maturity of vocabularyf
' in relation to the prekiddergarten level), extent-of vocabulary: (refenring }
to the number of words the child can define), qUality of vocabulary '(measured
by -such tests as abstract words; rhymes, word naming; and definitions), and
"comprehension of verbal relation : ’

éf ‘Eééggyi This category contains meaningful, nonmeaningful, and v1sual memory

- tests. - The tests are con51dered to reflect rote auditory memory , ideational
Lo mémory, and attention span. . - T4

3.j’Conceptual Thinking, This category, while closely associated wWith language '
. - ability,; is primarily concerned with abstract thinking: . Such. functions as
, " generalization; assumingfan *as if" aftitude; c0nceptual thinking, and

- S utilizing a categorical attitutle are subsumed. v . :

. 15.1 Reasoning. :This category contains verbal and nonverbal reasoning tests )
The verbal absurdity tests are the prototype for the verbal reasoning tests.”

I . The pictorial and orientation problems sepresent a model for the noaverbal ;_;i'
- reasoning tests. .Reasoning includes the perception of logical relations,
discrimination ability; and analysis and synthesis Spatial reasonjng may

.;;5 - also be measured by the orientation tests:

5. Numerical Reasoning. This category ¥ncludes tests 1nvolV1ng arithmetic rea-

soning problems.” The content is-closely related to school learning Numeri-
cal reasoning involves concentration and the ability to generalize from B

S “numerical -data. R ‘ S

.

;. 'Visual Motor Kg;s categery cont&1\; tests concerned w1th manual dexterity,‘d

eye-hand coordin tien, and perceptioh of spatial kalations:. Constructive

~visual imagery may -be: involved in the paper f61ding testfffﬁonverbal resson-

“ing ability may be- involved in some of thé visual motor tests.

7. Social Intelligence. This category strongly overlaps W1th the reasoning
| category, so that consideration should:be given to the tests classified in
the_latter:as also reflecting social comprehension. rSééTél-lhtél]*ﬁéhCé,»
. includes social maturity and social judgment: The comprehension and find-
ing reasons tests are seen to reflect social judgment, whereas obeying

simple commands, response,to pictures, and comparison tests likely reflect
social maturity. (p. 135) ' ,

In his work, Sattler %dentified the- subtests from the Stanford Binet which were
associated With each category. He also presented a "Binetgram" which provides
a graphic,; visual picture of ah individual's| strengths and weaknesses én;thé_

~
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44 Stanford B1net
" which is used to facilitate analysis of one's:
- procedure. permi:

SN i £ . . . . . R
. . . . ; )
4

is. "standard dev1at1on method" B
‘The :

inet. ;nfaddltlonjfsattTer descr1bed
pérformance on. the scaTe

~one -to use chrono]og1ca1 age and/or .mental age as a reference St

point for anaTy_1ng a student ] pattern of/performance - o
N ) ] 9 A ,, e . ; - . . o
' Va]étt s Procedure Lo 7; o | L 7”"
Va]ett (1965) ‘has also presented a procedure on the Stanford-Binet: . .

R n ' : .'u'

-nhr

. While genera]]y
- . categorical ‘tidles and def§n1t1o d
:v1su511y d1sp1ay a student s strengths and weaknesses in the 51X categor1es . S

}1 - Genera] Gomprehens1on - The ab111ty to conceptua]ize and 1ntegrate compo-

e

;2~

SO
e

2,65‘

simiTar to,SattTer s-conceptualization, it _employs 'different:
. The-user is prOV1ded a prof11e sheet to -

‘nents into a mean1ngfu1 total relationship: co R

V1sua1 Motor: Ab?]ity - The ab111ty to man1pu1ate materials in probTem soTv-

1ng s1tuat1ons usually requ1r1ng 1ntegrat1on of visual-and motor sk1TTs

Artthmet1c Reason1ng - The ab111ty to make appropr1ate numer1ca1 asspc1a-' ; e

,,,,,,

.

ilit 7 Requ1res mot1-'f
vation angiittent1on and” usua]]y measures degree of retent1on of var1ous
: test 1tems - o , , e LN e e
'2 v _ . o .~1 L . .".‘
VecabuTary and .Verbal Fluency. —*The ab111ty to use words correctly in associa‘;
~=tfon with .concrete or abstract, mater1a1ﬂ the: understahd1ng of w0rds and

Verbal concepts “the qua11ty and quantity of verbaT express1on

Memory and,COncenIratlon,- The ab111ty7to attend and reta1n

o
'

and respond appropr1ate1y

to comprehen

cr1m1nat1on, c mpar1son and Judgment

Judgment and REasonLng -.The ab1]1tg
-in- specific srtuations requ1r1ng di
in adaptat1on S

Sy .. ,,_?,l

P
v

' - T’ v

. guilford's Stru Gu11ford (1967) has- deyetoped . -
. three- 1mens10nahftheoret1ca1 model of 1nte111gence that. lends itself well ° s

“For orgamiiinérthe constructs measured:by: various cognitive tests. The dimen- /7

siong, of his model are listed below with~ a def1n1t1on of each d1mens1on (kaufman,; F

1979 pp 71 72): N - R AN < r o0 '
B 1. Hperat1ons--1nte11ectuat processes -t | : ' - . ,

”-a, €ognition (C):
G stimulis Lo i : , . C
b. Memory (M):. Retent1on of 1nformat1on 1n~the same form 1n wh15h 1t Was. -

- stored. , = ' P ] 7 o

" c.. EVé]ﬁétlon (E)" Making" judgnents about information in

Immed1ate<awareness, recogn1t15h or comprehens1on of % |

.
-, “

] . N o ) " o
R . . . - coGrg

. . . v
oL R
" : : X !
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N d;;-CUnvergent Product1on (N): - Respond1ng to st1mu11 w11h the uhidue 6ri;v;ﬂ‘

"best” ‘answer. . : : : .
e, Bivergent product1on (D) Respondlng to st1mu11 where the emphas1s 15‘

on var1ety or qua41ty of response (assdc1atéd'w1th creat1v1ty)

-2, ;Contents:;nature of the st1mu11 A
Figural- (F)} ;Shapes or concréte-objectsi & &1+ ¢

a. o
- bl Symbolic (S):. Numera1s, stng]e 1etters, or any toﬁeq sym501 o
. Cn‘iSENGHtTC (M) - “Words and 1deas that’ convey meaning. S
d. -Behavioral (B): Primarily nonverbal, fnvolwing, human“‘nteractmns w1th -

a-stress. on, att1tudes,rneeds thoughts, anﬂ socon. o,
Prégucts--the wagﬁthe stjmu11 are erganqzed i3 o ! . e
e A h1erarchy extehd1ng from Un1ts»(U), Where the st1mu11 are perce1ved s1ng1y,
T " to the 1ncreasan%1y more*complex Classes (C ) ReTat1ons R), Systems (S), _
exiu, Transfbrmat?ons T), and-. Imp11céttons (I) i ' o
R ,

S

Wl

- \' C— . . s
- ] - T Lot m . . " A ,
i . St L

PR . F T

Méeker (1969) ﬁas used Gu11f6ra's Structure of Inte1Ject (Séii Model

_ ».to.define and interpret one's performance on the: 5tanfok6-B1net Inteltigence
-y - Scale, Wechsler: Inte111gence Scale for Children; and WechsTer Preschool and’
’ ‘Primary. Seale of Intelligence. Her procedura involves the use of cardboard
. _templates’ which are placed over the protocol ‘sheets-.to obtain the SOI factors
"; medsured by -a test. TThe:SOL Institute (214 Main Street, E1 Segundo, CA 90&35)
has snbsequent]y developed templates for-measuring: the SOI factors of.the
Wechsler -Intél1igence Scale for €hildren-Revised; Wechsler Adutt Intelligence ‘i

’”%sca1e, Detroit Tests- of-Learning Aptitudesy Slosson Intelligence Test, Hiskey-

’vﬂébraska Test of .Learning ‘Aptitude, California Test of Bas1c Sk111s, and the

U ‘Porch, Index of Conimuiicative. Ab111t1es N
AT L v b/ i: ;{.3. Ath1evemen ?Tests'
w‘; 53431 'f. ‘ fr"A1though ach1evement tésts have beéh trad1t1ona11y thbught of by some, . '
"_f;f- as bewng separate from ab111ty tests aﬁﬂ]a( aptitude gr intelligencé tests = °
Gronba hs; 1960); there {is. some “gvidenceé- o suggest the contrary. Satt]er7§i§74)

shUW1ng ‘many “high corre]artwnsM It.is-believed that by ana1ngng 1nfbrmat10n ,
from 1nd1V1dua11y adm1n1stered ach1evem nt tests, one can often gain some in:
sight into.an 1nd1v1&ua1 S ab111ty»1eve1 It is common among 1earn1ng disabled
students, .for examp]e that they scere within .the average. ‘range in mathematics,
“while scoring s1gﬁﬁf1cantﬂy below age and grade expectancies in reading ang

11sts stud1es that have’ cbmpakEd some \gte111genee tests w1th ‘achievement tests

written language (e: g ; spelling).. This would suggest that a student under _
" ‘consideration-may have at least average ability; since it is theoretically not

- - possible to score above .one's.innate - potent1a1 This weuld, of course; need

to be.substantiated byeother information because it is possible that the young-

ster's ab111ty 1eve1 may indeed be abOVe his 1eve1 of measured math skills.

- "*, ’ It 1s a1so bEhéfTC1a1 to cons1der the 1nformat1on rece1ved from ach1eve-

. . " . v . bl
. i . 'A 5 . . N 3 .
o Y SN -17- o




e

‘|genera) information and knowledge, which s in d1rect contrast to the1r 1earn‘N

“ e
- R .
=N .

) ) . ° N : o N ) ) - ‘7'7%
b ‘ S e

Johnsgn7Esy§hof§ducq§]ona1 Battery) Learn1ng d1sab]eq”students frequent1¥”per-

form:significahtly above their academic ach1evement Tevels on measures of general

|knowledge and information. Presumab1y, this is due to their relatively good

cognitive abilities which permit them to Tearn incidentadfly godd amounts of Ji\"'

ing in more “formal ach1evement areas.

L

in- this way 1nc1ude L ‘ ; . . oy

peabody Individual AchievémentSTest. ’cira‘e},,"i-ﬁéé; N
American. Guidance Service, '1970. é g /. :

- Wide Range Achievemen : . WiTmingfon;~BE3

] Gu1dance Assot1ates of .Delaware, 1976. o X

- "' NS 10 '"'catlon@1ABattery*?Tests of Ach1evement)
..~ Hingham, MA: Teach1ng Resources, 1977 . S

h

“ties are often of Va1ue for* determ1n1ng ab111ty level. Measures of spec1a]1zed

abilities assess only a limited range of tasks {e:.g., specific aspects of

1aﬂguage ‘mechanical comprehension; sense of p]tch finger dexterity, etc.: ).

ties) is often emphasized in many of the tests of mechanical ability, a fact
which should be cons1dered when determ1ning one s cogn1t1ve ab111ty Tevel. Onj

Typ1ga11y, tests of spec1a11zed ab111t1es use prof11es wh1ch perm1t

"the ana1ys1s of both 1nter- and 1ntr? 1nd1v1dua1 ana1ys1s of performance

‘Listed be1ow are some measures of spec1a11zed §b111t1es that may be

cons1dered for use: _";- o : o . _ : v .
' Béiroii;Iésisgofglzﬁlinng Apt1fndes Ind1anapo1is; IN: T
Bobbs=MerriTl; 1967 : R

u'B1fferent1a1 Apt1tude Tests Néw~76éks- Thé Psychéﬁodiéa?
Corporat1on, 1972-75: - \ : , ‘

[11inois Test of Egycho11ngu1st1c,nb111t1es Urbéna, iLL_'
. Un1ver51ty of I1Tinois Press, 1968.

Minnesota Rate of Manipulation Tests. Circle Pines, MN:
American Guidance: Serv1ce, 1946-69. ' ‘

Minnesota Spatial Relations Test. Circle Pines; MN:
American Guidance Service, 1933-79. ' . :

Pennsy]vanqafBJAMéﬁoélgworksﬁoﬁ; Circle Pines, MN:
" American Guidance Service, 1943- 69.

SRA Test of Mechanical Concepts;: ehieagba Science -
‘Research Assoc1ates, 1976: ' L.

Wilmington, DE: Gu1dance Associates of Be]aware, *1974 .

. E Y S \b

i ) : [ . %
: -18;3~; =
~ U . ;

?'%Ji' 4 SPec1a11zed Ab111t1es "{ S "-‘ 7: T A

o Perceptua1 -motor accuracy and speed (as ogposed to higher level cognitive ab111-_ o

-
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_"ct1o§s,°persona1 responsibility; vocat1ona1 activities; physical deve1opment
- nondcademic “school rotes. and, the 1ike:- < Generalkly;. us'e of‘these scales with -

];r;*-'ﬂ;' Cain-Levine Social Competency Scale. Pé]b'A1t65 CA:

PR 5. Adapt1ve Behav1or §ca1es

\

The def1n1t1on of ab111ty 1eve1 used 1n @ﬁgs report cans1ders both a _,;1

o person 's cogn1t1ve and . adapt1ve performances This is consistent with the

current Amer1can Association of Menta1 Def1c1ency definition and.-the P.L. 94- 142

,«~1aw def1n1ng mental retardation. ‘As a result, adaptive. behavior 1schns1dered

1mportant 1n c1ar1fy1ng a person's ab111ty 1eye1,and/&r 1nte111gence

Adapt1ve behavior sca1es reportedly measure the ef?eet1veness or degree .

‘to which an_individual meets societal expectatidns of . persona1 1ndependence and

responsibility.. Thus, adaptive behavior scales:can measure. suchfatt;lpgtesfess'

self{help. sk111s, communication:skills,;. persona1 se1f~d1rect1oﬁ and. mot1vat1on,,/ h

speiyl skills;. persona1 initiative and independence, peer and. commun1ty re1a-;a

.
.

infants ahd- prescth1 children:involyes. the primary. dssessment’ .of maturation - f%

-wdﬁﬁand development.  “The eva1uat1on of school-aged: ch11dren, adoTescents and adu1ts,
L on‘the other hahd, is fiore related to assessing SOC1eta1 customs and expecta-
S t1ons (SaTV1a & YsSe]dyke, 1978) *»',A ~ - v

.

Adaptﬁve behav1or sca1es prOV1de an add1t1ona1\gerspect1ve fégﬁfwh1ch

‘to v1ew one's ‘ability level, since they: present an indication of. the Bffective

use.oné is maklng of h1s/her ab111ty~1eve1 Gare must be taken to assure techn1-

. cal adequacy. ' A RPN

N o ' .‘!f..,
-~ .. ! Vo

,Some of the‘ava11ab1e adapt1ve behav1or sca1es 1nc1ude

AAMB’Z "E'avxor Sea]e washlngton, oc:t L
American Assoc1at1on on Menta1 Deficiency, 1969. : Tt

, AAMDAAdgthve Behav1or Scale-Public School Ver§1cn,(l974 Reﬁ1enoﬁ )

~Wash1ngton, be: Ame?“can Rssociation on MentaT Def1§1ency, 1975, ;;
Ba tbazar Sca]es of Adapt1ve BehaVﬂor Pa1o ATto, gﬁ N .f" ‘

R 4

— S

;15 t1ng Psychotogists .Press. 1’w‘a\ ST Y

Consul-¥ing Psycho]og1sts Press, 13;3 _ o
SOMPA - AdaptlveABeha&loxLinvento for Children (ABIC)..

New York: The Psycho1og1ca1 "Corporation; ?977

Vineland Social Maturity Scale. ..fircle Pines, MN ;-
American Guidance Service,; 1965 (0r1g1naJ1y pub11shed Pr1nceton:

‘Educational TEst1ng Service, 1953) E

o Beve]opmenta1 “Social, and Educatqgnalgﬂlstor1es - ebta1n1ng and analyz=
ing a record of an 1nd1v1dua1's general development, soc1a1, and educational

growth will often provide further information about one's cognitive growth and

maturation.  Such ¥nformation provides insight from a slightly d1fferent per-

. spective than thé previously discussed areas.

._“‘, 7;7, A

o . ‘ . "%
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;,'6 Psycho1og1ca1 Extras | - 3
. The use of "psycho10g1ca1 extras" is an effort to search’ for additional
1nformat1on about an 1nd1v1dua1 student ] 1earn1ng and coqn1t1ve ab111t1es be- )

1977) ' "The1r merit appears to be in de11berate attempts to focus-on 1nfbrmat1on-“ '

acqu1s1t1on processes and strategies that prpv1de leads as,to how.a .child. ceu]d

'be assisted in ¢lassrooms and; if necessary; during remedial sessions: With.

their emphasis on what works for this child they do offer information beyond

many convent1ona1 test1ng pract1ces es." (Kratochw111 1977 P. 307)

Some examp]es of 1nforma1 assessmeﬁt strateg1es are br1ef1y descr1bed

be1éw :Af more specific information regarding these strategies is desired, one

" may refer to Kratochw111 (1977) and the .other primary references cited there

t - This strategy uses a test-train- retest

‘assessment paradigm to determine the amount of Tearning necessary to
facilitate acqu1s1t1on of new skills. ' :

Paired- AssoctateALearnlng,- Pa1red 1earn1ng tasks (é;g ,ogun pairs;
picture pairs, number pairs, etc.) are provided to determ1ne the Tength

-of time.necessary for such learning. This procedure is based on the

_premisé that learning new information reflects a.direct measure of -

1earn1ng ab111ty, rather than measur1ng past learning;; as is the cas
: w1th many tests

contro11ed fash1on (1 ., visual vs. aud1tory, structured vs. unstruc=
- tured; concrete vs: conceptual; etc: ) to determine the qualitative
manner in which the student learns best. This<technique may provide

Jinformation regarding an individual's Tevel of ability with-respect

to spec1f1c teaching techn1quesj .
, Observatibn Techniques

~.éati6ns of one's 35111ty Tevel. Such observat1ons prov1de 1ns1ght with respect

to the. 1eve1 of the youngstep 's cognitive abilities and; perhaps more importantly,

,how he-or she uses them W ‘evefyday, pract1ca1 situations.

[“’.’L“~I\

When observ1ng a student, it is often benef1c1a1 to use t1me sampk@hg

or behavior-frequency counting metheds and use the student's peers as controls -

" since norm-referenced instruments are not readily available-in this assessment”

area. ‘(Particularly useful references include Deno, 1979; Werry and Quay; 1969

‘Becker, Madsen, Arno]d and Thomas, 1967 Goodw1n and Coates, 1977) - o

An observation Sequence may be of most value for determining ab111ty
when it 1nc1udes the fe11ow1ng dimensions: : . _

Attention Skills - One might cons1der task orientation var1ab1es (i.e.,

to what is the student attending) and poss1b1e causes of inattention,
Cif present

_20_ ' : ) ) le-
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7Verba1 Ab111t1es - Note shou]d be made of the youngster 5 reeept1ve
(ice:, 11sten1ng comprehens1on) and. express1Ve,ab111t1es . S

AStrateyges,- Try to determ1ne the stuuent*s—approach—“*————
to- tasks, speed of decision making and responses; persistence with
(especially somewhat d1ff1cu1t) tasks, task completion, motivation,
and the 11ke . ,

"Soéial Behav1or - Observe the youngster s behav1or and soc1a1 strate-

gies with both peeks and adults in structured- and unstructured s1tua-

' . The f1rst part of the Chéck11st deve]oped by the LD Inst1tute in May
-prov1des a broad analysis of the various approaches discussed in this chapter
for determining ability level:. While the team is not expected to fulfill all
aspects of the Checklist in this first area, it is recommended that each of
" the seven maJoF areas be noted and appropriate data listed when available. The

“first section is reph1nted be1ow for reference use

Determming Ability Lével

Note the’ tests and procedurES used. at the IEPC to determ1ne the student's
ab111ty 1eve1 . .

1. General Intel11genée Tests : R Cormments :

2. Intra-Test Analysis: - Used

Kaufman's procedures SR

-+ | ‘Bannatyne's Categories

sattler's Analysis

Valett's Procedure

Structure of the Intellect K




o

Learning ?6féﬁtiai Assessment | |

 Paired-Associate Learning

Diagnostic Teaching

= - — % — - am g g —— - —
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 CHAPTER TWO

s noted earlier, the ké%,principié underiying the current. definition .
- of Tearning disabilities is that of a severe discrepancy between a particular
"student's ability level and his or her achievement in the school setting. The

seven achievement areas defined in the federal and state rules include:

(1) Oral. expression
(2) Listening comprehension
(3) Basic reading skills S N S
(4) Reading comprehension SR | o
(5) "Written :expression
(6) Mathematics calculation
(7} Mathematics reasoning. ,
Only one area of achievement need be discrepant with the student's ability in

" .order for a diagnosis of Tearning disabilities to be further considered. But
the seven areas described seldom appear, in isolation. Lack of basic reading

skills often indicates a similar weakness in reading comprehension. : The rela-~
~ tionship betweenccalculation and reasoning in mathematics is often an equally .
'vgéfjdys'deb]éﬁ'f?Fig']ééfhiﬁg-diSébléd,Studéht,_ So while the rules indidate. =
that only one area of achievement need. be of concern.to the assessment team, it

is wise to consider as many related areas as possible.. .
This chapter wilT discuss each of the seven aréas of achievement:. For

each .topic; a definition will be posed and then discussed, and some possible -
S assessment instruments and.strategies will be presented for further considera-
e tion: neer - o o :
- Evaluating Achievement - -

" ment that would be valuable to consider before discussing each of the achieve-
ment areas: First, the 1ist of tests and evaluation procedures provided here

There dre a few general comments regarding the evaluation of achieve-

" is not exhaustive, and there are other evaluation instruments and procedures .
not listed here that can be appropriately used to evaluate achievement. Second,

- the tests and procedures suggested do vary with respect to the adequacy of -their
standardization, validity, and reliability; diagnostic personnel will need.to

‘determine which instruments are sufficient for ‘their use. Reference to Salvia,
dnd Ysseldyke's bek;(}978)gWOU1dVbé of assistance in this area. B :

Both informal and formal instruments have been suggested since each -

instrument may be of certain value when evaluating achievement. "It is.recom=_
iended, however, that formal evaluation instruments be used as mueh as _possible
for the initial determination of learning disabilities since they provide Stand-
ard scores or percentile ranks that permit the type of.comparison between ability

‘level and achievement described in the next chapter on severe discrepancy.
) o o IR Sy %’ o . B
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.qi; _,:_Informat1on regard1ng ach1evement 1eve1 from informal: tests and- other sources ff'f
~-—« "~ (teacher-information, work samples, etc.) might best be viewed as being: supple="

mentary, except in those cases - where the co11ect1on of forma1 d1agnost1e data
1s s1mp1y not poss1b1e : : : o .

' The F?éfﬂ]ﬂs,§1§a§1]1§1§§ Institute part1c1pants also recommend that '
- individually administered tests be used to evaluate a student's achievemenrtax'
. level. The time factorfassociated with the use of individuaily administer&d
. -tests is offset by the quality of information received from indjvidual test1ng
-~ situations: viz.,. being able to directly observe the student's performance-
“during test1ng, and being able to ebtain more valid and reliable test data..

- If group achievement tests are used, it is recommended that théy be adm1n1--~ .

—ccg T e —— — g — BN

~ stered individually or in small gréups so that'the student's behavior can be ~

more fully observed. It is also important to consider the nature of the group .
-achievement tests to 1nsure that the achievement area.under evaluation is actua]]y
being assessed! For example, if mathematics is being evaluated, 1t is ‘important.
- to properly determine the amount of reading required in the test, 50 that poor
reading ability does not undu]y inf]uence the mathematics performano\\of the

student:

A

>

o _ . It is not a1ways essential to forma]]y eva]uate a11 seven areas of
7 ach1evement -While it is important that the educational planning committee
‘ ;has adequate information on all seven areas, it does not necessarily need. for-
malized test information on each area. If there is adequate ‘teacher_informa-
~ tion (e.g.;-work samples and grades) that a student is performing well in all
~ aspects of mathematics; it is not essential that mathematics be evaluated for-
ma11y ‘But whenever there is the slightest possibility of chronic d1f?1cu1ty

in an achievement area; or reasonable uncertainty regard1ng ach1evement in an.

area, forma] test1ng procedures shou1d be’ 1n1t1ated

The Check11st at the conc1us1on of th1s chapter includes the seven
ach1evement areas and requires the IEPC ‘team to-identify how. each area was
assessed: If some areas are informally or forma]]y evaluatéd, some report. shou1d

. be- 1nc1uded to prov1de a bas1s for the team s final dec1s1ons .

g .

iggigf L T Seven Achievement Areas:

- Discussion-and. Assessment ' ;

S o R “6r51'ﬁxpression§ |
. . - Definition. OFl expression is the ability to exaféés oneself utiliz-

ing: voca1 speech and 1anguage This 1nc1udes

\Pho’o1ogy - producing the phonemes (speech sounds) of a language

. ~.A. o1
- -+ according to the rules wh1ch dictate their combinat1on
.2 o
- B. Morphology - produc1ng the morphemes: (sma]]est mean1ngfu1 spoken;
.~ units having a differential function) of a language accord1ng to

the ru]es which d1ctate their comb1nat1on

Cl~.Syntax - emp1oy1ng the ru]es which dictate the sequence, comb1n

R ;‘t1on, and funct1on of words in an acceptab]e spoken sentence;
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D. ‘Semantics - producing spoken utterances which are relevant and -~

g@§ningfd1'ig 3 given communication context. -
o e . >

. "'and “fnclides utilization:of the photological , morphological , syntactical, and
* ..semantic aspects-of one's own language system. ‘While these four components are

 Discussion. OraF expression is the ability to express onesel f verbally .

*“1ﬁéﬁgd‘sebérate1yfdrpﬁrposes of explanation, it is important to, unders tand

¢ ,thft all-four componenmts typically dnteract in an ongoing, simultaneous manner L
. When ¥

. ponents merely permitsa more precise examination and-definition of the func-

normal oral expression is taking place.” A separate-analysis of the com-

": tion "oral expressiop." Any,valid assessment of oral’expression should involve .
utilizable oral expressign abilities:when the four components are being used

© " concurrently . inzcontext: . |
i / - s 11, = ,,, 77]77_.7_7‘;.77_;:“;”; SR o * 7 - T
A - While many combinations of ofal expression pr6b1ems,may»occur;;&he

.. & primary characteristic of students .exhibiting an expression deficit is their -

inabiTity to formulate age-appropriate Spoken Tanguage. In any case; it is = 5
highly recommended that an assessment team evaluating a child suspected of having

. ..a specific disability-in the area of gral expression consult a speéch and lang-:

- uage thérapist for assistingn the diagnosis. - - "~ .
- KN i . L ) A-.. S - .o . )

" Two additional séncerns meed .to be considered when evaluating the oral

Zexpression (as well as the Tistening comprehension) of @ student in sehool:
“{1) primary lanquage and dysfunctions in Standard:American English; and; (2) reg
lationships between language and thinking.': = . o o

Since language is at least:Th'part.environpentally determined, ‘the first

concern is related to the issue 6fi1aﬁguagé‘diiébiT?%?%ﬁﬁ%hbmés{Wheré,a second

Tanguage is spoken either- exclusively or in addition to Standard ‘American, English.
' This issue is §ignificant because it is clearly inappropriate and detrimental
. to.diagnose a studenf as having a-language.dysfunction, unless the Student is
~ dysfunctional in his/her primary Tanguage or:dialett (Salvia & Ysseldyke, 1978).
" Therefote; to' the degree possible, it, is ‘essential-that students from bilingual -
homes-are evaluated in their primary languagé, as well as:im Standard American /

. - - o .
fu ‘e

English:” - 7 o L : e \ o
It is also ‘important ‘to consider that studefits who.do not have a lang-
~‘uage dysfunction in’thetr primary language, may-have a deficit in-Standard .
-y American English that can restrict their academic progress: ‘Thus, Standard - - ,
- American English may-need to be evaluated and taught; if deficient;. not because.

. “it.is _superior, but.rather because:it provides indiyidU31$,?féatéffﬁcééssfto
our educational éhd.§6¢5614systém.(SaTy§53&¢Y§§é1dyke, 1978)." ...

: The second issue concerns the Genfusion of the correSpondence between
" Tangpage and intellectual competence (Sa} - & Ysseldyke; '1978). There is little
agreement amorig psychologists~and 1ihguists about where linguistic competence
ends and intellectual compétence begins: :‘Therefore, when assessing-oral expres- .

sion and listening comprehension, carefulconsideration:-needs to be.given to. |
~ the_assumed amount of intellectual :competence being assessed and .its relation-

.
"

. shipto verbal competences

~
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~ sion and some guidance for age appropr1ateness ~

e ' . . \J
- AN N .
. \ .

~ When: eva1uat1ng oral- expression; both forma] and

1nformai assessment techn1ques cah be valuable. Table 1 1ists a number of

.instruments and techniques that may be used to evaluate various aspects of oral

expression. As noted earlier, the technical adequacy and clinical appropriate- "

ness of each stratégy should:be ascertained prior to its use for decision.
mak1ng The L. D. Institute participants have included information pertaining

to the four areas.{Phonology; Morphology; Syntax and Semantics) of ora] expres-‘ ) .

Tablel
Characteristic Uses of -
Tests "for Oral Expression . - .

L - O] o -~ o
. (=] — f - .
. — Q] X =
e . : Grade L g E? {E S
_Tests]Stratngesb« S Appropmatenessl.x, AED § ;
Bankson Lahguagé Screening Test: Balti- .- . . NN
-more; MD: Un1vers1ty Park Press, 1977 ;7 Pre-3 o x X}
. : . ;~ . - . ' o ,. .
. Carrow E11c1ted Language Inventonx, ’ < Sa .
' Aust1n, TX: Learning: Concepts, 1974. i : " Pre-3 ¢ fox | ox
,C1Jn1Ca1 Evaluation of Language Functlons . S o T
f€o1umbus, eH Char1est Merr111 ;- 1980; _ K-12 | X[ x| x| xes
;Indianapo11s, IN: Bobbs Merr111 1967. .- Pre-12 ' | % -
& L S - |
Expressive One-word P1cth‘:Vocabu1ary o o
Test.. Novato,; CA: Academ1c Therapy ; o :, e v
Publications; 1979. = ' ‘ Pré-6 g : 1. X
Comgetence;' Boston, MA:'Houghton-MiFF1in; IR ,
S19710 - ] - s .' ‘_ Pre=12 X
_ F]etcher T1me By Count Test of biadoc h”E : <! o _ o “
kinetic Syllable-Rate. Tigard, OR: G. C:. L
" Publications, 1978. . - oo k12 X
C1rc1e P1nes, MN Amer1c§n Gu1dance f Lo
Service; Inc.; 1969 v S ' Pre=12 ' X
Nlinois Test of Psycho11nQUJst1c Abilities. ;:';; .
- Urbapa; IL: Un1vers1ty of I111no1s Press, s AT
1968 i X X
B Lo iy ,
' U"‘ t
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-

v

@ )

. 38| |3
[=] — —- o
— [} x +
Co _ Grade S8 (2|8
Tests/.Stra_tegws Apbropﬂateness i:.:. o[> E
; . o,
- S o : - o .
Mean Length of Response - Average number. .
~ .of words used in number of separate. : P
-~ utterances. ’ Pre-6
Mean Length ofﬁUtberanceftiﬁyerage number
: of morphemes used per utterance. - Pre-6.
ean S i, ce Length - Average number of o
- words used/1i .- Pre=6
. "_. 'Ni'gf& plth'west.ep‘ﬂ S ’y'ﬁfa*x" S ‘cpeen]ng '[est D .: _
 Evanston, IT: Northwestern Un1vers1ty - T
&Press, 1971 . Pre-6
. pral Language ‘Sentence.Imitation Screening 7
~Test: Copyright Zachman, Huisingh, - S
Jorgensen and Barrett, 1977 ¥ T  Pre-=3
'-PhotogArtlculatlonAIest anv111e, IL: <
'Interbtate Publishers, 1969. =~ - - Pre-12
Porch Index of Commun1cat1ve Ab111t1es
. Pale Alto, CA: Consu1ting Psycholog1sts ) S
. Press, 1974 A N - 7=12
~Poreh I ( jcative Abiliti -
.+ in _Children. Pa1o -Alto, CA Consu1t1ng o
. Psycholog1sts Press, 1974 , " Pre-6 v
" preschoo] Language Scale. Columbus, OH: - .
.. CharTes E."Merrill, 11969. . -~ Pre-3
! : ‘ ot
S Test~ofAAdolescenrgLanguage AﬁStin; TX:
- Pro-Ed. 1980. . e B-12
2Test of Languag_gpevelopment Aust1n, ;,;,
TX: Pro Ed. 1977 Pre-6
U ‘7 I La " Development. Salt o
Lake City, UT: C mmun1cat1on Research . Pre-6
Assoc., ‘1967." o : : 7-12

[}
N
(0]
I B
¢y .
n




) )  Table 1 (Continued) * .
P - T . _ o
J Ly 3|88
+ m % %x|B
: ,Tests/Strategies ; }i Appropr1aten L x £33
Ward Heas1ey Eva1uation of Express1ve
A'tanguage North eanton, OH: Stark o B N
| Pub11shers, 1976.. - , , T 3-12 ' x| x| X
. Wechsler's inte111gence Tests. New York: e
. The Psychological Corp.; 1955, (Kaufman s
Verbal Comprehension and]or Bannatyne S, L
Conceptual ization Clusters).: o . Pre-12 7
. Battery. Hingham, MA: eachin Resources, o S R
‘ 1977. (Verbal. Ab111ty C1usterg Pre-12 | . _ - 5 S
t1sten1ng Gomprehens1on _ _
. ' Definition: t1sten1ngicgmprehenslgnilsfthe audltory ath1tgfto receive

and to understand spoken utterances. -Listening comprehension includes:

A.- Phonology - aud1tor11y d1scr1m1nat1ng the phonemes (Speech sounds)
of a language according to the rules which dictate the1r <ombina-

. \

b :E 'Morpbolqu,: t,mderSicarJdng the morphémes (sm§11e§t,me§nlngf9] spoken
- . units having a differential function) of a language:.when these are -
SR - - produced by a speaker according to the ru1es which d1ctate the1r

- combination.

C. Syntax - understand1ng the sentences of a speaker when these are :
produeed aceording to-an pcceptab1e sequence comb1nat1on and ),_
unction of words. Lo ) ‘

B

- D. Semant1cs - understand1ng any spoken. utterance of a talker wh1ch N
is re1evant and meaningful to a g1ven commun1cat1on context.

I * Discussion. The Institute partic pants have further- def1ned 11sten1ng
eomprehens1on as the ab111ty to%comprehen heard verbal information which ins .+
" cludes ut111zat1on of the phonological orpho1og1ea1, syntact1ea1, and semant1c R

@ o AEEe M2

aspects of one’s own’ 1anguage system
The user of th1s report may w1sh to refer aga1n to the d1scuss1on por-;

..7".,',,
o
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----- = major issues and considerations related to-the evaluation of Tistening compre=. - .-

~ hension. Some. 1ssues discussed there apply to listening comprehens1on as well. -
, The pr1mary characteristic of students exh1b1t1ng a 11sten1ng g@@gié-

* hension deficit is their inability to comprehend the spoken word.. The inabili%ty
_to understand words, however, must be. d1fferent1ated from d1sorders re]ated to

- 3

l”d1stractib111ty or aud1tory memory

~

. - Asin assessing oral express1on, a separgtefghglgslsjotfthe components
.11sted above merely permits a more precise examination and defgnition of the =
function of listening comprehension and“a valid assessment of Iistening compre-

hension should involve:the subject's. overall utilizable 1istening comprehension
ab111t1es when the four components are be1ng §§ed concurrent1y in context '
\ '- ap, ) v

Enabl ing Procedures, Tab]e 2 below 1nc1udes character1st1c 1nforma—_ -

; t1on about a wide variety of tests and strategies thatfcgnfbefﬁsed to assess
' 11sten1ng comprehension. (Some tests have also been listed in Table 1.} -Edch
“has aga1n been prof11ed accord1ng to the four components of the defin1tlon',

Tabez T .
- o | s [ S :
K R o Character1st1c Uses ofq 3 AR .
- Tests for L1sten1ng Comprehens1on _ : ‘
c i N =
E " = k=) 3
| ' S5l x| B-
S S : : (‘rade o 8| = |88
- ‘LTésts]Strategiés. o Appropr1ateness . 2| 5|55
A . - B ST | = |a|ow
5_Assé§smeﬁigo£,€b11dren s Language Compre- = ﬁpef
» hension: Palo ATto, CA: Tonsuylting - I o
Psycho]og1sts Press, 1973 e o Pre-€ ‘ X | % |x
. Bankson ianguage Screening Test. Baltinore: o[ ||
~University Park Press, 1977. . % Pre-b DU PR S I O S
o €11n1ea1 EVa1uat1on of: Language Functions. , ~ ¢ o o ]
s+ Columbus, OH: Charles E. Merrill, -1980. - K-12 I'x | x5px |x
: . . : M . B . 7; . l : ) . v e
Detroit Tests of Learning Aptitude. - G ] o
» Indiandpo]is; IN: Bobbs Merrill; 1967. 1%@ Pre-12 R |
’ Go1dman-Fr1stoe-Woodcock Auditory Skills ’ﬁ o 1 J;, B o
 Tests Battery, CirclePines, MN: Amer1can U B
"Guidance Service, 1974 Ty . W Pre-12 ‘:fiﬁxé .
‘111inois Teff-LJ'"f"f olinguistic Abilities. * S
Urbana, IL: University of I111no1s Press, o
1968. L . Pre-6 . x Ix |x
.‘,;‘g :éo; v\‘.:l
| o i S
L9
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- .Table 2 (Continued) . _

! e

) . Ly _ ::(,f N B iR —
s, L C ‘ o P =L I
g . : e : ~ o | x [+
o 2 . . - Grage v S |5 |81I%8
F Tests/Strategies 7 Appropriateness s E|E|E
g . o - o R )
o - : G
: ) “Screening ‘Test.? I
.. Evanston; IL: Northwestera Un1versity N E
" Press, 1971, _ .. s o Pre-7 . X [x [x
Péabody Picture Vocabulary,Test 61rc1e , E |
- Pines; MN: Rmer1can Guidance Service, Y ,
_ 1959, - o oo 4 Pre=12 . X
- '»7'Eﬁi&ﬁglndexgo£4Communicat1vg Abi11t1es . o
_~. .. Palo Alto, CA: CUnsu]ting Psychqﬂog1sts o L -
N\ Press, 1974, ‘ ) o Pre-7 X [ x |x
TN | ‘ ;
) Porch Index of Communicative Abilities
in Children. 'Palo Alto; CA: Consu1t1ng o v
Psycho]og1sts Press, 1974, - : - Xl x o 1x
TP aF.school Language: Scale quumbﬁé; OH: o ‘ B
arlTes E. MerrilT, T969. : ?i,j . Pre-3 x [x |x
: Screening Test for the Audi tony  Compre-
-+ hensionof Language Aust1n, TX téarn1ng D -
) : Goncepts, 1975 . L o Pre-3 X [x X
25754f IEStfihrgtheﬂAuditary Cémprehen510n of v ; '
Language. Austin, TX: Learning Concepts, oy L
C1973%;, . ” . ' - L S Pre-3 X |x |x
-Jest of Adolescent Language. Austin; TX: o
" Pro-kd, 1980. . , - ' 6-12 XX
ﬁégf;&fgLéﬁéﬁééégbéiéléﬁﬁéﬁiw ‘iU§Eiﬁ;'TXE' - "!;[ s :
'Pro-Ed, 1977. S S Pre-6 X [x |x
 Token Test for :Childrer. ,
Teaching RéSbU?‘CéS Pre-6 X | x
o ,
Tree-Bee Test of Auditory Disc ‘
Novato, CA: Academic Therapy Publicat18h§, o |
1978. . _ N © ', Pre-6 X B
e
: | o8
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\ . . T38| |8 -
- - R . N o ~— - - ore )
TR : “Grade . |B|2|F|E
& Tests/Strategies . - Apf)ropmateness S
= S e B E AR
Utah Test .of Language Developiient. salt . I : o
Lake City, UT: Gommun1cation Research T L )), -
Assoc1ates, i967 ; - e Pre-12 P S - X
- Wechsler Intelligence 5caJe4for4Cﬁil&rén; - RN T e
ised. New York Psycho1og1ca1 Corp., P e
] ,'1:10 &: ' '. ) . . L x x ' :‘._.{ .‘
- '-'”iinry B1scr1m1nat1on Test. Los e |
Angeles: Western Psycho]og1ca1 Serv1ces, o .
1973. - _ D o - 6-12 JX
‘ ‘ ) ) ‘ :’._1‘7 I

- apparent_sepa
_and, should rot be construed as. rea11st1c

, Baswc Read1ng Skills

Both BaS1c Read1ng Sk11Ts and 1ts adJo1n1ng area, Read1ng Eomprehen-:”"

sion," need toibe considered as comp]ementary dimensions’ of- aéhievement The.

ation of each here is for diagnost1c and exp]anatory purposes

| E I L P
. s34 7 : & : . A ) .
Definition. : i . _ Coo T : ,
. __—_:v_. i . . . . ¢ 0 ; . A

Bas1c read1ng skill is defined as those fundamenta1 read1ng’sk111s, 5

processes, and strateg1es required for. 1dent1fy1ng clues significant for mean-

ing in written text: and for atta1n1ng comprehens1on sk111s This area 1nc1udes
such items as: T

A

. A. S1ght word voeabula;y 1dent1fy1ng words by,s1ght from their.con- /

“figuration and form, and; when in eontext from the1r semant1c

and syntact1c re1at1on$h1ps 5

B. 'Phon1c Ana?ys1s 1dent1fy1ng words. by ut111zing sound-symbo1 re]a-
t1onsh1ps and structura1 ana1y51s ; o :

€ 'Read1ng rate read1ng speed‘and
n process1ng of mean1ng

in the shape, f]ow and direction-of written d1scourse

'Q'D..;Text AnalySJS, 1dent1fying and respond1ng to the clues 1nherent

T _ E: 'Prof1c1enEz . combining all e1ements of basic read1ng sk11ls and
v - strateg1es soeas to gain the max1mum momentum for read1ng
;32;; R - A
':.' s A - B ! - : L _;:SQ,‘J:, ‘

E1dancy™ that réfl ects iﬁé é'f’fi’é*é’*‘f
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o 'B1scuss1on v S : L

ny ; ;? L . . R X B o .
S Basic read1ng sk11ls are viewed ‘as. sk111s, processes,,and strateg1es

'fundamenta1 for both leading the reader to: mean1nghand for confirming mean1ng
in the text. Since reading prof1c1ency is.rooted -in the pursuit of meaning by
the reader, it is important to consider the aceuracy of . basic. read1ng skills 1
pr1mar11y 1n,a context meanqngfu1 to the reader and on1y second1y in 1so1at1on;

SNT
T

and phon1cs ab111t1es in 1so1at1on, 1t is most’ cr1t1ca1 to evaluate them in.a .

textual conteéxt. mean1ngfu1 to the student. By évaluating them in a context
. mean1ngfu1 to tne reader, one o$ta1ns an indication of the degree to which the
- student is. able to use the Basic skills in the total: read1ng act. This 15_'
- important. s1nee, for examp1e, some -poor readers have fairly good_ fac111ty ;
' 1dent1fy1ng.phon1cs rules in isolation, but demonstrate 'much difficulty. apply-

i " .ing them in context. The.inverse ‘situation in which. the student can employ
e o the Fules §n context, but not ¥n ysolation; is also. relatively common with

. learning disabled students. A similar situation in which students. read words

) C/\\\"' ' e

by sight in context better than in isolation has also been observed. The
" recommended asseSSment of individual basic.reading skills should not be inter-
':preted to mean that a student's basic reading skills alone can determ1ne a ‘Tearn=-

ing’ d1sab111ty A composite profile of the student's basic reading skills and
-strateg1es is needed for the determ1nat1on of uis or ner ach1evement 1eve1

‘.

It s 1mportant to also cons1der that there is not a1ways -a d1rect

‘ orrespondence between basic reading skills'.and read1ng c0mprehens1on777Fre- .

' .quently, learning disabled stydents will perform basic reading skill tasks very
"poorly,; while their reading comprehension remains relatively well- deve1oped 1
1In other cases; however; the reverse situation is/also observed. ;As a result, » -

- it is important not to pred1ct one type of readifg. ab111ty from performance %g
"( * the other;. since they would appear to be semi- 1ndependent Regard1ess of th tr

'"connected ness," both areas need to be eva1uated

~

s

ﬁEnab11ngﬁProcedures

in an effort to udent1fy part1cu1ar norm-referenced and cr1ter1on-.1;"

has Eomp11ed a group of - poss1b1e assessment tools. Table 3 conta1ns some - p0531-

ble tests and nofes’ character1st1c grade-ranges and basic sk111 areas approb'
© priate to each part1cu1ar strategy C KENFA

v -In add1tion to these 1nstrumen§s, there -are a number of: d1agnost
procedures that provide good. analysis of a reader's basic: read1ng strateggés
Foremost among these is the Reading Miscue Inventory; developed by Yetta odman ‘e,

_',aﬁa Car61yn Burke (1977) and available, from Macm111an gnd Company, New - York

e
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Some Useful Tg§§§7for : <)
Evaluat1ng Bas1c Reading Sk111s -
vy \ ’ '\-5."‘? N Z
T Grades - Type of Skill
B Test and EUb11sher ’ Appropriate . Examined . :
’9?;Basic Educational Skills Inventory: Reading. K-6 Phonic Analysis
- Torrance, GA H1neh and Assec1ates, 1972- S1ght Vocabulary
_1973 ‘ . : . Co
‘Botel Reading Inventory, Ch1cago, ILf'u ” 1-12. ’““"éight Vocabulary
Fol]ett Educat1ona1 Corp., 1961 _ o 75 Phbﬁ};_ﬁhélysis
N Criterion I§§tfof -Basic Sk1lls Novato, CA: 1-6 - LT |
“Academic Therapy Pub11cat1ons, 1976. ' o 7
Diagnostic Reading Scales. Monterey, CA: 1-6 . S1ght Vocabu]ary.
CTB/McGraw-HiTl1, 1963.. : S . ‘Phonic, Analysis
"Burrell Ana]ys1s of Reading Difficulty. 1-6 : Slght Vocabulary
~ New York: Harcourt, Brace, Jovanovich, 1955, §QQQ]ngna1ys1s_
, eading Rate
Gates- MaCGlnltlegReadlngglests Los 1-12 ~  Reading Rate
Angeles: Western Psych01091ca1 Serviees, _ : A T

' G11more OralAReadlngglest

1965

New York

- HarCOurt Brace, Jovanovich, 1968.

}.Bobbs -Merrill;

_1970
_S11ent Reading D1agnost1cglests, Ardmore;
PA: Mered1th Corporation, 1970. s
pache Diagnostic Reading_ Sca]es Néw'?ork}
CTB/McGraw-H1 5
]j

Gray Oral Read1ng Test

Ind1anapo]1§; IN:
1963 '

e

'v1dua1 Ach1evement Test

C1rc1e Pines, MN: Amer1can Guidance Serv1ce,

»
J ° .."'r

Lt

Sight Vocabulary
, Phonic Analysis,

Read1ng Rate

-:: Read1ng Rate

ﬁéadihg Rate

“sjght Vocabulary

[ A
k)

x4 !

*sight Vocabulary

Phonic Analysis

" Sight Vocabulary

Phonic Analysis

: Read1ng Rate
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Table 3 (Continued) . & -

~ é?édés' : -",zfyp'é O‘F §k1:| ERE

Test and Publisher . Appropriate Examined -
Stantord Diagnostic Reading Tést. New . .1-12. . "sight Vocabulary
.. York: Harcourt Brace, Jovanov1ch 1977 o Phonic Analysis
ey | e “© ° Reading Rate
W1de'Range hchievement festv(ﬁévise&)' e ._k-fé.v'_ Sight vaeésaiafy

“Wilmington, DE: Guidance Associates of _ co R
‘De1aware, 1976. _ : TR R

Woodcock- Johnson Psycho-£d. Battery  preschool-.  $ight Vocabulary
{Tests of Achievement). Hingham MA: . College -~ Phonic Ana]ys1s ‘

Teaching Resources , 1977.

Woodcock Reading Mastery Tests . Circle - 14i2 . 7 S1ght Vocabu1ary <

4 Pines,; MN: American Guidance Serviée; 1973: : Phon1c Analys1s-

Reading Comprehiension

Whether cons1dered in oral or s11ent reading contexts, read1ng compre-

| '. hens1on is def1ned as the process by wh1ch the 1deas and meaning 1ntended by

Read1ng comprehens1on cogs1sts of two 1eve1s 6?'§eF?6FﬁéhEei

A. Literal: uaaéesfaaa%ag information which appears directly in the
written materia] e.g., summar1zing 1deas, anSwering quest1ons

read; the reader demonstrates the ab111ty to expand upon~and

geneka11ze from: the written material, e.g., noting cause-effect

re1at1onsh1ps ~drawing conc]us1ons, Judg1ng accuraey, d1st1ngu1sh-

—~—
ing between fact and opinion, making pred1ct1ons
Discussion ;
A reader appears to - comprehent written t?*ﬁ,wb§ﬂ he or she eanfgnger-

stand, confirm, disprove, summarize and/or infer from the ideas presented -by. .
the author Read1ng comprehens1on 1s an equa11y 1mportant dimension to the

»Read1ng Skills. : =

Lm
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- It is {mportant to keep a number of factors in mind when considering

-'How well a particular: student  comprehends written text. Research has shown

that readers comprehend best when these elements'are present both in the text

‘and ‘the :reading act:

1. deghee of compatibility and:-"match” between the Tanguage and vo-
cabulary of the students and that of the author and text; - =~
2. relative clarity and "density" of the concepts being déveloped

in the text by the author; -

3. relative predictability ("redundancy") of the syntactic structures
‘ and concepts of the text; ; -

".7.%.. the specific expectations.of the student reader upon first inter=
acting with:the text, i.e.,.to learn, confirm, disprove, summarize,
retell or infer from the ideas presented; and - -~

‘5. the range of options or reading strategies held by the reader which

.tan be flexibly, employed depending upon his/her intent and needs.
vl . 3 _f . o ..' . :

7

. -,
KA

Evaluation of a particular student's level of reading comprehension;

whether at the literal or inferential levels, will be most successful when a
variety of passages with significant portions of text are utilized. Whénever

possible, the determination of a student's ability to draw meaning from a_

~written:passage should occur within lengthier passages from a variety of authors

and sources: >
. Tk o

Table 4 Contains an arbitrary selection of tests and strategies that

can be used to determine the reading comprehension ability of students sus-
pected of haying a specific learning disability. Each has been profiled as
to grade apf@ropriateness and the particular level(s) of comprehension it addresses:

Rgain, diagnostic persons seeking a.more comprehensive but not norm-referenced

strategy should consider Goodmatk -and Burke's Reading Miscue Inventory.

Table 4

. Some Useful Tests for
' Evaluating Reading Comprehension

e Appropriate  _ Type of
Test and Publisher Grades Comprehension

e
¥

nostic Inventories: « North __  Preschool - Literal

.. BiTlerica, MA: Curriculum Associates, 1976, 12
'5,.19775‘197§’-1980‘

" -Diagnostic Reading Scales. Monterey, CA: 16 Literal =

- CTB/McGraw-HilT, 1963. - . ; Inferential

-36-
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- Table 4 (Continued) -

Appropr1ate " Type of

.,.'” i - ) ’
Test ahdgﬁﬁb113héf - . Grades Comprehension
,,,L,,,,‘,,i_,,,,,,f,_, o 7” B e ,
Durrell Analysis-of Reading Difficulty. New 1=6 ' Literal
York: Harcourt, Brace, JoVanovichf 1955, - o
3 Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests. Los Ange1es - 1-12  Literal
v " Western Psychological Services; 1965 - - '
( ading - New York Harcourt, - 1-8-  Literal
Brace, Jovanov1ch 1968. ‘ ; :
Gray Oral Read1nq,1est Indianapo11s, IN: ~ 1-College  Literal

Bobbs-Merrill, 1963;

~ Peabody Individual Achieve Test: G1rc1e 1-12 - Literal
Pines; MN: American Gu1dance Service, 1970. ' :

Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test. New York: | 1=2 Literal
Harcourt; Brace; Jovanovich 1977. . ' . o Inferential
Test of Adolescent Language. CAustin, TX: .62 . Literal -
Pro-Ed, 1980. JEERE R © - Inferential

* Test of Reading Comprehension. Aagtiﬁ; T™X: 112 . Literal
Pro-Ed, 1978. I o T L Inferent1a1
Woodcock=Johnson Psycho= Educationa1 Batteny . Preschool=" . Litera1

{Tests of Achievement). Hingham, MA: Teaching College
Resources, 1977.

Circle Pines,; - S 1-12 - Literal
MN: Amer1can Guidance Serv1ce 1973. , ' .

Of the seven achievement areas now 1dent1f1ed as-being keys. to 1so1at-
. ing a severe discrepancy in school=age c£11dren written expression presents ‘
the largest series of qUestgons What i ~meant by written express1on in the

context of the state and federal definition? How is written expression accurately
evaluated in terms of ‘a particular student's language and experience? What

* Written Expression

strategies and instruments are powerful enough to measure written expression

beyond simple "editing skills" 1ike spelling and punctuation?. €Elearly, it may

take a series of contested decisions about students identified as being learn-
ing disabled in.this specific achievement area before suitable guidelines are
developed. For .the moment, the following ideas and procedures are suggested to

examine a student S perfbrmance in written expression. - ’

4
&
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Definition . = ° Lo o .

© Written Expression is the ability to use one‘s oWn graphic symbol Sys-.
tem to clearly communicate ideas, thoughts and feelings in a meaningful way. .-

____Z i

five basic'writing areas: '

In‘order to write meaningfully; a person must be competent in at least

A. Mechanical = to form letters, words; numerals, and sehtences in a \.
Tegible manner; R s o K -

; B. Productive - to generate enough meaningful senterees to express
‘ _onﬁss'tﬁoughts, feelings; and opiniqns adequately; . K
C. Conventional - to write in compliance with accepted standards of
 style, especially those governing punctuation; capitalization,
format, and spelling; . ' D

<L

D. Linguistic - to use acceptable English syntactic, morphological, =~ ".~
- and semantic elements; and - KR o
E. .Cognitive - to express ideas, opinions, and thoughts in a creative
and organized way, including writing at an expected level of

™ s — . ‘ ‘ “‘Ay .; - ' : ' v"l!;':.~(.”l
Discussion - S G SRS

RN
L4

jiriting to express one's ideas; concepts and feelings meaningfully is

the result of a carefully articulated developmental process. In the -past ten

years ; researchers 1ike Donald Graves, Janet Emig and James Britton have pains- . -
takingly studied how writing appears and grows in children. The results of

~ their work are critical for any diagnostician charged with the task of formally
evaluating, the written expression of students suspected of being leairning dis-
abled. Britton (1970) and-Graves' (1978, 1980) work in particular underscore

how unreliable a picture one gets of a child's written expression-if only
standardized achievement instrument subtests are used to evaluate it. For more.

is happening in the child's use of language and thinking when he or she puts . .
a pencil to paper than such tests have ever conceptualized. o
Effective, meaningful writing at any age requires the interaction of

‘éééﬁxé?,fﬁé five component skills mentioned above. However; it is quite naturai;'

for poor performance in several of the areas to be demonstrated by young, de-
veloping authors. Some diagnosticians have argued that poor performance in_

any one component area (such as 1 randrTting-or~spelling) would not usualty -
suggest a_problem in written expression, unless it could be demonstrated that '

this single low ability is significantly interfering with the student's ability

to express himself in writing. Current research has cast doubt on whether even
that condition can be accurately.judged. Younger children, for example, invent

~ their own conventions for syntax and spelling; while these appear quite differ-
ent from adult discourse, they are necessary preconditions to developing more

conventional writing forms. , 7

RN

A
Wrd
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It is essent1a1 to keep the deve]opmenta1vnatur€ of wr1t1ng in m1nd
while: examining the products of written expression. The influence of each of
the fiye components changes with le rn1ng and. maturat1on The mechanical .and

f-.primary -inspructional: -focus during the -~

, conventional, components 'Seem_to be’
W early. e]ementary grades,; while the remajning components receive increased -

- attention .as. thé student progresses_in- school . S1m11ar1y, the student's per-

brings to the written product sh1fts frof

e cohcerns are se]dom addressed by standard1zed

ception of how much ‘another re

a:'ch11dhood to adolescence. Thgf

subaect1ve mode]s to deve1op an accurate prof11e of a student wr1ter s a5111t1es

Z ’,“ ’. .‘r.-v

- Emabllng Procedures

(I ) Ve ..
+ ! r-A .

Tab1e 5 11sts a number of tests and strateg1es that could be used to

o beg1n to. evaluate the five various: ‘components of written expression. The grades ERa

for_which the tests:. are appropriate ‘and the components of meaningful wr1t1ng
eva]uated by each are. 1nc1uded R o I PR RS

. \
LI

S .
<O

o ‘Tables
Some Usefu] Tests for ,
‘Evaluating Written Express1on

S BRI

Appropr1ate © Components

S #' Tests and Piblishers Grades: . Evaluated
B£i§ance;Dié§nost4culnventorles North R Preschoo1:. Conventional
- Billerica, MA: Curr1cu1um Associates, 1980(B). = 12. - 'aMechanical
- Larsen-Haimmill Test of Written Spe111ng - , 1-8 :1H . Conyéntional 5]'
‘ Aust1n, TX Pro-Ed, 1976 ST E . o _ : {spelling)
Peabody Individual Achievement,Testi circle . - 1-12 Conventional
‘Pines, MN: American Guidance Service, 1970 (PIAT). , (spelling)
Picture Story Language Test. New York: Grune & 2-11 Conventional
Stratton; 1965 {PSCT). S o Productive
' - L Cognitive
S o | . B Linguistic
S11nger1and Screen1ngﬁTests for Ident1fz;ng 1-6 Wiﬁ ;f Mechan1caﬂ_ EE
Children with Specific Language Disability. SO Mo
Cambridge, MA: Educators Pub11sh1ng Service, . K ' -
1962-1974 (S). . |
Test of Adolescent Langyage i\ustins TX: — 6-12 Linguistic '
Pro-Ed, 1980. , R
Test of Written English. Novato, CA: Academic -6 Conyéntjona[: o
Therapy PubTications; 1979 (TWE): Productive
T , ‘ Cognitive
Linguistic
Ap .
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. their experiments by repétition. at this concrete stage; the "awareness" of

© . Table 5 Lontinued)

LU
A O

et

T Appropriate Components . .. .
oo = Tests and Publishers . =~ - ' Grades = - Evaluated L

PR s - e D * R .
,,,5..9 7 X : : S R el

 ¥Test of Written Language.: Austin, TX: Pro=Ed, -+ 3-8 - Mechanicat -
T : - ' S ’ . Productive -

Cognitive .

Linguistic

* Wide Range Achievement Test {Revised). : . .
.- Wilmington, DE: Guidance Agéociatﬁk‘of,De]aware;_' ;o - (spelling) -
1976 (WRAT) . e . . 0D

-

Woodcocke Johnson Psycho-Edicational Battery - - - Preschool=.  Conventional

- [Tests of Achicvement):  Hingham, MA: Teaching . College ~  ‘Linguistic
- Resources, 1977 .{W-3).. L P ‘ o
: - . B ' ’

‘%It is possible for the TOWL to be administered to secondary students. However,

this must be done cautiously since validity.and reliability information is not
available for students older .than 14 .years, 5 months. S
: S o= “u

- = 7

. - —an? R ; : o
. s - T oL o
e . P2 . o : B L
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_ , ~ Mathematics Calculation AT

 BGth mathematics calculation.and the next area to be discussed} mathe-
matical reasoning, have been arbitrarily separated in_the definition of Tearn-
.ing disabilities being examined here. It is not really possible. to separate:

the calculation aspects from the reasoning:aspects of mathematics without agree:.,bg;

fng fo'a fairly "wooden’ notion of what mathematics is all about. -Mathematics
is far more than the.stilted memorization of basic "facts" that have no meaning.
‘in isolation: " For.this reason, any examination of mathematics must begin with

- the assumption that it is a dynamic learning area where discovery, manipulation . ;
: . : .'i‘;;'

~and understanding are necessary features.

*No one teaches mathematics specifically for the purpose of enabling

Students to pass tests in mathematics!  AS'Biggs and Maclean have argued, three
powerful aims are the, foundation of mathematics learning: (1) to free students, -
" however yeung or old; .to think for ‘themselves; (2) to provide opportunities.for

them to discover the order, pattern, and relations which are the very essence
of mathematics; not only in the -man.made world, but in the natural world-as

~well; and (3) to train students in the necessary skills.

Chiildren Seerto ‘go through three distinct.phases in their mathematical -

* development: - the exploration stage; the awareness ‘stage; and the refining and -
‘mastering stage.  They need time to discover, to 'explore; to play with phys;ical

equipment on their own. ,IfigiVéh[SUfficientﬂtime;torgxﬁé?imeht and to verify
B |

’ | P T ®
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pattern and structure becomes 1ntu1ttv:1y a part of them in somewmore than -

others, of course; but a very necessary¥yskill to develop, no. matter to what

degree. . The "ref1n1ng and mastery" stage marks the transformation from. the

concrete and intuitive ‘phases to.the.abstract form of mathematics: precise

language; both written afd spoken, writing-and solving equations with an under—

@qgr:‘ ~standing and active use of the properties of mathematics, understandirg the:
S p;ggert1es of geometric f1gures, spat1a1 percept1ons, and symmetr1es (NAIS

The understand1ng and assessment of a- student s mathemat1ca1 ab111t1es

must'he in‘#mne with this developmental process. R1g1d presumptions about the

){ ~nature of ‘¢alculation or reason1ng could 1ead to mis- d1agnoS1s(

oy

| D'etini'ti'on

strategies by

Mathemat1cs ca1cu1at1on 1nc1udes those processes a

“which one shows an understanding of the means tg-reach an ar1thmet1c computa- P
tion so1ut1on iy * SR E . S

e ELON

Broad]y stated, such strateg1es 1nc!ude the concrete or rote man1pu1a-
tion of objects, sets, numbers and patter in order to reach an appropr1ate :

so1ut1on S

w’,,"'

Discussion _l', ;:, } ST e _ f;; j, ,d C

i !'-'

wider conceptua1 ‘base of "averag1ng,9 "d1fferences," "greater/1esser," and re-

lated operations. It 1nc1udes the identification and understanding of a unique
_symbol.system: +; -, x, +,' %, >,- <, etc. "More importantly, it assumes -full
“knowledge. of the base 10- system, and ‘the-fact that’ problems can be resolved by.

one, two or many intermediate steps. . The ca1cu1at1ons may require such opera- -

t1onsfas count1ng or_ computation, and may involve a variety of. content, 1nc1ud-
ing wholeanmbers, fractions, dec1ma1s, percents, and. the 11ke s

) Typ1ca11x, ca1cu1at1on sk111s are demonstrated through the use of a

pencil and paper. format in which_ tang1b1e assistance (e.g., use of fingers, .
- .=.-+ marks on paper, etc:.)-can be utilized by the student. Thus, mental abstractions
"% are minimized. 1In addition, mathematics calculation tasks.require only the

determination of the correct answer ta-the computational tasks; no,app11cat]ons :

6r §éﬁera11zat1ons are requ1red as is the case with mathemat1cs reason1ng tasks.

& _7-’-- .

in the forma1 evaluation sett1ng V#SW‘
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EnabllnggPracedures L .

Table, 6 1nﬁ1udes some poss1b1e assessment instruments that could be

'used‘to evaluate the mathematics calculation skills of suspected learning

‘disabled students.’ One should not overlook the many.informal strategies avail-

. able‘for vexamining ‘these skills as well. Work samples 1n part1cu1ar prov1de
- good: evidence of problem areas.

© Table 6
© Some Usefui Tests for = ¢
Eﬁalﬁat1ng Mathematics Calculation

e L T T S Appropriate
,?f: o . Tests and Pub1ishers : o Grades-
| Ba!'@ Educatlon314$klllsglnventorys Math. Torrance, éAa Winch K=6
and Assoctates, 1972-1973, : ,
. a“ - -
Y 'Br1gance D1agh6st1c Inventories. North B111er1ca ‘MA: : - Preschool-
. _gEurr1eu1um Associates; 1976 1977, 1978, 1980. - 12
o :=5fsiiié£16ﬁgnxu10f Basic Sk111s i Nevato, CA Academ1c Therapy = 16
RN Pub11cat1ons, 1976 e 5 o :
a Keymath Diagnostic” Ar1thmet1c41est, " tircle Pines; MN: Amerjtah K-8
- Guidance Servrce 1971 ] ; Coow :
Stanford. Q]agnost1c Mathemat;cs Test NéW'Ydrk: Harcourt, S 112
- Brace, Jovanovich, 1976.  ° .- S ;m.: ‘{ ST
'SteenburgenAQyiEkiﬁafEASEEéenlngfTestﬁi’Novato, CA: Academ1c | 1-6
Therapy Pub11cat1ons, 19%? _ L a

'AW1de Range Ach1evement Test (Rev1se41 H?Tﬁ?ﬁétéﬁ;‘DEi
' Gu1danee Associates of De1aware, 1976 '

NééﬂﬁéékgdohnsongEsycho Edueat1ona1 Battery (Tests of ~ Pres hoo]-_y

Ach1evement), H1ngham@’MA Teach1ng Resources, 1977. Co]]e@e ¢
' . : - . v = » T 71 B /

Mathematics Reasoning .

RS - Th1s final area of ach1evement is 1nt1mate1y re1ated to ca1cu1at1on :
- ’*and is beth numer1ca1 and non-numer1ca1 sl
?L ’ :f,’jl} i [ ;"*
v ' "‘?‘* ‘ : S P
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. ~ Mathematics reason1ng is the demonstrated ab111ty*to emp1oy mathemat1-
ca1 facts, concepts, 1aws and operations to achieve appropriate so1ut1ons to -

aéfiﬁitiaﬁ

.‘;‘ . ‘;cm.“.

”

A;' AsSensegofgbrder;andAPéiiénn, being freed from the more mag1ca1
: 1nterpretat1ons -of the non- mathemat1ca1 wor1d ‘

(oo ]l

. An Understand1ngfof the Natire of the Probleni: be1ng aware of fvi:_

“how particuTar problems require an 1dent1f1eation of the bas1c,x
quest1on pos ed and the 1n?erred solution. - .

C. E: shion Good § , :
'aware of the feas1b111ty of some strateg1es for prob1em so1v1ng s
“and the poor prospects of others for each prob]em
. . D. Persistence and Re-Inyest1gat1ng a Solution: "a sense of-knowing
- how or when a part1eu1ar .Strategy is moving away from the possible
_ so]ut1on and thus pursuifig a different approaeh 3
E.'glf;'ffi to Employ the Most *7777777> trategy, be]ng aware of
the most econom1ca1 way to reach the solution for a prob1em
' Discussion- L

It is 1mportant that both types of mathemat1c5sperformance be eya1uated

since it is not always poss1b1e to predict performance in mathematics calcula-

~ tion from one's-.performance in mathematics reason]nglfand7y1cefversa More )
J-1mportant1y, some students show poor performance in mathematics calcula¥ion but

do qu1te we]] 1n tasks 1nvo1v1ng concepts and reason1ng strategies. i

: A
; "When perform1ng mathemat1cs reason1ng tasks, the-student must typically
“'consider mathematical facts and -concepts; calculate the solutian, and finally -

apply the solution in an accurate, appropriate manner. The student must there- =

fore isolate the 1mportant information needed.to solve the task; usua11y through ' 

mak1ng inferences or. applications to the real “world: Often, mathematical rea-

soning can be evidenced best by a student's ability to app1y strateg1es and
concepts to a variety of tasks and problems.

, . wh11e ‘the student may at t1mes use paper and penc11 to arrive at the'
v solution, menjal abstraction and genera11zat1on is emphasized iry the perform-

‘ance of mathemat1cs reasoning tasks. « Essentially; highér level -aBstractions_ -

are required, rather than merely concrete mathematical calculation (where only.

the solution is required). Mathematics reasoning often-includes problems which

- ‘vequire the use of such processes as mental problem solving, measurement; read-
~ing graphs and tables, money and budgeting and re1at§d problems

()
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Enab11ng Procedures 5-'“‘ | '1 T 7 o o
s R . T . ,)’i-
Tab1e 7 conta1ns severa1 standard1zed tests that havgfp[gvgn to be

¥ % useful 1n evaluating the mathematical -reasoning abilities of students. Informal
,strateg1es would a1so be useful 1n eva]uat1ng these ab111t1es in- conaunct1on

"

A .' " LI ;
S ' 71 e 7: ' |
- 7 Tests Useful in
: Eva]uat1ng Mathémat1c§ Reason1n§
A ' Appropriate
~ Tests ahd Pub]ishgné_ - _ o Grades
Keyiiath Diagnostic Avithietic Test. Circle Pines, MN: American K-8
Guidance Service, 1971. L
Peabody mdmdua1,,-Acmevemeﬁt Test. Circle Pines; MN: b1z
American Guidance SérviCE, 1970.. - .‘ ' : -
e Stanford D1aghbst1c Mathematics Test New York “Harcoun¢ 1-12
-~ Brace, dovanov1ch 1976 : ' . |
k-dJoh uBaiiéEy,iiéStser Preschool-
Achievement), Hingham; :MA: Teaching Resources; 1977 College

" | Using the Checklist

The Checklist deve1oped since January by part1c1pants in the tearn1ng

. Disabilities Institute includes a section that focuses,on achievement Tevel:
The IEPC or mu1t1d1sc1p11nary ‘team can.use this portion of the Checklist to )
document the ways. that the student’ S ach1evement level has been determined and -

what conclusions have been reached. The full’ Checklist appears 1n the Appendix

[ ]
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. ﬁcﬁlevement Levels e

“For'each achlevement area; - 1nd1cata whether a fu11 1nvest1gat10n was warranted
or not If an assessment was conducted; - 1nd1cate the instruments or strate-

gies and provide results:
exp1anat1on

I

i

 Results/Comments '+ -

o . .
o \«' . -
. . .

S i PO

1]
|

I Gra1 Express1an

»

If no fu ther eva1uatien was done, provide an Ly

(procedures)
T

chy L - T

3.

‘ "
;
!

II Listéning Comprehénsion

(procedures)

I11: Baslciﬁgﬂiﬁgﬂﬂdlléi, ST

r(procedures)

IV. Reamifig Comprehension:

{procedures)

T FCRR R
- . -
3
l

V. iritten Expressjon:

(procedures) ’

—
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CWas it . .
‘Suspected? ~« - Results/Comments . .~

VI Mathematic54Calculation N ; ]
(‘rocedures) o D - L o ) v

[y
i
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w., NI
L4

Vii Mathematics’ Reasoninggj |- o . - o
(procedures) » SN B

o : | ' REFERENCES
D . - b : ot -"-,;_ S - - * NS
Britton James., Languagé and Experience.  Coval Gables; FL:.University of Miami
Press, 1971: e ' R P o

:"f7 Br1tton James- &t a1 ' The_Development:s

tondon Schoo]s Counc11 Res?arch Reports, 1969 , 1,;:; _ :_- '";>71‘

Graves Dongld ‘ The Early Dév@1opmént of: Writing. A C]ose-Uptstudy. Research
Reports to the National Institute of Education, 1978 .and 1980 ;f;

P Johnson, D. J " and Myklebust H R Learn1ng Disab111ties Educat1ona1 Pr1nci-
_.ples’ and Practices. Wew York Grune and'Stratton;_§9§8 ]

Salvia, J.-and J. E. Ys%leyke Lﬁggeséﬁéﬁf.iﬁﬂSﬁé&iélgiﬁﬂgkéﬁédiéigEggiéiioﬁ;
£ - )

. ~ : :Boston: Hou§ﬁton M1 11n, 1978 ; .
o L T A
. S v A §
PR o
B ;{ i
T B (}' k}
SRS S |
S B i N
;J ' A =3
. . i ;
. . R b
/ ‘;_ﬁ. : }‘
-~ ~ 2" N o
B 8 '




“existence-of a severe

! ) It 15 not enough to 1dent1fy whether a d1fference exists between a.

student's. ab1l1ty level _and: h1s or her perfOrmance in the broad achievement

“areas ‘noted in Chapter Two. In order for a‘student to be further-considered

for spec1al education. programs and services for the learning disabled, the

- between abil1ty and achigvement must be-

established by the multidiscip 1nary deam.. The theoretical basis for de scrib-

ing this severe dlscrepancy mustbe” rooted’ outside a strict mathematicai formula. -
Recent court decisions in some states have established clear precedent for the . =

‘severe discrepancy. to be’ founded on more than simple calculation by fOrmulae‘

1nvolving IQ scores:” -

This chapter presents a comprehens1ve d1scu§s1on of the concept of

 severe d1scﬁbpancy developed by .the Learn1ng Disabilities Institute and sug-

. gested for widespread use in. M1chigan s schools. The second portion of the .
ad1scuss1on 1dent1f1es some. procedures that might be employed to. determ1ne 1f a;

: ablHtyand school achievement that cannot’ ‘be explained by statistical factorsl?,'
and is clinically important. How does one determine whether statistical factors

- regression toward the mean, and the problemrtermed test error (pr1marTl

[ﬂefJnltlon

Severe discrepaH§¥;1s ind1cated by a marked d1fference between a stu- fl;’i?ﬂ

“dent’s ab1lity Tevel and achievement (in one or more of the seven-areas des- "

cribed) that is statistically significant and has educational 1mportancefas
determined by the. 1nd1V1dual1zed educat1onal plann1ng comm1ttee (IEPC)

'i’

ﬂetermlnlng4519n1f1cance and Importance

By def1n1t1on a severe discrepancy is a marked d1fference between *

are influencing the appearance of the d1screpancy? What const1tutes educational:,

o 1mportance? SR e nloe - EL

o, Statistical Factors to be Cons1dered

~ Two stat1stical factors are pr1mar1ly 1mportant the phenomenbb:called;.;'

dependent variable {such as academic

s i
question of test reliability and the rel1ab1l1ty of test differences).
factors require close exam1nat1on .

Regression Effects . ) -

Regression Toward the Mean. akhe regress1on effect means that when a -

h1evement is pﬁed1cted from a correlated

‘ o

3 -
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measure (such as_an Inte111gence Quet1ent or IQ) the pred1cted va1ue of the
- dependent variable will; on the average, regress toward the mean (McLeod, 1978

i55?i~m4~1979)<~'Bue ‘to.the“phenoménon of regression; a measured 1Q (or Mental Age) s

- not a.valid index of educational achievement, unless the student s IQ is 100.

Tab1e 1 exam1nes th1s effect for certa1n ranges of scores .

': S P n(
/ S Tabied
4 IQRange Mean Educational Quotient
Voo 7130-139 0 - 123.6 o
- 120-129 - 118.4
' 110-119 o 109.1 x a |
4 100-109 - o130
90-99 . . . . 951 ¢ S
'80+89 Sl ' 89.6

©70-79 839

E

xc/*  Thisfigure, based on sinulated data provided by Heleod (1979, p. 325), °
Shaws. the educational quotient (EQ) that is likely expected for each of the -

1nd1cated IQ ranges:® It is easy to see that in all cases, except for the norm

’fange of.100, the expected Educational Quotient has regressed toward the mean._-p

This certa1n1y suggests that the expected achievement of students with IQ's
found to- be above average is less-.than typically expected in terms of their
- 1Q:. The matter is. further:underscored by the fact that students with IQ' s be1ow
. the average range is actua11y greater than expected 1n terms of their IQ '

'w111 be‘"underach1evers" Qr 1earn1ng d1sab1ed than students with below” average

1Q's. Logically then,. sfudents with higher. IQ s_have:a much greater chance of-

_ being selected as 1earn1ng ‘disabled; than:students ‘with 10wer IQ' s when a formu1a,:?a
' such as “i%ﬁ—g -5= Expected Educat1ona] Ach1evement S : v-*:

~ _The regress1on effect whenever poss1b1e, shou]d be cons1dered whenever
determ1n1ng the presence_of a severe discrepancy. While it is not poss1Q]ev
to provide precise guidelines with respect to the regression phenomenon; it v;,'“
would be beneficial to keep its effects in mind:. For example; if an IEPE is

comparing the ab111ty and achievement.levels of a student with .superior cogni-

tive abilities, it is important to know that the ach1evement Tevels will not -
always be exactly consistent with the'ability level." Since the cogn1t1ve ,
achievement tests used are most 1ikely not perfectly correlated, there will:
. ' probably be some regression toward the mean by the achievement scores. AS a
result; it may be unrealistic to expect any student's achievement scores to be
at the same level as his or her above average cogn1t1ve ab111t1es 'simply due to

~ statistical factors alone. - | o e

‘I4hile the data shown in Table 1 is s1mu1ated for 111ustrat1ve purposes, th1s
regression effect has been demonstrated eﬁp1r1ca11y by Yu1e Rutter Berger
and Thompson, 1974 . R
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: A. re1ated though oppos1te s1tuat1on may exist for students w1th be1ow
~average abilities: Theig measured achievement levels may - be :above their actua]
: ~cognitive® ibilities -Both-situations: require some’ thought§u1

;Judgment on the part of the IEPE S : i !

Test Error Factors JL

!

o Test Error. A11 scores obta1ned from tests. are mere1y est1mates of
one's "true" score. Thatv1s, due to test error, there is always some d1fference

between an iﬁdividua1 s "true” score and his/her ‘obtained -score; Test error

‘may be systematic {consistent) or randem (incorSistent), (Salvia & Ysseldyke,

1978). " Such factors as test length, test-retest interval, guessing by examinee; -

" variations. within. testing situations, and skill of examiner, will affect the
re11ab111ty of tests and, consequent]y, the amount of test error.

T : The degree Qf,déYlﬁﬁ‘Qﬂ due to error for an obtdined score is repre- .-
sented by its "stanaard error of measurement." The standard error of measure-.

“ment establishes a zone of confidence within wh1ch a true score falls 68%

(approximate]y 2/3)of the time. For example,ithe standard error of measure-

ment. for the Verbal IQ of the WISC-R is 4 1.Q:. points. TherefOre, if one obtains L

a Verbal IQ of 94; there is.a 68% chance that the person S "true" score falls.
within: the .1Q range of 90-98. .

The prob1em of test error is. compounded when one compares ‘data from

‘gwo different tests. For examp1e, to determine whether a severe discrepancy’

exists, the typical procedure is to compare the scores obtained from 1nte111-

dence tests withgscores from achievement tests. But when scores from two
different tests are compared, the discrepancy score is.usually less reliable
than the single scores from gither test alone (McLeod, 1978; Sa1v1a & Ysseldyke,
i 1978). _In other words; when scores grom tests which are not perfectly corre-
s lated are’ compared the amount of "test" error accelerates: The data prOV1ded
~ < by. McLeod (1978; p. 13) and presented 1n Tab1e 2 in s11ght1y fodi fied form

clarifies this péiﬁt | e T &

- Tabl é' 2 R
| oo L standard
.. Observed - "True"- - Error of7;7~ o
T T . Scores .Scores Measurement
s 1 100 81 %o 109
YR . .9 8lto 99 |
iQ:EQ' © 10 =3 to 423 13

E .

'a’Tab1e 2 demonstrates that wh11e the standard error of measurement for both the . l

IG and ‘EQ (ach1evement) scores is 9 points; the error measure 1ncreases to-

approximately 13-points when the two scores are compared. In this case, it is

 difficult to determine if a severe discrepancy exists between the student's IQ

~and,'EQ s1nce, due to the test error factor, the d1fference may be e1ther non- -
' ex1stent ( 3) or relatively severe (+23) Lk

i
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The IEPC team then is confronted with a prob]em When one compares

- It - imperfectly corre1ated tests—to estab]ish whether a severe d1screpanoy

o

L

_“of_error possible -in the difference between the scores from two d1fferent tests
(A and. B for example) is a funct1on of four d1st1nct factors : .

,,,,,,,,,,,,

".the surface there would appear to be a discrepancy. As indicated by Ban1e1son

andeauer (1978), at least one person who responded to the proposed use of a

formula to detérmine learning disabilities felt that " . . . no more than 25%

~ of ‘those -identified as learning :disabled by the (then proposed _ federal L.D.)

formula would be so identified.in an 1ndependent replication of the procedure”
(p, 167). If this presumption is jrue, it exemp11f1es the significant and
often underest1mated, effects of test error|

"Test error does comp11cate the dec1s1on mak1ng process The amount .

The re]1ab111ty of test A
The reliability of test B
The correlation between test A and test B

D1fferences 1n group norms

BN

Carefu1 cons1derat1on of these four factors w111 result 1n 1ncreased valid
dec1s1on making regard1ng severe d1screpancy :

B} Wh1]e the prob]ems 1nvo]ved in compar1ng tests with d1fferent normat1ve
“"samples usually cannot be controlled {unless an instrument with a common norima-_
tlvefpase71s7used237therefare considerations and statistical procedures for
cons1der1ng ‘the other factors These w111 be discussed Tater in th1s chapter

e

' ~ Other Considerations
e : y
‘In add1tion to cons1derat1on of the phenomenon of regress1on to then

11sh1ng whether or not a severe d1screpancy exists:

'"*‘_l(ij"Use of Comparab]e Der1ved Scores,

V(?)'fAvo1dance of Age-based and Grade-based normat1ve data “for comﬁgﬁgv,

;.par1son, S P i
ﬂ»é '“{é): F1ex1b1e €r1ter1on Leve]s for. "Severe D1screpancy."' '

Each of these three cons1derat1ons deserves careful attent1on

Comparab]e types of der1ved scores must,be4#uxL4chompare4ablllty :
1eve1 and achievement ‘(Hanna, Dyck & Holen, 1979). A sound system of compar-

—~

ing ability level and achievement must be based on equal measurement units (such .

-as standard scores), and not on.scores Which 1ack equal intervals, such as age_

aﬁa grade equivalents; ratio 1Q's; and percentile ranks. (see Hanna; et al, 1979,

for an explication of this point): . Standard scores with a'mean of 100 and

standard deviation of 15-are recommended and used in this manual: This type

of standard score is. suggested because it is the type frequent1y employed in
1nte111gence tests, and 1s therefore re]at1ve1y fam111ar to many profess1onals

: :

]
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However , focal personnel may prefer to use other k#nds of standard scores (e g.,

7 scores;-T scores, normal curve equ1va1ents, etc.). This s acceptable since -
the use of any normalized standard score has - the same u1t1maté effect. :

Percent11e rank scores can be easi]y converted 1nto norma]ized standard

scores through use of a single table. Table 3 provides data for such a con--

~ versipn. For example, assume that a youngster achieved a score at the 17th. - ;

pércentile on a reading test. This wou]d convert to a standard sqore of 86.

Tab]e 3*

o , . NORMALIZED STANDARD SCORE.
SR ‘ CONVERSIONS FRQM PERCENTILE RANKS
- Percentile Stahdé}d e ,,Percent11e Standard "~ Percentile Standard
‘Rank-~ ~ Secore _aRank ~  Score ~ Rank -Score
0 99..........135 K ' 66..... .....106
98. .. 0000130 65.......... 106
97....:.:..:128 7 S T S 10
96....:: iav.:126 63..::..::::.:105
95.......:.:125 62, .. 105
9.......... 123 61.........:.104
93.......... 122 60 ... 104
92.. ... 121 59. .. ....... 103
) 120 S 1 103
90..::::00ss 119 Y A 103
89.. 0.0 118 o ] 102
88..::::::::118 ) B . i 102
87......00:.117 0 & 54....:..::.:102
86.......... 116 . 53. i iiain 101
85... ..., 116 B Y 101
84.......... 115 ) IR T 100
83.. ... 114 L5800 100
82.../.;;;;;'1']:4‘ 49......,...100
8l......0:t 113 48 i 99
80....:..0:0113 47 .coiiii0 99
790000000112 46......:... 98
78. . .. 112 a5.......... 98
17......0... 111 a4, .. ..., 98
76. . .. 111 83.... .. 97
75.....0in 110 42...... ... 97
78,5 ..:..::110 . 41, ......::: 97
730000000 1069. - 40.::::.00: 9€
72.......:..109 39 96
71.......00.. 108. 38 i 0095
70 ......... 108 37 95
69.. .. ... 107 . 36.. .. 95
68..;;;;.;;;102,‘ 35 ---------- 94
67;;;;;;;;;;107' 34 ---------- 94
*Sgurce: Dunh & Narkwardt 1970 p 95

IGH



/ s frequent]y based on
age exi ctancy, should not be compared to achievement test data.that has. been

{ grade expectancy:. If.a legitimate comparison is to
be made; both apt1tude and achievement data must be based on -the same normative
-base: Since most 1§ tests use age as the normative base; it is ‘recommended

that age-based referencing be cons1stent1y used <in the determination process:

-Again, it is acceptable to use grade-based normat1ve data assum1ng that a11

test data use this referenc1ng system - .vbg,ki : S T
;/}_}7~; - There canriot be a rigid criterion Tevel for. the determ1nat1on of "severe o
' discrepancy." This is necessary since the standard error of the differences

between test scores vary with respect to the re11ab111t1es of the tests and pro-

- cedurag used to determine’ abiTity" Tevel-and achievement: ' To the degree poss1b1ef

the educational planning committee should, try to obtain. a: fa1r1y dccurate idea:
of whether a discrepancy between ab111ty Tevel . and ach1evement is the result of -
chance, or a true difference between scores. Table 4 indicates .the approx1mate
standard errgr of difference, ‘expressed in: standard scoré units (average 100,
'standarddeihon =15), when the rehabﬂity co-efficient of:each measure is

known. Thus@¥if two instruments are used which have reliability co-efficients

of .80, the difference between the two would need to be greater than 9.5 standard

‘score po1nts, before the difference between them‘was greater than the standard
error of their d1fference On the other hand; if’ the tests ‘had Tower reliability -
co-efficients (e.qg., .70), a difference of nearly 12 standard score po1nts would

be necessary to establish a 51gn1f1caht d1fference

”}L(See Tab1e 4)

T4
I

-When the d1fference between'two compared scores is greater than the standard

~error of difference, thé probab111ty s h1gh that. the scores are stat1stica11y
different. If the d1fference between two scores exceeds the standard error of
d1fference there 1s 2 high- probability that a severe d1screpancy ex1sts

\

It i% not always poss1b1e however, to establish the exact standard
~error of difference; since it may often be necessary: to use tests and/or" pro-.
* cedures which lack reliability data: When appropriate re11a%111ty data .are not -

available; the following general guidelines may be followed fo help establish

the probab111ty that a marked d1screpancy betWeen ab111ty 1eve1 -and ach1evement-7
SRV TN o o ,:_; , - ”‘ _
If ‘the djfference is 1éss ‘than six (&) standard scoré points; the-

[~} ]}

that is, the d1fference between the scores is not 1arge enough to

be markedly different. - o -

b. If the d1fference is® ‘between approx1mate1y six (6) and twelve (12) e

R ' - standard score points, the probab111ty is fair that the scores are
BCT _ significantly. different--that.is, there may be a s1gn1f1cant
.. T difference between the scores. Further study and examination of
.. T . the student's performance wou]d be” necessary to determ1ne if a
- .severe d1screpancy ex1st o ,

. .-:'i":: :(7 .
-B2= BN
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c.. 1f the diffefence isigreater than twelve {12) standard score points,
AT T A the probabil Mty 15 Hilgh that theiscores are significantly different== "
SO - "thatids; there 15 aihigh 11kelihood that there 1s'a signiffcant =~

S g ‘;w;;dfffé?éVEEJBé£Wééﬁﬁfﬁé;iééiéé; } i : _
' The‘reader fay wish{to refer to Hanna, et'al., (1979a; 1979b), for a more :
" thorough explanatiom\of thé.statistical SUppoft_forfthegabovéﬁgeheraﬂ guide-~ .. .7
Tines: | ¢ . T Lol e Y b
o . 7 777 y .7.‘77 - _73’1, L : ;',' - : ) ; [f\ -
. e ‘Some “Limitatgans . - _ : ! S
" Neither the standard error 0f difference scores. nor the general guide- +

P Tines<shouTd be viewsd rigidly epted blindly as' "criteria” for whether

- .or-not & Severe discrepancy exists: ' The two sets'of -parameters merely indicate
% i“the probability that ’the differefices between scores are_"real” or duejto, some
i. ° change.’ While the two sets of parameters indicated in Table 4 and by’ these:-

. 'general guidelines can provide.assistance for the determination of severe dis:.

~ crepancy, they haye-limitations;.as well as advantages; that need.to be acknowl-; -
_edged and considered. - . : - S
"7 One advantage of the use of these parameters is that they provide ai-
‘mechanism by which the amount of test -error cdh to some degree.be considered.
Since the parameters (especially Table A) considerthe reliabilities of the’ -

- test instruments being compared, the amotint of score difference that is neces= .
.- . sary for statistically significant-differences is established.” A setond advantage.. .
.-¥ s that by using ‘the procedures; a team has-access to a relatively simple.method.’*-

of determining whether or not-two-or more scores are significantly different: f{_‘

o _ ’, ,”.. ‘\‘7:."”'7" T . ',,._;.' - - —v N - " . ,. :i}p‘ : .77 N B
;7;77””,;;Thgijmj%gtions-ofﬁtHESéEprdﬁéduréS,aré;néa1j hpWeyer,fand-ﬂeEd;tqwbe..{;;
carefully considered. It should first be acknowledged that while.Table 4 con- ..

“siders the degree to which two scores need to differ to be signiFicantly different
(considering the reliabilities of the tests); it does not address all of the

sources of error in the determination of the standard.error of difference. For
' ékémp1é5,t'éitéb1é,doés.not;consider,thefvariap1e correlations.of-the tests

. .being compared or the fact that the two tests being compared have been standard-
jzed on.different normative samples, during different years, and ppssibly during

" different times of the year. Related to this issue is the fact that the
_+ different scorles from Table 4 vary with respect to the reliabilities of the.
- test instruments uséd: As an example; an_11.6 point difference is required.
‘when the reliabilities of the tests are::70; but-only.a 3.0 point difference: -
is required when the reliabilities of the tests are :98. As a result, it is.c -
-e;iabeSiblé:thobtéinwa statistically significant difference between scores of two -
“ftests with high-reliabilities that actually do not have educational importance

~ or significance. And so, while a three to five point difference may in some -
cases be statistically significant, such a _difference would usually not be inter-

. preted as a severe discrepancy with.educational significance.

" __ " Keeping these-1¥mitations in mind; Table 4 and the general guidelines - -
shoild be viewed only as-/general parameters which need to be suppprted by thought--
ful ‘judgment by the IEPC. .The parameters have beenﬁiﬁ@lﬁ@é@ffﬁfggis'dbéﬂﬁéﬁt-’ g
fo provide some specificity;and\consistency in. the determination of severe dis- ' -
crepancy; but the impogtance of the use of flexible, thoughtful judglét cannot

. .’,., / - : 77:g ) “. . o .
e _5&;.7£;_ Lo
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be*overemphas1zed Judgment by the IEPC is essent1a1 to 1nterpret ’he educa= . = .

"tional- importance. and relévance of the. 1nformat1on obtained . firom Table 7 or ‘
the general guidelines. - Thevsole‘and indiscriminate use of the difference scores =

1n Tab1e 4 or the genera1 gu1de11nes 1s not recommended by the Inst1tute

“‘>T‘; It should a1so be kept%1n m1nd that the estab11shment of a severe d1s-
' 9crepancy, by itself, is not suff1c1ent to certify a student "1earn1ng disabled."
: : The major- emphasis of this. chaptef is .to suggest procedures for éstab]ish1ng -
‘& intra-individual analysis of a student’ s‘pérfor/ence in cognitive .and achieve-
ment -areas: ‘Other- factors in‘the :t<D: definition must also be considered. fe.g.s
_is ‘the problem pr1mar11y a problem of sensory impairment, mental retardation, 7

I " emotional- disturbance, environmental ; cultural or economic disadvantage; ‘has™ - . ..
;} “the- youngstgg had appropr1ateteducat1ona1 opportunity: are spec1a1 educat1on7;77jgi§’
o ogra se to correct the dﬁscrepancy ) . F1nd1ng out ‘Whether-™

sive understand1ng of the factors 1nf1uenc1ng Jt ;hand how. m1ght ‘an TEPE: gd
~about thé process of determining whether such a; deference ex1sts€ One poss1b1e
procedure eou]d_'ne]ude the fo11ow1ng steps 3 - T
The:educational 7"ines the ab111ty 1eve1 .
. of the studentﬂfo]lOWJngjtheﬁ "OCH ' ity Level ;. 7
As ‘a result of ‘the use of the: appropr1ate procedUres, a determ1nat1on is made___—‘—‘—
of the student's ability level.range (e. 9. Average, High.Average, etc. ),”_The
est1mated range of ability is_alsv _given'an approximate staadard-score; that is,.
if the student's ab111ty 1eye1 is felt.to be average; h1s3her standard score;
would be somewhere in the. 99-110 standard score range: The committee may W1sh
'to estimate the ability 1eveﬁ in‘a more definitive way, if necessary and poss1b1e i J

A

They may, for example, wish to determine whether. the student's ability is at the

lower (90-94), mid_(95-105), or higher (106-110) end of thé éverége range; -:If

such a more precise dec151on 1s poss1b1e, it wou]d of course,_1mprove the deter-
_ m1nat1on decision. . . L

e v

2:. The educat1ona14p1ann}ng commattee determ1nes the ]eye1s of ach1eVe-
ment in the specific learning ;a¥éas -defined in the chapter on Achievement Level P
CIf standard1zed tests which prgvide.percentile ranks are employed; the percent11e
o standard scores: 1f achievement tests or .

~ scores can bé easily converted Ninto _score
- procedures which do not provide pércentile ranks or standard scores are used

the committee will need.to &stimate the approx1mate standard score ranges . Aga1n,;f
it'is impartant :to be.as precise as poss1b1e in-this estimation procedure but ’

the use of" renges are, best if there 1s any uncerta1nty regard1ng one's achieve-

, "'3; w1iEgﬁoiﬁgéﬁiliiygleveLJuuLemﬁJevement levels reported as standard
_ﬁic”'es or standard score ranges, a comparison between the various achievement
' T»éreas and ability level is made. If the re]1ab1Tﬁt1es of the various. tests are

-known, ‘reference may be made to. ‘Table 4, a discrepancy greater than the relevant
standérd error. of d1fference wou]d be 1nd1cat1ve of a severe d1screpancy More.

¥ o - . . . s
. : . . E Y
. . Lo Y
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:;;:m;;:;::;;;;;a;féProbab1y no- d1screpancy, differénceicfriessethan¢6:s§andardiscorgﬁﬁ .

points. ‘Q- _ 3 : L - : T -

-5;"Poss1ble discrepancyw d1fferénée 6? 6 %n 1@ standard score po1 t ;:";

c.en

e leelygmarked d1screpancy d1fference of greater than 12 po1nt§-'

The reader//t th1s report may a]so w1sh to réﬁer to A190221ne, Forgno e

- "Mercer;.and Trifiletti(1979), Danielson and Bauer (1978), Hanna et al, (1979a,.¢_~;%, _
. °1979b); McLeod (1978 1979), 'Salvia and Ysseldyke (1978) Shepard (1980), and- -
.. - 0'Donnell (198Qg for a more thorough :discussion of . the 1ssues and prdcedures §§
éﬁ re]ated to. the dé%ﬁrm1nat1on of severe d1screpancy ' S , i
L. 44,},,Ih9,__6heck11sb,deyg199ed,lzy the ,Instlicqice,promes a v,@y,for the IEPC gg
JwEor assessment team to document the ways in which the determination regarding -
% ‘severe dJscrepancy was reached The pert1nent port1on is pr1nted be1ow for: qu1ck :
B reference : : A o : - 'e:
;Q‘ : - = . ) i
o - Severe Dlscrepqntq
R Statwst1ca1 Factors (Quantifat19e) ' §§@@§§§§ \
H . Use of Standard Error of
- .. Difference Tab]es ' o } o
: St ERS U o e T - - o
|« . use of provabitity euidetinesi- [ ] T ootk
" Others: SN I -~ ;{
.: - j_ - | -{ _ran“ o L : [ 7
o C11n1ca1 Factors (Qua]wtat1ve) ::_ 'rb;. - o Ef,'ﬁ-af., L _:\.._L' L
P »‘&(Descr1be) o "r"f A I f R Rt g '
| Other Procedures Used: - . &
X i."" J '
.‘\—...';;’, ?; - 56— S Ii v 1
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L Not all chi dren who demonstrate a severe. discrepancy between- ability f55
~ and achievement in the seven areas: ‘outlined in Chapter Two need to be identi-

. _fied as 1 C R |
.'cognitiye psycholpgy (most notably. by Jewlle Kagan,:Michael Cole and Sylvia -

L -

A large body g¥. research in child development. and

f“;iScribner) as 'well as. the analysis of the cumulative effects of early infer= > -
. < vention programS'such as Headstart (Irving Lazar et al., 1978) have shown that
ability and performancé can\§e~sign1ficantly disrupted as well as alleviated

1"Q'¢programs primaéily designed for ‘Tearning.

‘;y a complex arnay of social factors. It is quite possible that a student's -
. ‘performance and/production ‘in the classroom setting are not equal to his or ~
‘ ;her "ability Tevel" for reasghsbeyond the student's immediate learning environ-

ryate _placement of some learners into
G ],abled students, P.L. 94-142 has
) ”carefully spécified a set of exclusionary conditions. The full impact and com- -
Te lause will‘b gdiscussed below i
.“_.E_ / o Ce .‘ Coie ‘..‘:- - ‘ i -

‘

& inappro

-ment.- As a sa eguard against t

ﬁ:7“Sectien“121 aﬁév‘

k - The, team ‘may not identify a child as haV1ng specific learning disabilityi

.;3Ei?'thé¥severe discrepancy between ability and achievemént 1s primarily the
a result of:: - o I

ool -

o 1.7 a visual hearing or motor hapdicap, e
12 mental retardatién, ;' L R SR S A
* 77777777777777 e . RN ,'"‘"...' % :_3“.‘;'17 L
3 3 emotional disturbance or ' "-x‘.,.f R - E}“)‘*: _ '.‘;&r
Y
4.

S

environmengal, cultural, or economic disadvantage {ed cp;pliéa 1ons};5ri
SR B : s 4

- ~t P
. . E . - -
°1

‘%_' ¢ Discussion _

ﬁﬁasis of the fact that the disorder underlying the severe discrepancy. is re~

L 1ated to Lgn"constitutional" factor_or group of factors withih the individuaP"

7v?ff}’learner,

d is not primarily Tinked to: ‘other militating factors, (e.g.,. sensory::

" or. iotor handicaps, mental retardation, emotional disturbance, or environmental/ . »

t??culturalieconomic complications that have impacted on school perfbrmance)

| "flhis stipulatian is not easily met. - The interplay of a large number ef condi-’:\ ;

by the multidisciplinary team. What complicates the process is the complex FW

‘" relationship between language;' _thinking and each learner's immediate culture’ *

and. environment At _times -the task is as difficult (and perhaps as’ arbitrary)
- ag dividing a pO’ﬂLof water with one's hand; the:result is only visible fora .
fﬁmoment and then quickly recedes The history of special education s triumphs




T and failures 'in sepanatinl':
- *  earning-impaired children is a
_sionary ciausevjn“}earning dis

L gl

A
k”

to determine whether or notraﬁstudent s severe diserepancy is. primarily due - 4
to' a learning disability, numerous factors must ultimately be considered. -The ' - -

T v. = R UWINNg YWVt ?® J 9’ Pel VWS 1RRME v ey ul VIR VLI, M WVl et i

Checklist developed by the Institute for:examining each suspected 1earnerfs7_;f:n7v7'
~ history and_performagce.in school has addressed each of these four major areas,
. coutliping particular probTems that could warrant closer.examination. -(See
" -Section IV at the end of this: Chapter and :the .Summary section in the. Appendix )
A brief diseussion of each area would be. usefu1 before imp]ementing the . =
'Ghecklist s suggested procedures. ‘ . NG

A word of caution first The decision as to whether or. not an - 1ndi-.

i?viduai student should be. exc]uded from special education services due to the L
nature of his or her ‘seveire discrepancy must be’ approached with care and- sens1-
“tivity, . Lines of differentiation are seldom clear; profess1ona1 multi=-

diseip]inary decision-making must be employed at a11 costs. In every " instanceb

the collection and-analysis of all information critical:for reaching & .sound

.,Judgment must be the first priority:- Furthermore; any decision should.be & . -

"+ “reached in Tight. of other educational services that are also available; parti- :

cuiariy if the distrepancy is due to factors beyond a 1earning disorder

D, .

Visual Bearing or Motor Hand1cap7~'

The nature of a 1earning disa511ity is: such that it is frequent]y

g

"associated with a neurological dysfunction that has resulted.in a. part1a1

b]ockage of some ‘basic psychological processes, particularly the broad cate-
' gory described as. "1nformation processing.™ Since Learning Disabilities has- - .
'historicaiiy identified itself as a handicap area beyond - those previously = .
entified (particularly the physical/motor and sensory-deficit areas), it . §%

A
Stagds ‘to.Freason” that no child with .another primarz handicap would aiso be
,?identified as Tearning disab]ed : _

—— = —— ="

“féf, - For th1s reason one area that sﬁouid be 1nvestigated 1n prob]ematic ’

‘cases is the :possible presence of primarily'a sénsory or motor impairment:.
~ The Checklist described Tater in this Chapter. récommends ‘that some com ehen-
sive_examinatiofs by appropriate professionals .be gbnducted to determi 1fwa -
, particular child's severe diserepancy might or mught not be due to 3 mo . per=-
m ‘sistent handicap in the sensory or Motor areas. ‘The: guideiinés for identifyingl

a chi]d as. being handicapped under these two areas have already been outlined ~
“in the existing Special:Education Rg}es and Regu]ations for Michigan. No child_

“should be excluded from learning difabilities services if his or her severe
discrepancy is primarily due to a neuro]ogical dysfunction that has, resulted
in inadequate gchool performance. .The concerﬁJhere is for.children*whose, .-
" neuromotor integration is essentially at fault -and who require essentiai ser-'

v1ces beyend t ] conf1nes of 1earning disabiiity programs
. ‘ : o) ’ N ‘ i z .
N : v ) -~
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‘.Menta1 Retardation? .'”'ﬁ : .':-4 't.”; o :fs" : 7:','H“thA IR

Any student who can be 1dent1f1ed as. having a menta] 1mpa1rment accord-

'rf*“ing;to Ehrréﬁt,Mich1gan guidelines- for Special’ Education services is not ,
= eligible for a Tearning. disabilities program :Certainly; the cross-placement

"of such children into. programs for the, 1earn1ng disabled has occurred; but with .

. questionable results... However, P.L. 94=142 has finally provided: the author1ty

=5“er7d1agnostieians and*educators to plan significantly different programs for
. "thesé: two’categories of leirners One useful reference point for examining " o
-this area- ofﬁtﬁe Exc]usion yrelauseiis thatzthe retarded Student's perfbrmance T

s ‘more {1ity; while the learning ,_,,"

‘s d1sa5$ed studenﬁ{s is not. 'As/a resulty the rea1 discrepancy - far “the retarded

s 'youngster 1s between his ab111ty Tevel and thét of h1samore norma] peers

- .,_' The Checklist descr1bes seyera] areas that shou]d be closely exam1ned
"to deternfipe whether or.not a child should be considered for exclusion from ,_’

. learning #isability services due to mental retardat1on.t FOrtunately, exc]us1on
.- from one area forces in another,

g ;[guaranteed o

T T . E o ! L - e - o N . . S
. . . Vo L. . . o s - , @

X

-; ..‘.' ’_‘ . -'|—

: Emotiona] Disturbance : |
Historica]ly,,one of the most d1fficu1t areas to d1fferent1a11y d1agnos

has béen ‘the knot of emotional disturbance and learning disaBilitiés thTea

_ each: handicap area:has.always- asserted its own. critefia for 1denta?1"§119?;fli

™ these seem to hold true.only at the extremes: sgh1zophren1g qhi]dré itg& i
est el

SR di fferentiated- from highly adaptive dys]ex1c child¥en: ~But.as’ one 1 v

,,,,,,,,,

~and"closer to. the moderate and-mild area§ of these twoAhand1caps>711nesL9f:

- difference become jquite gray, This problen s: particd?ér]y ag

older students who by adolescence exhibit behayjorsfandfprgfilesyequ

- for both areas. Which handicap came f1rst? Wh1ch 1s the prqmary pr Ter(re- )
‘.;qu1r1ng spec1a1 attent1on? : . /]

U1t 15 clear that soiie “schoo] d1str1cts Jdentify suéh students;a‘l rdidg”
a SuGh an approach-fiight be S
1 tiens~for earn1ng disabf11- '

to the type of programs that they . have avail, bTe.

realistic but is it aEEordiﬁﬁ to the:'ew ref
.t1es found ;in P:il. 9 - : '

7 — , s
S The Institute has rec0"ended (an the e,fééts can be seen 1n the Eheck-
14st) that in the particilarl; S . SR
‘put forth to .decide whether student is e11g1b1e or serv1ces for the emotjona]ly- '
impaired. Evaluations as well as observations are qut]ined that can provide the y
~ most useful information for reaching an informed decision. Again, the rule of -
" . thumb employed is_ to ascertain whether the severe. dﬁscrepancy is 11nk$d most. L
disruptions of basic psycho- °

R Togical processing. There will always be some cases:where such a delineation o

clearly with external factors rather than internal

defies both the data and the eembined expertise of’ the multidisciplinary. team:
. In the final outcome; what 1s_ most important is the guarantee of appropriate P
.educationa] and other professiona]tserv1ces to address the handicap s effectsi?~

o . ' ,60, c _
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‘Environmentai

The most troubTes me;questions regarding the Exciusionary Eiause

: generaiiy arise around thisffourth and final:area. Identifying to what degree

- ‘the severe discrepancy is’ attributed to- environmental; cul tural 0P,§99n9mi§ o
... complications is not easy. /As Kagan. and others have noted, such factors .seldom
_ dogpot influenge a- child's/constitutional make-up in the reaim of thinking, '
: F@,acting and syeaking Thf;disadvantage or complication seldom (if ever):is
o~ soieiy an exte:nal,variabie by the time a child enters the fdérmal scheol set-.

i~‘;.' ting.: As 3 resalt ,,on1y the most limited circumstances:.can be acknowledged

-as beihg primarily responsibie for a particular student's severe discrepancy

jfffibetween ability and achievement. Such general circumstances might ‘include:areas
;1ike erratic schooi attendance frequent moving from one home to another, poor -

L 'Vﬂdifferent cuit\rai va1ues and priorities

The question of "disadvantage" is. cieariy a charged probiem-plagued .

“.area; prone to:wide interpretation by segments of society. Whenever: "cultural®

_or "EConomic" disadvantage is mentioned in the context of educatiogal or voca- .

— .

‘tional planning; one is prompted to ask "disadvantaged compared to what?"

'VWhether a black.or Appaiachian student is. disadvantaged economically or educa-
'tionally most often depends- on to-what with whom and- n which circumstances
heor she is compared . :

Jane Mercer and her assoé ates (1§?3 1977) as’Wéii'és éariy résearcheré

'*1n'Headstart (KTaus and Gray,- 1968). have argued tHat a child is at an economic;

"1cu1tura1 or env1ronmentai disadvantage when his or:her reasonable gxpectations

“and aspirations. cannot be achieved, In other words, when the impact;of cultural,

environmental or financial circumstances is sufficiently intense tg;hmpede the
prospect-of success, then a youngster is clearly at a disadvantage. 'If a child:
.. enters school latking the necess@iry behavioral skills to focus,.attend and
-4 . respond dde to,a chaotic or disofganized family history, he'is at a distinct
- disadvantage” for early’ school success: This is not to argue that such skills

are not attainable from that point forward but it does indicate a risky edu-
cationai future ' ,

, During the past five years, Mercer has attempted to standardize an inno-
ative multidimensional approach to. determining the relative impact of cultural
differences on the assessment of a chiid s abiiity (Refer bacR to Chapter ]

of Some yaunggféré' aﬁility level:).: SBMPA {System of Muiticuiturai]Piuralistic

.Assessment) ~deveéloped for use with Hispanic Black and White students in -the

al1fornia Public School System, includes three assessment models: Medical,

P Jciai and pluraiistic Each concentrates ona 1imited area of the child and :

pargicular students' abiiities The latter two
Y _ne present diseussion. .

&
Z IﬁvéﬁtégygforAChildren,(ﬂ@;C)fiiIhisfinstrumentfexamines the student’s social

‘competence according to the social role.that.the student is portraying:in: his

“pi  orsher particular social.system. . ABIC provides information about the child's

social ‘role performance within the family, the communi ty and the’ actua1 school

2

e
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.»settm'g Mercer has shown that when some disadvantage# students are carefully
“observed within their own milieu; they demonstrate strong social. competence
not apparent in a more a11en ar uncomfortab1e soc1ocu1tura1 context

¥

The third mode1 (p1ura115t1c¢assessment) has a1so proven to ‘be. usefu1

_for the differential diagnosis of.cukturally-different children. In this o

approach, scores on a competent1y adm1n1stered WISC R (1n the~ch11d s nat1ve

and famT1y s1ze¢ef pa§£1cu1ar students The revised ‘score (the student S
Estimated Learning Po#ential) can then be compared to the scores of sim11ar
students from similar”gociocultural backgrounds: Often,cstudents who had”

appeared to be less capable on earlier standardized measures have shown greater
potential for success. The question then changes from one, of. "special educa-
tion" to appropriate a1ternat1ves to the pedagogica] techn ues current]y

v

emp1oyed L _>//" o »“@ _

ciuded from. specia] %%ucat1on services for the 1earn1ng disabled because an

identified severe&hscrepancy is due to environmental or cultural factors rather

than "constitutional” ones is a serious matter:. What is required in many cases
is a;careful , thorough.and systematic ‘evaluation of a particular student's .
. env1ronmen s cultural and econom1c s1tuat1on by appropriate anc111ary per=

. N . . . 3
e pae e . A : JRTARN
X v T [ Al . L h :
v - N . ‘ AY

a _student referred for consideration should be excluded: from LD serv1ces gnd {[‘
directed to other available’ programs ? The four areas:outlined.by the law. and‘ o
, the disqussion above provide broad #reas for cens1derat1on, but what spec1f1c
B act1v1t1es might be selected to reach a de erm1nat1en? C e

§~.

: Disab111t1es Institutes in 1980 sug suggests a. number of strategies for exam1n1ng

gach of the four areas by which a student could be excluded from services for

the Learning Disabled. Each of these areas in the Checklist are-outlined below - .

and briefly .discussed. It should be kept in mind that not. all. four areas need e
" to be considefed extensively for each student referred,” .The team should 1dent1fy, e

which areas might bring the ext7u516nary factor into p1ay, and thprough1y reach

. L

a determination for those particu1ar concerns. Based on-comments:and dis- _

cussions at the two Institute séssions; it 1s most 1ike1y that the Emotionalt

Disturbance and Cu1tura1/Env1ronmenta1 .areas pose the greatest 1ikelithood for

action under the Exclusionary Clause. : Each team will have to determine for

itsel f to what degree each of these areas wj11 befexamined on a case by case
bas1s s : 8 L i o B
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Sensory Impa1rments f

Leptnaima1og1cioptometr1c

T ExamJnat1on

L

Audio]ogic -{"

Examinétion

| ﬁéviéw of School
Sereen1hgiMedica1/
Educat1ona1 H1story

Wotor Impairments ¥

Neurological Assessment
;

Orthopedic Exam1nation ;

]

| }

.Assessment by Physical
Therapist of Pé?téthé]I.

u

Rev1ew of Schoo],Screen1ng/

Med1ca1/Educa$,Lgal History

3

. CGonsidered

-

Y

A.’y-

'out the

for led ningfdysfunct1on . In most caseﬁ

he comprehensive nature of these procedures will enable a team to ru1e
yresence of a sensory and/or motor handicap as being a.primary cause

S personnel from thé TIntermediate Dis- .
trict would be reqm1red to complete the“assessment; depend1ng on the student's

Sectton’Four of the Check11st out]ines a nUmber of procedures for deterenlﬂ‘
"mining whether ‘or not a sensory andjor motor impairment is the primary cause
of a student 5 'SEVEere d1screpancy between ab111ty and ach1evement

4%.‘ ‘
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- hoie d1str1ct appropriate professiona1 services. might a1so be securea from a
Apr1vate 'sources such as clinics, hosp1ta1s or. appraisa1 centers R

S

¥

Menta1 Retardat1on

Th1s area of the: Checklist,1ng]ydes7severa17§y§11aplefstreteglesffgr

‘assuring that students. with a.clear diagnosis of Mental Retarg;tjgnflgggorﬂjng
to Michigan's Special Education Gu1de11nes) are not 1nc1ud£dﬁ§f services fbr

~ the learning disabled: P

Mental Retardation .-:' - Considered f\f-a

Indtvidual Assessment
- ef Ebgn1t1ve Ab111ty

S Ind1vidua1 Assessment N

E,hof Adaptive Behavior o = "“';[

e . v .
A . - . . A .
¢ . - Lot s . . L <y

co L . " S . . :

| .Anglysis of School e et sieme o
i -Perﬂsriﬁane"é‘ ; e A A T

3

Review of Comp]gte , e VRN , R

'Educational and S S : G
. Family History s T ( ' i

S

E]assroom observat1ens by”
Psychologist; Teacher::F

. Consultant or-other =¥

e .;know1edgeab1e in suspected?{,w-53:%‘
B S handica area ...

e
L in

‘::‘-3;;-1 : . ’f‘f [
N ' ° : L -ng‘_

-~ None of these procedures are rea11y beyond the. regu1rements necessary to con-
stder any child for special education services. The major reason for drawing .
“them into this context is to-ascertain whether services for mentally-impaired _ o
. students would not be more appropriate. Most often; the‘“decision.for place- - B

impaired is based on assessment"of the.

~" ‘mgnt_in.a program for the mentally- s based ,
student s cognitive and adaptive =behavior functioning. Each aspect out11ned

j'here sheu1d be considered in the’most suspect cases.
e
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R f*iﬁa ,,{f_l'.- wf{:f~ Emct1ona1 Bisturbance

N As d1scussed already, the differentia1 diagnosis and p]acement of stu-

. dents in programs for emot1ona11y-impaired rather than learning disabled chi1--

dren remains a complex' problem.  The major recommendation. by the Learning - _
D1sab11itje§ Institute in this regard focuses on_a more comp1ete psycho soc1a1-,

.~ evaluation of students-considered for platement in LD programs ; encompass1ng
three areas: evaluations, observations and béFént 1nterv1ews.

¢
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Emotional Bisturbance

e L

EVALUATIONSw

?sychological Assessment o

Proqective Psychological
AssesSment

' L‘:7

Psychiatrie Assessment]
Interview T

Complete Soc1a1 History

Edueational History 'ii‘
ncluded gelatiopships

with, peers* d teachers)--

OBSERVATIONS el
.Data-based observations by
1 psychologist ;. teacher-
o eonsultant

particuiar)

Observations of free—timel

BARENT INTERVIEHSL

Home visitation by Social |

*P&Féntﬁ;htéi?iéw Céhdﬁctéd

Consuitant

. free-play seheel activities :

Worker or Teacher Consultant.

* ESﬁgiaéﬁéa:

i

=

. Results
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ST earning disab]ed students 1ndicates that ?u11 consideration is not a1ways

] 2z preahioetinsglgh U e/ NP L L

~4given to determine if such placements are: appropr1afe or,wisefffjhefagt]y1t1es
" ‘stiggested_in the Checklist do npt automaticallygddent

_ itify.students as being. o

" emotionally-disturbed_ rathe““ :Jgarning disabled; they do, however, . _, 3€

.~ the ability of a multidiscipltn ary team to’ 1nyest1ga the poss1b111ty that
other services might be warranted ' S . ,

A comp11cat1ng factor‘dn this who1e 1ssue 1s the c1rcu1ar re1ationsh1p =

between learning failure, the acting-out of frustration; and the. need for a

“student -to establish confidence about himself and his ab111ty The research -

f11terature Vs a. stra1ght 1inebetween chronic Tearning failure:and behavioral

- .'problems-Inthe: school and community settings. The concern addressed by this.
section-o¥ the law considers those" comp]ications, but seeks to guarantee ‘that

.children with emotional problems are not provided wi h seeming1y para11e1 but . :

L 1nappropr1ate 1ntervent10n

i Env1ronmenta];cU]tura1iEconom1c
Disadvantage i}

Th1s fourth and f1na1 aréa for consideration under the Exc1usionary

: C1ause poses. un1que problems for the multidisciplinary team. The nature of

':ht5.the factors 'to -be considered has itself proven to be d1fficu1t to assess in-

-.any. systematic way. >-The apparent redason for this area's inclasion in the 1aw
-~ 15" to guarantee that students. from di fferent, complicating environments are
not automatically. placed in programs for the learning disabled simply because .
their achievement lags their assessed ability. It guarantees for, example, . .
‘that ch11dren Judged e11gib]e for ‘Title One Remedial Programs are not s1mp1y

drafted into LD programs: As noted in the discussion earlier; abuses in this

~ area.have: proven to be a basis for some successfu1 maJor legal challenges:

~ | The Check]ist addresses this area with three maJor cons1derations, andfi"
offers some basic guidelines for exam1n1ng each '

I
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| Environmental/Cul turaly # -

o

Economie EompTications

SCHOOL-RELATED GONSiBERATIONS '

.Determination of attendance L

" - 'patterns for the previous
. three years ‘at school (e.g.,
1rregu1ar attendance, fre-

teachers, etc ) o 5

Examination of profi]e of

student's school and: school

T district Soc1oeconom1c status:

FAﬁItY REtATEB EGNSIBERATIBNS

= Full family socia]/history by

Socia] WOrker/Staff

- adjustment and perfbrmance '

of siblings o)

:: 7’ :

‘..Documentation of s1gn1f1cant

family events (family crises;

divorce, parental or sib]ing o

death, etc )

f;Regorts from cooperating N

~community service agencies

working with the family (DSS;
A]—Anon Big Brothers, etc. ) :

| EUI;THRAI;]ECUNUMIC coﬁsibéﬁixﬁéﬁs

Ana]ysis and examination of =

bilingual/bicultural back- -

ground of fami]y and chi]d

. Uti]i;ation of‘portions ,i'
of SOMPA to analyze cu1tura1
1nf1uences]effects

Assessment of 1nf1uenoe of

language and dialect.on per-

formance in the schoo1 setting

i,
L

Results :
: Regorted L
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The first area, Schoo] ReTated Con$1derat1ons, suggests a carefu] ‘exami-

‘.;*nation of the 1nf1uence of immediate school environments on_the student s per-"
: nance. If a student has only attended school sporad1ca11y for a year,or .

P ar - -~ - - -~ __“vv=-_~__ -

i then the severe discrepancy may be far more related to env1ronmenta1 than so-
“calléd “constitutional” factors. -Of equal concern is the relative ability of
“¢the 1acal. school to prov1de the quality of educational programs necessary to
1mu1ate the ‘Student's perfbrmance commensurate w1th his or her ab111ty.< gack:

guide11nes of the Fam11y R1ghts Pr1vacy Aet of 1977. Part1eu1ar care-must be
" taken to assure that confidential elements are not haphazardly discussed first

éari in the Eéntéxt o? an IEPC meeting. Family-related concerns must be discussed -

7and caution by all members of the team. By the same token,”
such 1mportaﬁt3 ‘nformation shou]d not be avoided: s1mp1y because of 1ts complex
7 or sens1t1ve nature . . g

"‘F;Mav1s Hetherington (1978) and other cogn1t1ve researchers have regor d%star-

Fin tling'Pises in the incidence of children developing. D-11ke” symptnms 4n direct.
. reaction to parenta] separation and divorce. Such children show a cleardis=
crepancy between ability and performance for a per1od of six to ten months and -
then re-establish®a more expected norial pattern 'Events other than divorce.
could Just as easjly contributé to the appearance of "pseudo- LD" behavior pat-,’
terns in the schéol setting: Another iimportant consideration is that investi-
gated by Tanis Bryan (1978) which indicates that social-communication failure

by " ch11dren outside their ?éﬁi]y milieu could be respons1b1e for some LD

,,a The th1rd ‘area; Cu]tura]/Econom1c Cons1derat1ons, is cr1t1ca1 for those
¥ children from d1fferent cultural or economie backgrounds for it measures the

effect of thosé factors on ‘observed school performance. The value a group give$

to schooling (part1cu1ar1y schooling outside their own respective culture) might

be a powerful influence on school achievement.- MorElimportantly, the language:
factor could account for marked discrepancies betwﬁ 1-ability and actual Tearn-
~ ing success for children from b111ngua1 fam111esf ot _ .

Summarz

In 6raer to guarantee that a Tearner is not. exc]uded from special edu-

cation services for the learning disabled, ‘the mu1t1d1sc1p11nary*team must pre=

sent evidence that his or her severe d1screpancy is not primarily related to

any_ one of the four areas d1scussed above The Check11st for assess1ng the

cedures for exam1n1ng each of the four areas. It is important to note that in

some cases, the determination of whether or not any of the' four factors is
operating may not be warranted. It is the responsibility of the team to decide
which areas indeed warrant further investigation and to facilitate such examina-

tions. In the most difficult cases, it 1s quite- poss1b1e that all four areas
need to be thoroughly examined. :

.J<

%

AT
[

r-has experienced constant room or teacher changes in his school-history; e
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Y T CHAPTERFIVE o
Spe ‘I édueetlen Services Needed

LngsJative Background

- gincé 1970 has been a.mixed blessing.. While such programs have become/more - =
accessible in districts statewide, it has_ become wmore commonplace. m@r students .
_ with_problems “in behavior -and Tearning to ‘be ‘referred to the special ‘éducation
..service areas of Tocal school systems. " In thefmajority, of. cases the. eventual_

». . "$pecial education placement has._been the: best;possible provision of educational

fhe 1ncreased v1s1b111ty of spec1a1 education programs and serjytes

if“. . services. In*some:instances, however; the placement might have been unnecessary:.

"if the student had been afforded more:flexible alternatives for 1earn1ng w1thin
the genera1 education programs of”the schoo1 system LT e . .,_

services for the 1earn1ng disab1ed The mu1t1d1sc1p11nary team, however mus t

also go beyond ‘the comdjt1on§ of the "exclusionary clause" when seeking St t-
able educational %PVVEQ
. directs the team to 4certain whéther- services in special education are neces-

- .. §arily reduired to hridge the gap of a student'i,iﬂent1f1ed severe d1§trgganey;
"aThws provision of the 1aW does not seek to den aserv1ces when they are needed,
Eutfrea1ist1ea11y asks'.the team (and- the school d1str1ct) to guarantee.that .

te alternative learning experiences: have ‘been tried within™the student'

rogram beiore,any further determination  is made ‘about” the exis-

es for. the school-aged child., P.L: 94-142 specifically .

,pec1f1c disability. Ideally; such information. or- documentation:-

et e g i g

- ..., tence of a: y. 2
" “should be presented at the student's IEPC meeting. The final recommendatipn“eﬁ, i

of the team as to the’student!s’ _educational placement is siéni?iéant1y I
strengthened wheh based on. specif1c documEntat1on about the effectﬂveness ofj“ .

a1te&naf1ve 1earn1ng §trategies

- ' el ™ e i ;f;’ ) ?(;
] The prov1s1ons in P. t 94 142. that focus direct1y on this. charge ih the
: area of 1earning disab111t1es include: ™ . .- g
I Section 121a.581(a)(1) : ’
RSP ,*A tEam,max determ1ne ‘that.a ch11d has a SpeC1f$C 1earn1ng disa-
. biTity: 1F%- ~g St , ,
S (@) the child does not achieve commensurate with-is or her age .
. < - and ability 1evels in one or more of the areas Tisted,
(2)f; provided with lear ",:”_- ces appropriate fc e o
- : o child's age and ab111ky Tevels . . ." s R

11, Section 121a. 543(b)(6)

"The written ?ﬁhort must include whether there is a severe dis-

- crepancy between achfeyement and ability which is not eorrectab1e§
Juuﬁdies .. :

10

L V]
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f-tionai alt

.Both prupe

In drdEr to determine iF speciai education services are Warranted and -
. 'requirEd'fbroan individual child, the mul#disciplinary ‘team should considér RN
- three partt§g1ar issues related to the: student‘s past and present schooi history :

TN

Discussion

. .
“'\.‘-_ et T

Whether there is a. severefdjsgre ncy ”etween abiiity and_ achieve-, o

ment when the child is provided wit > alternative learn- 1%%
ing experiences commensurate with age an, abi 1ty, N T T

7777777 alte native 1earning eXperiences, inciuding L
aiternative teaching mater a",and methods, have been attempted with

o

ocunentation has been. coﬂiected for the multi- < -

cation and reiated services.:

The criticai issue underiying -each of these three considerét fons s the

guestion of individual differences and student achievement Historicaiiy,

~ educators

within and

with exagtly similar styles or results. This is
~teacher

special éed
mustaaccep

Acc

children's

have been compeiied to-accept a philosophyiof~ ivjduai differenCes

between children. :No two’ children: ever-pe

1ave-always had.to confront:as they. emhark e

ucation. - But 1t is also a reaiity that ex-?fj_u:
t and manage as well. e

23 é in generai or ' &

T ompetent teachers

epting the fact of chi]dren s individuaJ differences is ﬁot enough’//r,;sﬂg
r training and the' ‘philoséphical acceptance of considerations for. e;;gf3a

individual differences need to-Yead to practical appiications in

" curriculum planning and instructional skiyls by classroom teachers, teacher

consul tants and.curriculum coordinators. ‘Each should be charged with the re-“.

SﬁéﬁSLQi]i

opportinity to learn -and~achieve at his or. hérr Tevel. . When a
learn as well as expected; educators need to coiiaborate to design and dmple-

‘ment inter

.differences of that iearner\ These interv

ty for ensuring that instruction ‘and materiais en

ce gvery student's =~

dent does not

Vention strategies that will. sﬁciﬁssfuiiy adegTss the individual
tion strategfes should include the: -

provision of appropriate alternative learning experiences in the general edu-

catioq classroom prior to a. refe§£:1 for special education programs ‘and services.

i 5,,_ (o
Appropriate Aiternatives N _;;; ..
L (iearning experiences) are "those instruc- f : -

equivaient

ernatives that have been recommended by ‘the child study team (or the

in .each individual distriét), after considering the student's age

and ability ievei (The process to determine these alternatives is listed under

* the category of enabiing activities' in this chapter "

o . 172, 80
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ﬁow ﬁany a1ternat1ves shou1d be suggested -
be implemented before-being determined -

) “defined—4s ‘the.length of time that each

. . recommended a1ternatavé§shou1d b ;.jp1emented befdre it is determined to be

_ inappropriate.. This determination ‘is made by the child study team {or local
. equivalent): Likew1se the number of appropr1ate ‘attery latives :to be. rmp1e- )

. mented pridF to referral for special education programsgand serv1ces is also

the determdnatiin -of<the child study team,

AN

-ﬁfjt. \Qtonsider1ng the;?ature ofiine D1screpanqy ; '1' N

T - In’ determ1n1ng whether or not specia1 educat1on serVJces are needed
* L ghother - factor must be cenisidered.  As quoted in the Fedéral Register

(121.2.540 - 121a.543; p. 65084); "It should be pointed out in this document ’ * ©o¥

4

that there are’ certain degrees of operational validity that will Tlend them- -

. v e T =t

selves tgﬁt%ghanca1 limitations between achievement and ab111ty " When making
a determ ation for the need for. special education sprograms or services for a
studentpwith high ab111ty Who 1s funct1on1ng at, grade 1eve1 the following must

,be_cons dered o PR

R . ;,.

o
>

et and ability; ¢
ped, for the stu- °

.~ % in most sfituations an adequate program can be devel
I T dent tomeet the requirements of the general educg

'th1s programming is the respons1b111ty ofﬁgenera

;1; wh11e a Evere discrep cyrmay exist between achieve

ion:iclassroom and
education

© & .in relation to Section 121a.543(b){6)--the cladse a severe dis: l
T crepancy whichﬂ1s not cf ectab1e w1thout spe"1a1 educat1on and re-

7 exposed ,
;\ Simp1y stated, students who are 1d§:t1f1ed as having a s vere d1screpancy be- N
o tween level of abiaisy and achievement but who are functioning at or. above the1r

' appropriate grade Wvel must be considereq outside the parameters set for. learn-
ing d1sabled children:

>
]

T o | Enab11ng Actiwities R

o

How might the team reasonab1y guarantee that specia] education serv1ces~

for_the learning disabled are required for a particular student? The LD

‘Institute part1c1pants developed one_.possible approach to documenting the need
for such services. The activities presented are suggested as possible "pre-
referral - processes" and seek to determine which appropriate educational alter-
natives should be tried; and for what duratjon of time they should be imple-
mented;. in the ,general educat16n~c1assroom cior to a referral forrspecial
education services). When .this -process is used;-a referr

used;-a referral for special educa-

tdon services may not be necessary since; W1th'7od1f cations, the, student is

"i able to function effectfve1y in the genera1 educa,, n classroom. / If a special
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The Pre-Referral meégé

The pre referra1 process 15nmost effect1ve1y conducted by'a’cht1d study
team composed of general and special education’ teachers and gicillary per~
~sonnel operating at- the Tecal building -level: Many districts across-the state

L. curkent]y use this. typeiof commiftee to recommend appropriate learning experi-

“ences for a student prior to a gpecia] education referral: Depending on the

implementing districty these groups -are. referred to & "child study team,"
"building—s€reening committee," "local building referrdl committee" and other

such_nomenclatures. Rega{d1ess of the name, the committees function in a
similar manner. = ¥ .

Recommended steps in the pre- referra1 process are. 1isted be]ow It is.

’

important to remember that information :generated:during the implementation’ of :

this process provides the infgrmation to the IEPC committee. for them to use-”

to determine if special educat1on services are necessary for an- 1nd1v1dua1

9

student. - o e

-

oA

g
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‘The Problem

I. Inﬁestigategéiéﬁleﬁ,- this is a reaction to,a prob1em generated by
- the generai education personnei N o ﬁ,,), .

.I?i

. A. 'Identify behaviors = consdder the situation and the duration of | 5.
ST the probiem in: LaF T R E

::r—'

. academic setting

N (o 2. non-academic setting

- _B;.'Identify materials and methods tried - consider the duration of
SO time used. . . ‘~;'z'= f ﬁ

| e Thszmvgimformationshouid be documentec
—?fﬂg: ; History, on a specific form devised by the operat

)
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experiences, to be implemented that are commensurate with the
) abiiit%§1eveis oL
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a : B ggggfiggggg - determine:.
" 1. What was 1t? (method and material)

'2.. Duration (when impiemented when terminated)
-3 Outcome : _ . _

NOTE: This 1nformation should- be documented on. a Torm,to be pre-

‘Sented at the I.E.P.C. The information can come from the c1assroom'.'i,

f,f ' L teachers' 1esson plans, anecdota1 records, 1og, etc..

R e

E. -Rev1ew the resuits of the impiementation'of the appropriate
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.;fadditionai appropriate educationa1 experiences sh"" "he tried

LT TN A Ea 3P ~Ad3i3I~- e ) . . a

(return to step Ic if additional a1ternatives sh uid be: tried)

e
a

NOTE Ifa speciai educationaisreferrai is thoughtf ece s’ry,, | “'..-;a

'5'_ ciear evidence to that effect is on hand

' ';' . o R - . - *&;";

. g - . .
. . ." . c “ . q °
g o ) Ciarifving the particular reason: for a student s referral for speciai

%

“T-.°?"'education services reduces the possibilityjof a determination being mad% or -

not made).simply because the student is fafling in a~classroom. More im-

 portantly, if the student seems - to need educational services outside the reaim
- of special education; then su ficient data has been collected to further the

. planning effert for the stu The second phase in the process continues
.. :this effort: ;:;f~ o R AT .
\) » .‘ P .;‘ ) . - ;_,u l;' | “" ’ | ‘..\.v : . . -75- \ e . ] . - . - . .
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The ﬂltemetlves 'a

- ;Appropr1ate a1ternat4veflear i

. Suggest1ons for AppnqpeuuxeAiteinatiﬁeeLeahnlngeE&Perkences

1.,‘Tutoring (Jnc]ud1ng,oriééteitptorﬁﬁé) A
2.° Remed1a1 Programs e
- 3 f.' . ‘ﬁég
) .'.7 v?;i .  ‘ . 4.; :'Ji’i .
30 A L
a. e SSHT s N .
b, psycho]og1st z v
¢. teacher const EETRERRRRE - T
; - "\"._

"d

[ VI R I [ S

IN THE® CLASSROOM -

generé1 “education classroom

P

1;TTStrateg1es

.” teaching approaches
behavior management techniques

s

oo oo

mod1f1cation;- scheduling 5

Zaterials 7 ,
W adapted - these are genera1 COurse mater1a1s that have been

Jmater1a] prov1d1ng worksheet

rewriting material; respacir

and study guides, etc:)

_,p

."alternat1ve - these are maté??e1s other than those used in’

R the c1assroom (e 9., @ textbook cuver1ng the same content ‘b

f11mstr1ps, etc. )

Emuﬂmmmt o e s ,
change of phys1ca1 environment (e.qg., study carrel, etc.)
change in teacher’ (e. g.; team ‘teaching, new c1assroom)

| c._;others

N
20
jat-9

.+ change in group1ng Ge. 9-5 1:1, SmaL] group)
. ,otheré ' MR

‘
)

a0-o w
el ..

N

-

other

.,'Commun1ty Serv1ces
medical

E S-EN: .

- adapted for use in the general- education classroom (e.g. 7%

»
E
&

5.
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Y
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_While tnysijngroduct1on to,cons1derat1ons for. 1dent1fy]ng children’

“, w1th spec1f1c learnin

basis to op

g d1sab111t1es Ain M1ch1gan S schoo1s provides a firm
ationalize IEPC -efforts in.local school d1str1cts, much more-

. training discussion is needed  to. guarantee broad success. As'a part o
“fi0 the tota1%%1a

‘As a part of s
nning of the Institute on tearnlngwglsab111t1es in ‘Michigan con=-" "
. % :ducted’during 1980, teamsaofypartlgiéanis prepared Some genergl guidelines .
L ,;f r,‘aﬁye1op1ng inservice attivities at the Tocal Tevel. It is not. the ‘intent
f:;:) Ll

sues in d series of inservice sessions. The- complete. responsibility for .
kloping ‘suitable activities®rests’ with the regienal Instltgtefpargjg]pants,. :
theky intermediate school district consu1tants, and 1nteres

T . ,;‘,
- upk . ' '; ° e

AR 3i‘:.7;;
he Qﬁtllh§§L?§19W cover the f1ve magor top1cs that staff Tembers, may
-Janeed mgrefqyrgentfjnformaf1on about in order to consistentiy” cooperate in

‘develofiing and approving IERC dec1s1ons and pians for students’ suspec&gd of
- ﬁav1ng a spec1f1c kggrn1ng d1sab111ty z ‘L" ‘/e :

. K ‘41{n kN o 4
L 2 j'Each outline’ has been ‘s dftured to a§§f6§§atbree cr1t1ca1 afeas of _-Ar'?
“®tr. . inservice’ development: (1) key pd éht§7§”q,199§59t9,b9 developed; (2) ful’

L §¥esource personne1 and materidls tevconductsthe-Session; and'(3) a suggégted : -~ "7
WL Vist.of part1e1pants ;g peflnv1ted forfthe sess1on ¢ The. deta11ed p1an fOr;,,, i0
R -~_sgghwlnsery]cefagt1v1t1e5'1‘71eft to t needs and resources of- the 1oca1iand N
PO 1ntermed1ate schoe? distrigis £ R R
- A'a - .vv--'.g S R v ,' . 57' » : J B » i T

\/wo LR L ke =3 »a .
i S T pr1ca1 Out11nes for Iﬁ vice Sess1uns ;nb‘ N
: . R = 5 . ;'.‘o : N
R A, R

| ) \ - . * I . f -. .t\ T
DR )l' azﬁ comp]ete def1n1tfon SR %ﬁ* S P

_ comp]ete descr1pt1oh of assessment areas, 1nc1ud1””
: f;: ' 5 behav1or, etc

w
i

ng: adaptive: .

. B vaLaat1on Pr1or1ty Mode1 P N
o Tt o N
G .;;;, a. ‘use of genera1 1q test first: to estab11sh parametersvfor norma]f =
c e T abnorma1 oA e

b- “for Students. found to be ’ess !t n aver agé\ sugg‘es‘fcg métheds to ' ™.
co11ect corroborat1ve d ta. . VA N L

| Plennlng Inserwee iralnln‘g Hcﬁvifles{’"
Te I”E’”’duee Steff Members to Ehrs Document

gy
”;«srdgcgmentftofprov1de more- than a p1an for exam1n1ng essential processes

*
4

Rl

ted educatoks frof: #:
" both regu]ar and special. educa§1on pregrams B y Ly
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- . . - . . . %.- L
, B A e .
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cdﬁi]ete d1scuss1on of var1nus va11dated mode;

B

}5 *’1L.i'm b iafocus on. examp1es tﬁet underscore the need fer carefu1 1ntraﬂ¢est

.;,:fj--;_‘ vanalySes. =~ . - o ; : i
,-; Eh1?ect1ng anﬂvUSI vObee.mza_tionData i I?i o :‘:}{,;
'“ A ledggéétéd tiﬁeé,.procedures and fonms>leffiz : !‘?'v - ,‘i fft., K
'd’:f;:'f : qus1b1e modhs and persongafb; to11ab§rat1v§ obeen;et1ons | v,f e "

Teadher consuT%En B S O PP

Pistrict -LEP. adm1n1strators,“J§;.:;.

i 11d1ng pfypt1pa1s j'*,,gfﬁ : ;:_;{;,7'é?‘__-' K j
5 ' . " 5

'f'A;; Important Po1nts to be D1scussed R ?;»” B .
{:T'\ ' 5' éntat1on of Seven Ach1evement Areas: B -l“"jilf, e ";~"“'7
;_/} ﬁd ._ ' a:. break areas 1nto dsetdl components'and cons1derat1eh;§ _;i‘ e i_:;

::vB;_ demonstrate how a11 are 1nter ;e1ated in particu1ar ch11d;en‘ v ?:fé 
o 'gj‘ - SN _ T ' "I e
ii _ . B o "

=¥ T‘ﬁﬁ diiéuss‘when;dne form o a§$essment 1s preferab]e tgdthe othé?

- ._‘ . - ) - . 0 if‘ Lo \ : .
oo sic. discuss“the:validity an 'e11ab111ty 11m1tat1ons of‘the var1oyslﬂg :
R L methods and strateg1@s, R ] CF
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