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: . K . "Abstract T . ' ) .
| + Functional measures of sreading, spelling, and"writing were ad-

< ministered week]} over a five-week period to 71 fifth grade students.
R ) . : ’ » .
,Although 34 of these students had been identified as LD by their

. schools and 37 were low achievers who had not been identified as LD, /
LA oy - ' §
oo " no meaningful .differénces had been found between their performances .

, T . Y
on several commonly-used norm-referénced dewices,. Examination of the

©

students' w;ek1y perfokmancé on the funstional measures reveaufd both
significant and practical differences_ in berfofmance/on the measures

of reading and spelling; no di{ferenées were found in rates of learn-

. ]
ing on these measures. Interpretation of findings on writing were in-

4

—— «— -~ con¢lusive due to Tow fé1jé511ftfés’Of;fhé"méasufef’ In gEné?é1:_?FE‘ T
. resuats were in §up§ort o% the hypothesig that teachers' referral deci- _

. sions'érelbasedkon\what they obsér&e students d;jng in the c]hssrobm,

and that e]%gibi]ity decisions fo]fbwing a referra] aﬁy‘reflect a éon:

firmatory/superstitious procegs. The implications of the findings for

c the classification of ‘students as LD and for current pfactice are dis-
- Z » M . .
cussed. . - _ . -

\..;‘\\\\\ ’ . . s A
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C A Gnmpar1son of Psychometric and Funct1ona1 DJfferences , .

h ~

Between Students Labe]ed Learning D1sab1ed and LowsAch1ev1ng

. -

-

Schod] systems and educatﬁona1 personneT regu1ar1y engage in

. ' pract1ce of c]ass1 fying students Un a day- to- day bas1s8up11s are
< grouped more or less on the basis of chrano]og1ca1 age (by grade)
. - '
_(' the elementary school and by age and subjegt material in the secondary

school. Such c1assification procedures infrequent1y have beén criticized.

Schools also regu]ar]y engage 1n the pract1ce of classifying students

e

Y accord1ng to a variety of spec1a1 categor1es ofzexcept1ona11ty (1,e., <

¢ menta] retardatIOn, Speech handjqapped, emotional d1sturbanceg hearing

“impaired,.and ledrning disability). These classification practices are

b v
intended to benefit the student so classified, This was not a1ways the‘

[ YU U UV §

case. In educat1on, as in the cr1m1na1 Just1ce system and in.the ear1y

- -

¢

. =5
classification of "mental ‘illness," the‘categorization of children was S

Tgroundgd in the ideology of exclusion and punishment. One must‘rememben

Lreyr @

", that.Binet was qomntss{oned!?to find .a way to locate those who could not

»
> é o Y L]

H - . L ] . . . L. _ . ,V“i -
. learn.so that ‘teachers would not bevcharged with failure-on their account"

; .+ (Maurer, 1972 p. 108)‘ %hus, while the original purpose of g1a¢§ificathon P
S -
.- .. was exc]us1onary in nature teﬁay schools classify primarily’ to prov1de

&
"

serv1ce to the child. It is’ the c1ass1f1cat1on of except1ona11tx\\hat
has ,come under gr1t1c1sm so much so that in 1973 \?8 of 50 state d1-'\

S rectors of - spec1a1 education 1dent1f1ed 1t as the ma;or controverSy in ~

- the f1e1d (State Federa1 Informat1on C]ear1nghouse for Except1ona1 Ch11-.:.
| SR TR AN . . . . . . . )
- - dren, 1973) R e . S

The c?ass1f1catron of exceptionality’ can “be broken into two distinct

- A - t <@ - o

' éategor1és-n c1a§s1f1cat1on by.pﬁyS1ca1/obJect1ve hand1cap, and classifi-

~
T

S, cat1on Qy soc1a11y determ1ned hand1cap _.The classification of.a student
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‘Shinn, and McGue'(]979).compared the performance of students Tabeled

learning disabled and low«achieving students on a number of commonly. . . .+

“to 49 fourth-grade ch11dren‘who,scored be]ow the 25 h(percent1]e on

as phxsica]]y‘handicapped'usua11y'is'straightforuard. For example, in .
the'c1assi?ication of a student as blind, blindness is unique to that

1nd1V1dua1 It makes no difference where that student scores compared .

v

.to others Jnor is it dependent upon how.many other students have been

v t ° .

1dent1f1ed as b11nd--.Soc1a11y-determ1ned hand1caps create ‘more problems < -

for the c]ass1f1ed since these handicaps are 1dent1fﬁed by a compar1son

to others Tucker (1980) stated that current 1dent1f1cat1on/c1ass1fhcat1on ‘ ' L
procedd‘és for soc1a11y determ1ned handicapped students are extreme]y ]

~

problematic. . _ , o,

4

%
C]ass1f1cat1on problems are most evident in the process of 1dent1fy1ng

P

students as learning d1sab1ed‘“ Schools CUrrent1y engage in the practice of

d1agnos1ng students as 1earn1ng d1sab1ed through the adm1n1stratvon of -

standard1zed tests, us1ng a.number of Qgchn1ques to ass1st them in the1r

[}

. decision making. Some schools administer a wide variety of ,tests and ap-

‘bly one of-a myriad of possible formulas. Others administer the devices

“

and calculate an aptitude-achievement discrepancy. Still others examine

the*distribution of a student's performance on‘standardized tests and

engage in the process of prof11e or scatter ana]ys1s Some districts
. . ’ .
-continue to search for*part1cu1ar "process" def1c1ts no matter how ‘they .
f . ., . . v

-

chooseoto def1ne them.

< A recent study provides data that bring into question the validity

- ~

"of such practices in differentia]”diagnosis. Ysée]dyk\, A]Qo?;iﬂb,\

used‘standardized assessment devicés- Fifty fourth-%rade chiidren,

° > . . oy W0

identified as 1earn1ng d1sab1ed by their school d1sUr1cts were compared
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the Iowa Test of Basic Skills. ngii,bérformance was contrasted on
. . tests representative of the domains of intelligefce (Weschler Intelligence

- Scale for Children--Revised, Woodcock-Johnson Tests of Cognitive Ability),

achievement (Peabody IndiVidua1 Achievement Test, subtests of the.Stanford
Achievement Test,'woodcock-dohnson Tests of Achievement), perceptua]-
. . moton (Eender'Visual-Motor~Gesta1t Test,'Deve]opmental iest of Visua]- - .
Motor Integration),\behavior (beterson-Quay Behavior Prob]em'Checkiist);

and éejf-eoncept {Piers-Harris Self-Concept Scale). In addition, demo-
. S , ' . . .
- graphic information regarding subjects' sex, age, parental occupation,

educationz and socioeconomic status was collected. ‘The data provided
by Yssefdyke et al. (1979) revea]ed no significant differences on demb-

5., '

v graohic information. And Wh1]e there were statistica11y Significant

e e b

.« fy

e~ ————— e B [ — - —————

.

~differences on some of the measures, most notably in the domaim Qf achieve-

—

L * ment, the authors reported that these differencesliacked practical signi-

\\ ficance. ’FoF"exampie when comparing the groups on the Quantitative Con-
-

cepts subtest of the WOodcock Johnson Test of Cognitive Abi]ity, the dif-
- . ' . ference between their mean scores was Significant (E g. 05) yet, there
was only a 1.26 point difference between the means. Thus, on the average,

the performance of thgfﬁow-achieving group exceeded that of the LD group

-
Id

by just.over one math problem correct.
- R s . v }
Ysseldyke et al. (1929) then analyzed their datasaccording to the -

_number of'"identicai'seOres." If a subject in the LD group had the same
” 'score\as a subject in the low-achieving group, ‘then the seores were

defined as identical. With the number of possible identical paire being
N )

49 the number of identica1 scores ranged from 23 to 44, In only two

cakes were the number of identicai scores 1ess than 25. This means that™

. 4 =
- N
- B
{ . o -
¢ ~ ' 3 s ’, * ‘ %&
e . . X .
\‘1 ‘ ~ . K . r . r) , R < .
+ ERIC M » ’ o .
¢ ' ;e L N L0 ' . -
Arui et provd c , . B /f 4 : vo ” 4
L .y . ‘ 3
. [
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4 SN ’
in most instances at least half of the members of both groups ha? the

same scores. ‘ ' -~

Ysseldyke et al. (1979) also conducted two analyses to determine
how many students would be classified correct]y if the federal definition
was ‘operationalized using a deficit in.achievément of either 1.0 standard
deviation or 1.5 standard devia%ion-be]ow average. Using a‘i.O §%qnﬂard
deviation defiéit, 40 of 99 students’ were misclassified. Using a.1v5
.standard deviétion defic}t, 40 of 99 students weré misc1assified, with
many formerly c]assi?ied as LD by the school and by the 1.0 standard

v

,deviation definition not meeting this criterion.

’

In summary, Ysseldyke et al. could find no important pﬁychometric-

- S

—_differences between the two groups even- though federa] and state laws

mandate that they must be differentially diagnosed. Indeed, if the
Federal definitidh_is‘operationa]ized, considerable misclassification

octurs when decisions are based om test scores from commonly used

N .

psychometric devices. e

A-number of benefits are associated with c]assffication. However,

, ndmerous’negative effects exist as well. It is apparent that some of

-the-children in the Ysseldyke et al. study were dec‘1ared‘eh'g1'b1e while l y X

others, wrongly or rightly, were not. Although it appears to be current

practice, classification décisiens should not be made on the basis of

limited behavior, samples from testing\con&ucted outside the classroom on
. {

a "one-shot" pgsis. o ' ) *
The present study~éxamiped the utility of an alternative approach ~
PR ® .

~ ’ .

‘to current, ‘practices by further investigating the validity of the schools”
classifications of ‘students as'1§arning disabled. Functional measures

of student classroom performance in the areas of reading, spelling, and’

Al ® '

. . °

. .
* . * - 1 .-
. L)

& . ’

. -
-
ke e ek ek h e e e e i e e s s ki
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written expression, develqped at the University of Minnesota Institute . .
oL N - \ o ’

for Research on Learning Disabilities (Deno, Mirkin, Chiang, & Lowry,

19803 Deno, Mirkin, Lowry, & Kuehnle, 1980; Deno, Mirkin, & Marston, ‘

o

1980} vere- used. '
Deno,'Mirk{n:.and their associates identified critical béhaeid}s f
that ya]id]y ihdexed achievement in reaeiné, spelling, and ;ritten ex-
pregsion. A number of\ér1ter1a in addition to concurrent va11d1ty were ’
USEE\TH thE’se]ect1on og these cr1t1ca1 behav1ors, including (a) sensi-,

tivity to sma]] adjustments in 1nstruct1pna1 methods and materials and .

-4

mot\vat1ona1 techniques, (b) easy a§m1n1strat1on, (c) many parallel forms,

[y

(d) time efficiency, and (e) unoptrusiveness. Based upon research, the

asures of‘ach1evement

fo1low1ng were identified as vaT

Reading " Having a student read aloud for one m1nute,,scor1ng \J> )-
. . the words read eorrect1y and incorrgetly.
Spelling: Having the student write_wofggAgictated orally for
R ,'fhree minutes, scoring the numger Qf words sﬁe]]ed
o correctly. | ' - '/
‘Written Expression: Having the student write e steéx fof three ‘ s
.. . minutes, seoring the number of total.words
written. A .o ’
In the present sfudy, these measures~were;administefed te LD and* a
low-achieving students onee a'weeg for five weeks to answer the fo]ﬁowi .
ing questiopns:¢ ‘ ' ‘ \§
Y (1) Do students receiving.LD services:perfonm more poorly than
. Tow-achieving studentsz .:' '\\ .
- ‘ . . ;
(2) Do students reefiving LD serviceg-show less gajn over five T
weeks than low-achievihg students? ‘ i ’
~ -

k . . \ E U, 10 | l‘ . \ ‘ . . \ ;




L * -

(3) ' Is the rate of 1earning\1est for students -receiving LD ' ;

2 . LS ® o, - ) )

- ‘. - services than for low-achieving students? =
- i

,
~ M -

Y . *;? “ : ' . - ‘e .
\ . ' Method - : i
~ N

S -~
- v B ) -

Subjects . . S oo =

. »* * .
.. Subjects were a subset of metropolitan area students-originally . .

A'. . . . . . . -
. participating in a study examining differences in performance on commo?- .

A\ Y

+ 1y used, norm-referenced tegts (Ysseldyke et al., 1979). tearning dis-

~

.
s

ap]ed.studentl (n=34) vere identified according to district placement = .
¢ - ) ' ¥ : N ﬂ
team criteri% in atcord with PL 94-142, while low-achieving students - :

(2;37) were identified according to a Qerformancé.sjiterion of 25th .

pngenti]e or béelow on the Iowa Test of Basic §ki11s in math, reading,

.
o - -

. . or the composite' total scote. The two groups did not differ on several ,
< & . . ) B N ’
demographic‘?ariab1es, including age, sex, pdrents' education, maci5§1 .

L] -
.status, and socioeconomic status. .. -

. ) Procedures - A PO
s —_— . - e

Following comprehensive trainih§ «in the adminisfratiop of the

N

’ . : ! . ) . N ) \ ° .
academic measures, $pecial education resourcé teachers in the students'
. K3 e N

.

"".‘ v - S S . ° . s ’
.. schofds .served. as examiners. The examiners were gjven the measurement.

" materials and adminigtration,directions for each of the three content
A4 g “

“areas. Four alternate forms were developed for administration on a

* +

* weekly basis in each area, with the same materials being used in week _
- .' . . , . ‘ ’ -~ .
L 1 and week 5. -
[ 4 o, \ -~ - ' . - -
- Materials c ’,/ ' . .
] - \ . 2 .: .: . . ' . .
C Stimulus materials’-for nsading were isolated word lists deyg]ope}

- by fahdoﬁﬁj\se1étting %6rds from'Basic Elementary Reading Vocabularies

i

Te

.
ENN -4 - ’
~
~ A *




(Ha?ris)& Jacobson, 1972), a compilation of wofds appearing across sevén
. M w
different basal readers.:’ Each 1ist inc]uded’words from‘pre-p?jmer

fhrbugh third grade —The examiners were prov1ded w1th two ' cop1es of

o ~

'each list, one from wh1ch the student read and a teacher copy to use

for scoring. . T » T

‘ .. ‘ T
. . £ . N \ . .
In spelling, word lists were drawn from the same domairf as for-read-

A

ing, ~For homonyms, a seﬁtence using the word in context was’ provided

next to the,ﬁ/;d°«theateacber fead this sentence aloul fo]]owing presen-

\tat1on o? the word. In additidn, a sheet with numbered 1ines was provided

> . . =~

7

' - for thé §tudent . oo . e

-p k4
S

T The mater1a1s for-wrrtten expne5516§;£ons¢’%ed of lined paper’ w1th

EY

o a top1c sentence typed‘across the top. -

e -
. e - -

Adm1n1strax1on : /: ) - ;f‘j e

r five weeks, Test1ng took p1ace in the same sequence eaCh week ~w1th
Bz

\\ / .
one m1nute of reading fo]]owed by three m1nutes of -spelling, and then ..

Py g

' three minutes of wr1tten express1on . ' -,

-

1] NN
Iso1ated wopd recognition. The following instructidns were given

. - ‘. . \
to the student beTore the reading test: 1

{

Here is-a -word 11st°that I want you to read. When I tells you

to start.you can read across the page. Use the.cardboard to, -

+  help you keep your place. Please read as fast and accurately: .
as you can. If you get stuck on any of the words, move on to.”
the-next one. " If you finish.all of.the words on the front ™
side, turn the sheet over and continue reading. I will télt-

Wh : -

L t‘///"‘E&ammer":‘, assessed each student 1nd1v1du4\\g,/bn a weekly bas1s,
@ﬂ. Y

you when to stop reading. Are there any questions? Ready? - °
x N )

Begin. .

. . . T
As the student read, the teacherﬂk-ept track of performance on the follow-

along sheet, with enly exact1y accurate’ responses counted as correct.

T e

T




Substitutions, om1ss1ons, and m1sprbnunc1at1ons were counted as,
@

incorrect and crOSsed out oﬂ the - teacher's copy. Repetitions -
were not‘counted as errors. The teacher made a slash (/) after the

last-word the‘stddeﬁt read at the end of onezminutel
> . - . "{ ‘,M . .
§Ee11ing. The following instructions were given to the student

e .

- - -

prior to the speT}ing test- T ) A -
‘( L
. . I am goihg-to ask yau to spell some words today Each time
PR I want you to do your best and work quickly. -Do not work ..
i " . too fast because it is important that you spell the words , - '°
“correctly. -I will read a word to you and repeat (or say it
‘ again) just once. Do not ask me to repeat the words. If you
. cannot spell a word, we will go on to the next word: Some- -
- . - “times words. can be spelled  in more than one way. I will
~say those words in shgrt sentences so that you will know
which word I want you to spell. An example is the word _
right - write. If I wanted you to spell r-i-g&h-t, I would .
say the word, then say -- His answer was Jight,”and repeat ‘ :
the word. If you spelled w-rii-t-e, it would be marked
wrong. There are only a few words on my lists that can be
S spelled more than one way; but ]isten carefully to the
.sentences I give for them. An quest1ons7 Remember to

g,
—

. work quickly, but do the best that yaqu'can. VYou may print
- or write the words, but try to do it neatly so that-I can ;
read the words you spelled later on. , v

. ot

A max1mum of 15 seconds. was a1lowed for the spelling of each word

! )

r prior “to presentnng the next word." Lf the student comp1eted a word
in less than 15 seconds, the next word was dictated 1mmed1ate1y.

Written expression. -The following instructions were given to the

.
© >

~. student prior to the written expression test: ‘ i
- ) Today I want you-to write a gtory. I am going to read a
oo sentence to you first, and then I want you to compose.a

© short .story-about what happens. You will have no more

e . than one minute to think abaut. the stogy you will wr1te

dnd then have three minutes fo write it. when I say go,

start writing. ' )
-,

Scoring

The dependent data for each of the academic measures were scored

& follows: . ‘ : .

e 13
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. . © 9
Word redpgnition: number of words read correct and incorrect
‘ ) )

,Spelling: nuﬁber of words spelled correct and incorrect

-

[ .
. number of correct~and 1ncorrect letter sequences. oo
Written express1on:‘ number of words wr1tten ’ <,

K3

. . .
v . I

" number of words spelled correct -

number of correct 1ettér sequéhces

Based on prev1ous research. that 1nd1cated that the tota} nﬁmber

- of yords read or spe]]ed correct or written were va11d and sens1t1ve

Ameagﬁres of read1ng, Spe111ng, and writing, respectwve]y (Deno Mirkin,
®
Ch1ang, & Lowry, 1980; Deno, Mirkin, Lowgy, & Kuehnle, 1980; Deno, Mirkin,

& Marston, 1980), these served as the pk1maay units of measurement in

‘ the ‘analyses of data.

" » ﬁesu]ts

Sévera] aqa]yses were conducted to compare the perfoﬁmanca~of the
LD. and\]ow-achieyiﬁgigroqps of students. First, an overall test of sig-
nificance og%performaqpe_acroas a11.the measures was conducted to
determine (a) overall di%ferenees between the two groubs, and (b) the s
accuracy of prediéting group membership. Second, differences between |
the groups withid eachyof the “three measured <ontent areas were analyzed
in terms of: (a) "1tvel" of performance, (b) "§1ope" of penformance, and

.

(c) absolute gro@th. A third analysis involved computing the test-retest

Q9

and alternate-form reliability of each measure.

-

To determine the extent to which overall differences existed between

3

the two groups, a canonical discriminant function was. run using all the

measures and critical behaviors. Additionally, the results of the
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canohica] discriminant function were used to match the' function's clas-
. sifitation as learning dieab1ed (LD) ‘or non-Tearning disabled (NLD) with -

each student's actual c]ass1f1cat1on The results are presented in

@

Tab]es‘T and 2. As shown 1n Tab?e 1, a high re1at1on§h1p .{7) existed
between the groups .performances on the measures and their classification

- by the discriminant function. The accompany1ng Ch1-Square ana]ys1s

N -~

. using the. discriminant funct1onvrevea1ed that the overa]] performance of
the LD and NLD*groups differed significartly (X = 49 53, R = 002)

The resu1ts of therdiecriminant function's classification of students

as LD or NLD appear.in Tab]é é. One caﬁevuas deteted from this analtysts
‘:due to missing data: For the_remafnﬁné 70 students,, 62 (88.57%)'were
c1a;sifieo-correct1y. . o g ; . .

- " " " - - " G - e e R G

Comparison of the two groups ‘on the read1ng measure of words read
correct appeagg in Table 3.‘ A week-by-week comparison of LD and NLD
. % .
performance indicates that each week the NLD group significantly out-

¢
-

performed the .LD group 1n .the number of words correct]y read. The dif- -

k723 »
-

‘ferences, between the groups ranged from 23.6 to 26. 1 words per minute. & "égg
# :

S1m11ar resu]ts were obtained for words read 1ncorrect1y and for accu-

racy. In contrast there were no significant d1fferénces between the
v T,

‘two groups w1th respect-{o the»s1ope of their reading stores (g .37).
On the average the scores of the LD group 1ncreased at the rate of
© 1.74 words per week, while the NLD group's mean slope was 2.35 words

per week. Finally, a pre-post analysis of absolute growth, in which’

°

PP
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identical week 1 and week 5 measures were used, no statistically signi-

-~
e - . * ’ - g

’ fi%?nt “differencts were found between the two groups. Both groups

showed ga1ns in the number of words read correct]y on the or1g1na1
measure over_the ﬁtve~week peftod. Ihe LD group ga1ned 6 9 words and

the NLD"grOUp gained 9.4 words.

. 1
Insert Table 3 about here -
N -_:-:. _________________________ E -
. - . b
Table 4 compares tﬁe LD and NLD samples on the number of words
. ; > R ’ 2 * 4
. spelled correctly during the three-minute timing. Again, the NLD stu-

.
»

dents cons1stent1y spelled. s1gn1f1cant1y more words correct]y than d1d
~ -~ .

students receiving 1earn1ng disabilities serv1ces. Nh11e the variance”
. of the groups as represented by the standard deviation was aj&ut the
same on’a week-by-week basis, the MLD group ma1nta1ned a 6. ?\to 8 6 words
Eaﬁéect advantage over the LD group. The same results were found when

Co-

. tne dependent measure wa$ ‘number of correct letter sequences, number of

words spelled incorrectly, or accuraty of spelling, with NLD students
performing significantly better than LD students "each week .

e e s ey S WS > TN WS G e b = W G 0 BB = .

' ¥ While tbe two grOUps d1ffered in terms of the number of words g< .

. spelled correct1y, again no stat1st1ca11y sighificant d1fference nas
o .

obtained between the groups in terms of absolute growth (rate of increase

per week)«e The pertormance of both group5¢increased by an average of

about one- ha]f word per week (LD = .52 words, NLD = .64 words, p = .62).

These resufts parallel those obtained for read1ng Fina]]y, a comparison

’\

v - - b4
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of pre- post gain as measured by the adm1n1strat1on of the same: measure
“on weeks 1.and 5, 1nd1cated that the LD group averaged a gain of about

3.0 words spelled correct]y over the f1ve-week period, compared to the

‘
.\

, NLngroup 3 average ga1n ‘of h 9 words. These averages were not signifi-

cantly d1fferent (t =

1 12, p .268), demopstratipd that both groups

QGe similar amounts of progress. -

- Un11ke the data obtained from the ‘other measures, the data from

the writteg exprgssion measures failed to uphold the patteru of superior

performance by the-1ow-achieving (NLD) group. As shown in Table 5, the .

_ NLDygroup wrote significantly more words (43.9) than the LD group (37.6)

”
=2.04, p =°.045). However,

in the three-minute timing during week 1 (F

’

no significant differences were found between the two groups in the total
number of words writteu durihg éach of the remaining weeks In fact

dur1ng week 4, "the LD group slightly outperformed the NLD ;roup S1m11ar
results were obta1ned when analyses were conducted on the- number of words

spelled éd%rect]y and the number of correct]y written letter sequences
7 X -f

~ e e

Iusert TabTe 5 about hére x

, .
. . o T e
4 N . NS S N

o
1 ----- o s o o o .
» -

When a measure of sae111ng accuracy on the written expressiop task
was examined, the performance Tevels of the two groups were swgn1f1cant1y

dwfferent Data on the groups' accurac1es in spe111ng WOrds correct1y <

on the written measures are reported in Tab]e 6. Three major coqc]us1ons-

.

can be drawn from the data. First, the NLD samp1e spelled significantTy

\X

more accurate]y than the LD group ‘on four of the five week]y measures

Second, the accuracies in spelling on the written expression measure

-~ ’

-
were much higher than those on the spelling measures. Generally speaking,

N S S
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“ .

both groups were accurate Spe11ers when writing. Third, the only ron-

significant result occurred on the week 4 data.

Insert-TabTe 6 about here ) “ .

S e —————— .

. The learning rates t(slopes) of the LD. and NLD groups on the written
' expression measufes (see Table 5) were 1ncons1stent with those in the
other two measumsement areas. - While there were no d1fferences in slope \~. 7

for réad1ng and spetling over five weeks, in wr1t1ng the LD group gained
A

" an average of one word per week (1.04) wh11e the NLD group lost an average

-

. of one-half word per week (-.53). This d1fference in rate of change was -
signjfican% QE = .017). The difference between the two groups over t1me
/,.alse was reflected in the pre-post testing conducted on weeks 1 and 5
) (see Table §). The’ probab111ty assoc1ated with the’ d1fference in abso]ute‘
growth approached convent10na1 stat}st1ca1 51gn1f1cance (R .058), with
the LD group outperform1ng their Tow- ach1ev/pz peers at an average rate

@ LU

of 5.1 versus 0.5 words growth on the same measure over five weeks.
. . /

Test Reliability / . R ‘

i -

Reliability estimates fer the three academic measures appear in
Table 7. For reading, both test-retest (.90) and aJternafe-form (median N
/’\\ = .91) estimatee.of reliability indicated that thé;:ead1ng measures wefe oo

very reliable._ For speT]ing,'test~retest (.85) and alternate-form ' o

\
)

~(median = .85).reliability estimates were geﬁera]]y quite high, ranging_.. 4

_ from .82 to 292, ‘In conirast, the estimates of the reliabilities for'
o .‘;he written expression measures were substantially lower. "Generally,

. ( . '
. the reljability estimates.were moderate for total words written (test-

retest = .69; alternate-forms medjag&éaiBQ). The range of alternate-

' ‘ .
A » . .
~
18 . 4
. ~
. . y SR .
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™ .

form refiabi]i%ies‘rénged from .51 to .71. -

------------------------------

.

Insert Table 7 about here

Score Distributions : .

1
-

The distribution of individual scores on the week‘g'reading measure

o

shown in Figure 1 is typical of the distributions of scores obtained on .

the measures. Clearly, two separate distributions were present. Using’

o

a score of 52 words carrect as a possible cut-off score, only two- NLD
. students fall below-as compared with 19 LD students. At the other ex-f

. treme, usiné 80 words read correctly as a cut-off, only fqur LD studqnié
¢ .

read above that level as combared with 21 NLD students. *Figur fﬂand

3 display similar results from the weeﬁ 1 speﬁ]ing and written expres-

_sion measures, : g

!

e e e R R

¢ Discussion -
‘, ' - " ‘The resu]ég of this'study suggest that differences exist_in the -
reading and spelling skills of students }eceivinqﬂ1garniﬁg disabilities
services and students fdgntified as "low achievé;s." Il also Pppéhrs

that two of the measures show considerable promise for diffekentip] -

.

. ' - Al ~ -
_diagnosis of students on an indiyidual basis. Both the. reading and

. . speliling measures ,were high]y reliable and, given possible attenuation
- effects due to the restricted range of,the popu1ationsi.appear to meet

Y 3

the standards suggested as necessary for technical adequacy (Sa]via

& Ysseldyke, 1978). The measures of written expression showed less

A] - 3 .
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b;émisg in this. study; however, the low reliabilities ngporjpd here
.contrdst. with the high ;é1iabi1itie§ reported in other studies (Marston y

'

-

© . % Déno,1981). - - n e o
T "'> ~ 4 ) ¢ ) ' &‘

Consistent differences betwegn the two groups of students were found
in }eading'{n_tefm;_of.tﬁe number of -words read coréect]y. As a d}oup,
the learning disab]ed'studehts rgaa at a rate th;t was approxi%atéiy 50% g
less f]uent than their low- ach1ev1ng peers. This re]ationship‘was con-

t

s1stent across weeks. The d1ffe?ences between the groups are exgdenced

Ml

further in an analysis of the distribution of 1nd1v1dua1 scores. As
<

mentioned ear11er, the scores of the two groups produce very different
d1str1but1ons, In contrast to the measures of over]ap reported by -

Ysseldyke et al. (1979), the groups-overlapped much less on the reading

2

measures used in the current”study. ' .’

In examining performance in spelling, again the LD sample performed

at an average that was 50% less fluent.than that of the low achievers. .

¢ Interpré%ation of the results of the written expression measure is

)

5rob1ématic: While the 1ow-achiev%ng samplé significantly outperformed

- the learning disabled sample when the number of words spelled correctly

L4

was analyzed, there were no significant differences between the two .o
;Y * LN . . 3

.- ' groups during four of the five weeks when the total numbey of words$®
. written was analyzed. Interpretat1on of this f1nd1ng is comp11cated by

the moderate re11ab111t1es that character1zed themneasures Fgrther
- 4

- study needs to be made of the re]iabi]ity of measyres of wrjtten.ex-

°

?
. pression, particularly when they are. administered on a weekly basis.

’ .. )

In contrast to the. substantial differences in the levels of per-

_ formance in reading and -spelling, the 1earniﬁg slope of the “two groups
\} - i /A * . -. (]

v .. s .o ' -
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were not very different. This is in contrast to-results reported by

* Kunzelmann (1977), who has argued that special pepulations can be di f-

" ferenttated from normal populatians based on their 1ea¥ning rates.
¢ : -

In the present study, improyement occurred for both groups on the meas-
\ ) ’
ures ef reading and spelling. However, in assessing written'expression,j

the LD sample impnoveduat a much @reater rate than d#d the NLD group.

In fact, the s1dpe for the NLD grouﬁ was negativel A number of factors -
< . N v g

+

could account for these difterénces. Two possibfe.ekb]anations are (a)

the unre]iabi]ity:of the measures, and (b) the ne1atiue unimportance F

placed upon written exbressiqn in 1earning disabilities programs. "The

practice provided by the measurenent; in an area whenz there has been .

Tittle or no practice,lnau'have accounted for theépositive slope. 'n -
, The results of this study lead to three complex guestions. First,

why‘do the.Lb‘and NLD students differ’on these measures Rut- not on more

tradttiona] standardized tests? *Secdnd, according to this study,fwho

is being served in learning disabd1ities'prd§rams7 Third, on what basis {

3

are referra]s for learning d1sab111t1es be1ng'made? \ e

»

Ysse]dykeoet al. (!979) found very {ew d1fferences'of pract1ca1
'sjgnificance in measuring these same students using traditiona] standard= .
izeH devices Yet “oné can conc]ude from"fﬁe resutts of th;s study - o
that differences do ex1st between the populations and that these d1f—

ferences may be of va] e in d1fferent1a1 d1agnos1s and e11g1b111ty

What «i.s it about the two myasurement systems that can account for these -

" ‘_\u&\’ ot -
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«This statement 1s certa1n1y app11cab1e to\%§E;%%§s ach1evemeqt or1ented

© 3y,

measures, 1 e:, the "cognitive" or "perceptua1"‘measures such as the

n

(2

~

WISC-R, the WOodcock Johnson Tests of Cogn1t1ve Ab111tygs and tﬁe Bender,

that were administered ‘in the Ysseldyke et al. study szhese measures

A4 0.,09

were designed to measure a process construct and as an. perat1ona11zat10n

“ °&¢‘\,'

of that'process; they are jindirect. The measures n the pn;sent study

are direct measures of skill areas that are the focui‘of 1nstruct1on,

”

they samp]e students' performance in a manner similar to that whqch

\

. “

vccurs in the ¢lassroom. Because many of the 1nd1rect measures may- be

3 ¥ v

¥ -

<
-related to academic performance in a correlational but’ nat causative -

..j, , . - “ > _ N 7’
manner, they may be un1mportant \ o o

N

’

éﬁ Important1y, "the measures used in this study 1nq1ude more 1tems
an the traditiona] achievement tests.

For example, thgfwoodcock-

~ Johnson Ach1evement Battery Letter-Word Ident1f1cat1on suBtest aT1ows

-3

the student to.read 47 words at most Not on1y is the nymber of 1tems '

11m1téd but the 1tems span a great d1ff1cuTty range, starting at
”»

and reach1ng such words as “pu1sne,“ "tricot," "kdpje," and “p1noch1e

By contrast, the words oA the reading ‘measure used 1nsth1s study allow

S v

a student t”read up to 140 words, all from approx1mate1y the sgme level

of d1ff1cu1ty This allows for more comp]ete and representat1ve sam-

- Lo e

pling of the students' skills and more opportunities for: ‘correct re- .

w

1
sponses The measurement system is more senS1t1ve{to 1nter 1nd1V1dua1

differences and can more adequate]y d1fferent1ate between stddents of
Na?1ous prof1c1enc1es in a manner that has pract1ca4 ut111ty The~
importance of this factor can be seen in an examination of ¥sse1dyke
et a}‘ s.subjects on the Letter-wbrd Identification subtest~ wh11e
low-achieving students performed significantly better on that subtest

e i . v' ‘\“#

< . d
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(p < .05); the magnitude of the differences between the means {3.96 words)
and the small variances (NLD = 2.98, LD = 3.82). did not allow for the

s differences to-be qf practical use.’

.

The measures used in this study also varied on another critical

dipension, that of fluency or rate of behavior. . Not only was how many .-
* : : >
words the studgnt, read or spe11ed‘per se jmportant but also how-quickly

the student could do so in a g1ven per1od of time. The achievement ',~
measures used by Ysse]dyke et\\\ exc]uded f]uency Two students could

get the same number correct with one student tak1ng two minutes to read
l ! “y.
- 10-words and another taking threeﬁninutes. Regardless of one's theoret- *
/ - . 4 . . . . N
ical perspective} fluency or rate of responding is more sensitive as a

™

: ‘ —t? d - ) .
" dependent measuwre than number correct-or percentage of accuraly. ..

. Skinner'(1953).argues that rate of respondjng js/thelonTy'Veffab1e

’

really worth measuring. Rate of responding is also critical in White and -

-

t

Haring's (1980) learning hierarchy. T%é; maintain that: in-the develop-

ment of any skill, the learner goes through five major steps. Acquisition,’ M
“the first stage, emphasjzes the accurate pérformance of a skill (i..e., .
.mastering the essential components of the skill). Fluency buitding, the

3 second step, eﬁphasizes the addition of speed to accuracy. To read ex-
tremely slowly but accurately iS'not'productiVS in academics;. Thus- for
- mastery of most material, fluency is impdrtant. The. other stages of

behavior, maintenance, application, and adaptation all emphastze'the

A € . e ind

. " importance of having. a particular behavior occur at some minimum rate.

. .before the methods of instfuction‘adprdpriate for those stages are ef-

é

* fective. .~ . %

R4 - . > 4

The ﬁmportapce of skill fluency and rate of responding are being

f ..
1 - . -
. “ - . - &
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'identified by others as well. For example, in reading, slow readers are
poorer in tomprehension_(Carnine & Silbert, 19792. These authors hypo- -

" thesize that non-fluent readers read so s1ow1y that they canndt remember

¢ - 4’

what they hawe read; thus, comprehens1on suffers., Similar findings

. hav@ ‘been reported by Pace and Golinkoff (1&76 Speer and LamB (197&),

% that when students' readiné_rate\\ﬁnproved their comprehens1on improved.
- LaBerge and Samuels (1976), in the1r 1nformat1on process?gg mode], sub-

“xtitute the concept of automat1c1ty for fluency.: They argue that a

‘ -

reader must read words qu1ck1y enough for’ attention to be given to the

* organization offtge word meanings represented by the sentence.

[°4

. The concept of fluency is important in spelling and writing as well.
Extremely slow spellersand writers will have a difficult time in school.
——— i ’ N
The assessment of fluency should thus be considered to be an essential,

unique component of the'measurement devices used in this study.

4

. Given these differences in the two measurement systems, what_ are

the implications for who receives LD services and how the referral is

-

taking place? Students may be receiving learning disabilities services on

the basis of their being "at the bottom of the barrel" in terms of

academic achievement. The results of Ysseldyke et al. (1979) suggested
- *
that there were no cTear cut "psychological® corre]ates of rece1v1ng LD

serv1ces Th1s study, however,,demonstrated academic performance dif-
ferences in reading and spe111ng skills®between students rece1v1ng

.

. services and those not rece1v1ng services. As a-group, those receiving

-

services perforn Tower than other students These findings are at odds

with the beliefs of many o the profess1ona1s in the field, who would

and Perfetti and Hogalboam (1975). Dahl (1979) and Waechter (1972) found
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-

Suggest that some underfying cause or-something wrong with the student

.

" exists. R L. , %
What we may bg witnessing“ﬁs a teacher referring a pdrticu1aﬁ student

because the student does not rehg, write, spell, or compute as, well ds the ,

.

others in the class. There are no physical explanations, such as,hear- .

M . @ !

E

’ ing or.vision, for this poor performance. ‘As a result of thi% referral,

~/ )

. a placement team begins to substantiate the teacher's,opinion. This is

fgccomp]ished in most Gases by the administration of a large number of
.~ \‘

- f * 4 ’
. +tgsts. The process can be time consuming‘and expensive. The outcome of

)

the testing, according to Ysseldyke et al., fails to substantiafe or

differentiate the student from others who may be doing poorly. lThe
. . @D -
failure of standardized tests leaves the placement decision open-to a

.

number of other factors such as parental opinion and power, the influence
.o . . ®
of the teacher, logistical variables (e.g., the number of openings in-
. e 2, - .
a program, or the program sy§e), and superstition (e.g.K:'he.1ooks LD,"

"his brother's LD," etc.). |

- -

It is important to note that the alternative.to thi; process is not

simpfx a reliance upon teacher judgment. ‘Th& measures used'ip %his study,

Ay

' ;
primarily the reading and spelting measures, lend {h?mse1ves as a

remedy to this situation. They a]]oQ for the efficient, expedient quan-
- . .

@ificétion of what a teacher sees in the classroom as the basi's.-for

1sq1ection for learning disabilities services. The procedures have docu-

4 .

pented réliability and validity. Becauée(they are not timé'consuming,

additional data can be collected forw“average" students in the elasfroom,

school, or district, thué,a11owing eligibility to be determined by inter-

bl

\

. - % [ > ’ . ¢ ¢ S
individual student d1screpan§i§§ in academics based on local averages
5 4

&3
Ut
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- in. contrast to defining and ooerationaiizing the intra-i#ﬁividua]
e . g RS
' aptitude achievement discrepancy. . - -

>

For the most part the ramifications ef such an eiigibiiity SJstem

~ remain uninvestigated}/ Certa]niy, the eiigibiiity deC1S10n could bexhade
in a less expensive manner and as a result, more attention (i.e., tife
¥ ‘ . N . .

E"and(,fru.)ney’-) could be spent investigating rehediabte student weaknesses,

determining appropriate instruct an, and eva]uating the effectiveness
N .t
of 'such instruction Nhb.u]d sich phocedures_result in’ better decisions?
o . : : . )
- Ysse]dyke‘et al. (1979) suggested that the schools' decision-making
P4

processes based upon the tests administered did not result in "good"

5 < dec;Sions ~Tr fact they argued that similar dedisions cou]d hage been
N L
v made by f]ippingfa\COin However, gi{en the data from this.study, it

“'\ g bﬁ.

appears that the schoo]s did adequately differenz;ate—btheen the two o \1
<:? popu1ations. Of course, one can only speculate

to what factors ) -

S yactually inflyenced the dec1s10ns by the schools The contribution of =«

comprehenSive standardized test data, however, ha to be minima1 ' 3

/ '»\ a,

L ‘Several questions mst be raised about the us an aitéraﬁt e method
for&making e]iéibiiity decisions. For exampie, hbW~discrepant mﬂst the .

- - target student be from his péers? Depo and Mhrkin (191?) have suggested v -

-

—
a2, disdrepancy (the target andent perform ag ha]f the rate of th . g
7 ” . avarage student). It sholnd be notgd that this suggestion has o AN~ - .

empirica1 bas1s as of yet No one knows how many students wou]d be f R

(\ ) 7 ¢ . n

o dentified as eligibie ifa 1.5, 2.0, or 3. 0 discrepancy;was;used YA ’
-

f‘/ re1ated~question is who should constitute a peer group? Shouﬂd it be .

, a particular class school, or the whole district? Another important.

- : » . )

. consideration is hoﬁ'educationa].professiona]s would react to such a
. , . - - - - e p
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°

method for making ‘decisions. Further, one must ask whether it would \

: _ save time and allow for the better allocation of specialized services.
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Table 1.

"Results of the Cahonical Discriminant -
y Function Using A1l Measures for LD and NLD Students

) | 0 Percent of Canonical Chi- ‘
‘ : Function 1 Variance Correlation squared D.F, f
T -1.25 e
d 100 Y 49.33 25 ° .002
' . NLD y\f—\ ,
) « T : Y z ' »e
/. . : . :

s ; .

e . > s
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' "« Table 2 o
Classification of Students as Learning Disabled and
Non-Learning Disabled Using Actual Classification
- » and Discriminant Function
- / A )
) Predicted Group Using Discriminant
: . Function : ¥
Actual Group LD NLD N B
\ o N 7 - N
LD (33) 29 ‘ 4 |
. . . - 2
CNLD (37) 4 33 -
Percent.Correctiy Classified = 88.57 . R
. t';'. < '. ° R
- \ - . / "o
L4 b . ‘ \ ¢
bo- - . ] - .
. B, - , )
- * 0 J . *
-m / - Y ) ;&
~ . \Q'S’ ~ . . .
. ) : S
: ’ ) N . .
. ; - 4 2 - T -
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« * Comparisor of Number of Words Read Correctly Using

Table 3

~

the Reading Measure for LD and Low Achieving Students’

.

Group sD P
LD 49.4 215 '
Week | . NLD 73.0 18.8 000
LD 46.6 > 21.5 .
leek 2 NLD 68.2 19.4 -000
| * LD 48.7 22.4 . . o~
Week 3 NLD  72.5 20.9 -000 '
LD 48.7 20.2 -
Week 4 NLD 72.9 19.9 -000
e LD 563 21.2 '
Week 5 NLD - 82.4 21.0 000
. ‘ < o
Slope of Performance LD 1.74 2,57 370 ‘
Week 1 to Week 5 NLD 2.35 3.11 :
ASso]ute growth LD 6.9 8.7 ‘328 ~
9.4 12.2 :

Week 1 to-Week 5 °

NLD
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N - , TabTe.4 .
éompariso,n of the Number )offyor‘ds SpéHed Correctiy
Using the Spelling Measure for LD “and
: ) Low Achiéving Students -
Group |, X SD p
C RENT) 15.6 . 4.8 .
Week 1 y MO 230 %49 .0 000
LD 15.7 B A
- Week 2 Ao, e 60 000 |
. LD 13.1 7.4 °
* Week 3 . ) ) .000
o ";f NLD 21.2 1.5 .
N ’k" .. '
LD 14.4 7.3 .
~ Week 4 .ONLD . L2100 7.2 +000
: Lb °  18.6 6.9
,  Weekd NLD 27.2 7.3 000
« Slope of Performance . LD .52 1.00 + 7 620
. Week 1 to Week 5 NLD . 64- 1.12 '
° - Abso]u,t?growth ' LD, 3.0 4.2 T 268
4 ‘Week 1 to Week 5 NLD 4.2 4.7 PR
> o r
B - - ';’51':.’ . by
, RS w8
. ALl LTI
A & .%z‘?; L3 e
- S A
. T < A e .
> 8 L 34 .
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: - Table 5
W' " Compar1son of Neek]y Number of Words wmtten
‘. .. % Using*>the Written Expression Measure for Learning
. R _ Disabled and Low Achieving Students{
. m— — —X
¢ l , Group \X SD p
LD 37. 13.6 ¢ -
Week 1 NLD 439 126 . 04,
- . . -
-LD 38.8° 11.8.
b Meek 2 NLD 42.0 13.1 Sacl
<. . R
. LD .39.6 10.5
‘ Heek 3 NLD - . 45.2 14.5 070
) . " <378 . 30
. NGEK 4' . - ‘NLD L 36.6 { ]2’3 -692
" e LD 42.7 14.4 ‘
., Meek'S .. NLD 44..0 14.5 . 714
- Slope of Performance LD .04 2.56 017
Week 1 to Week 5 NLD -.53 2.80 ) "
Absolute growsh L 5. 9.0 5 ogg
Week -1 to Week 5 NLD 5 11.0 T
~ ) ‘ '%
% L ] 3 ~~\ h =
. ' 5 - e &; '% -
. ) - ' s _ .

’ >y
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Table 6 : ‘e
» . ) .
Comparison of Accuracy in Spelling Words in °
- a Written Expression Task for-Learning Disabled
' Low Achieving Students . "
R ~% f ‘
Group X . SD - ' QR'
LD .81 .10 p
| Week 1 NLD 90 06 ‘ .000
8% w W
Week.3 AED 52 AN L
Week 4 ADD - E 200
Week 5 AD g ¥ 000
- 3
- 13
t
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- \‘
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k . Table 7 - .
.t ‘ Reliabjlity Estimates gf/the Weekly Measures in Three: Academic

Week 1 Weeé 2 Week 3 Week 4 .

o,

" A, 'Tota1OWOrds Read

‘.  Week 1 -- )
Week 2 92T A '
’ Week 3' .89 - .92 - \
Week 4 © .90 .90 92 --
'\ Week 5 90 .90 .91 .94
B. Total Words Spelled Correct ' ‘ ‘ K
e | Week 1 - ! -—- s ‘
h Week 2. . .85 - -
Week 3 ) .83 .89 -
‘ ‘Week 4 . .82 .88 .92 g
Week 5 AR : - S - . .86 .85
/ -
C. Total Words\Written
) Week 1 : -- K : '
i _ "
Week 2 - .70 -
Week 3 .58 . .68 © o ae T _
Week 4 .51 ".56° .57 -
Week’5 ~ .« - .69 Ny .59 . ‘
o - ) ~ -
‘b ‘ P - ‘ ’ :
; . |
\
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