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Abstract

‘The United States Office of Educarion has 1nd1cated that the only ..

generally accepted manifentation of a specific learning disnbility is
" that there is a significant discrepancy between expected and actual
achievement. Methods for d@ernining the significance of any achieve-
ment discrepancies in éhildren'p performances become tubortqnt within
this context. The reaearch reported bere attempted to evaiuife the
htiiity of two procedures for deterﬁining‘aevere discrepancy 1e§els;

L]

the benefita and }1ab111£1ee of each are discussed.
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Toward Defining Discrepancies for Specific Learning Disabilities:

-

_An Andlysis and Alternatives

-

' Since;the classic wofk’of Strauss and tehfinen (1947) with "b::in-
.injured",childreno numerous efforts.(CIemGQte, 1966; U.S,d;E" 1968) have . S
Ibeen directed at definingmfhe targef populetfon now enconpeooed_by-the-

. term speéific leerning dieabilitieo (SLD). Some of the current definitionel»
problems are reflected in a recent survey (Herce;, Forgnone. & Wolking, 1976)
_which'reported the use of numerous defindtione by state departments of edu-,
cafion. In addition, Mercer et al. noted that the state definitions in=-
cluded the use. of 15 different components, with the number of conponento

in any one définition varying from one to 11. Since 1972, two states
(Florida end Heshington) have developed and used specific operational cri-
teria to identify‘SLD,students. Moreover, school pereonnel in floride

have reacted favorably to the use of the operational criteria to identify
SLD (Mercer: Lesseo, & Algozgine, 1977). These results e;e.conoiatent with
Chalfant and King's (1976) position that existing definitions include com-
ponents suitable for use in opefetional efforts.

\ Efforts to operationalize the criteria for determining SLD eppcervin
line with recent legfeletion (Public Law 94-142) which mendates the de- |
velopment of a more preciee definition of epecific learning -disabilities.

The United States Office of Education (U.S.0.E., 1976) responded to this
" very difficult task of precisely defining a specific learning disability
bj selecting some definitional components and offering operational criteria.”

Those U.S.0.E. propgeed guidelinee stated that it was necessary for a |

child to exhibit a severe discrepancy between achievement and intellectual




ability before being classified as SLD. 1f a child performed at or below
' 80% of his or her equctéq achievement ievel "when intellectual ability,
age, and previous educational experiénceq are considered" (U.S;Q.E., 1976,
y Pe 5$2407), then a severe discrepancy existed. The following formula for .
determining the severe discrepéncy was proposed:
CA (j%%'+ 0.17) - 2.5 = lovofe discrepancy level (SDL). 4
Response from the field was overwhelmingly negatiye with regard to this
proposed formula; Danielson and Bauer (1978) have discussed the issues and
. réactionn qhicﬁ redulted from the U.S.0.E. proposed formula for quantifying
the severe discrepancy level. 2 '
The most recent attempt by the federal government to define "specific
learning dioability" closely parallels the guidolingi §o£ab11.hed by the
National Advisory Committee on Handicapped Childpon.(NACHC) in 1968. The -
current,deffhition follows:-
"Specific learning disability” means a disorder in one or more
of the basic psychological processes involved in understanding
or in using language, spoken or written, vhich may manifest
itself in an imperfect abilicy to listem, think, speak, read,
vrite, spell, or to do mathematical calculations. The term
includes such conditions as perceptual handicaps, brain injury,
minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia, and developmental aphasia.
The term does not include children who have learning problems
which are primarily the result of visual, hearing, or motor
handicaps, of mental retatrdation, .ox.emotional disturbance, o o
or of environmental, cultural, or economic disadvantage. (U.S.0.E.,
1977, p. 65083) ' |
Although largely unchanged in definition since 1968, SLD is now .
evaluated differently according to the Federal Register guidelinef’
(Mercer, 1979). While "procelo.dilordern" appear in the definition, they
are overlooked in the suggested identification criteria; and, although

the discrepancy notion is nbt included in the definition, it is the primary




',1977)_de11n1t|.the'followidg criteria’in adddtion to th common exclu-

- : \ : ; : | . | :
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a;pect of the identification criteria. The Federal -Register (U.S8.0.E.,

.

ul'.

- sionary components:

A team may determine that a child has a specific learning- dilagilitx if:

1. The child does not achieve commensurate with his or her age *
and ability levels in one or more of the areas 'listed in [the]
paragraph...[bolow]...fﬁis section, when provided with learning

s, equxiencoa_appropriate for the child'o age and ability lavels;

N r . - 'and

2. The team finds that a child has a severe discrepancy betwesen
achievement :and intellectual ability in one or more of the

. following ard’a-

: Oral expression; liotening comprehension; written exproolion°
basic reading skill; reading comprehension; mathematies ,
calculation; or mmthcmatics reasoning. (U.S.0.E., 1977,

P 65083) . '

B AP

While the formula for detarnining "discrepancy" has dioappenrad. it 1is

LK }

. clearly evident that some measur® 9f a oisnifielnt difference between ox-'

pected and actual achievement is needed to implement the idehtificatiodr4
procedure suggested by the government. It should be noted that the fir.t
suggested criterion defines non-achievement relative to ggg and abilitz
levels; these are-the two primnry components which may vary in the U.S.0.E.
fornula; Stmilarly, the second criterion suggests that a "severe discrepancy”

is found before identification can occur; the intent of thd proposed formula

[ 2

" was to define that diocrepancy level.

In a national nurvey of current SLD definitions, it was found that
sovoral states have adopted the 1976 U.S.0.E., guidelines (i.e., the fornula)

while others bHave adopted the 1977 definition and criteria (Wells, Schmid,

: Horder, & Algozzina,;1979). The purpose of this research wad to dnaly:o

(and provide alternatives to) the U.S.0.E. formula for dotefmining severe
dilcrophndy levels. Such a project wanvnocn as important, in opitc of the

limited support the formula received, because of the adoption in several

8
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otatoo of the 1976 7¢gulationi and the strong unphaoio in the 1977
3uid¢11n¢. regarding finding a "gevere diocrcpancy" bctwccn achilvcncut
and ability as a basis for SLD identification. If a d&ocrcpancy is’
necessary, it oocnod apprdpriate to analyze and provide thc bcot alter- o
nqttvco for noa.uring 1;; toward this goal, thc,rcscarc; addressed fo;r‘ * Y
main issues: _ . ‘ :
i.’ hsiqp.thg 50% discrepancy between intellectual ability and

achicvcncnt io-tﬁc definition of severe discrepancy level
{,’ (U.S.0.E., 1976), what is tho cffcct of various 1Q llvolc

on the calculltion. of that ncvegp diocrcpancy lcvcl?

2. Using the 50% discrepancy bctwocu intclloctual lbility lnd
achievement as the definition of severe dilcrcplncy level
(v.S.0.E., 1976). what 1. the effect of varioun CA levels
on the calculationn ‘of that severe diocrcplncy lcvcl?

| 3. Hhat are the efchts vhen the formula is appliod to pupils
cprrently {dentified as SLD via the operational criteria
used in Florida? | o R

4. 1f pyoblens extst with the U.5.0.E. (1976) formla, vhat.
are some viable altcénativco? )

" To answer these qneotiono, three ocp?rate invootigntiono were onlubgcd.
The first cvaluntod £ﬁ¢ oavitc diocrepancy levels computed for hypothctit:.ais
children at various age, grade, and IQ levels; the second applied the formu-
ia to a sample of SLD youngotnro.“prcviouoly idchtificd using the Floridas

oécrltional‘critcria. The third investigation tested an alternative fprmu-

la against the same criteria applied in the previous two (i.e., simulated

and ical cases).




Subjects
S

To test the affects of IQ and CA on the cdlculation‘of severe dis- "~
crepancy lcvelo. a sample of hypothctical cases vas prcpared. This l%ru-
: latod data 1nc1ud¢d cases with theoretical grade placcnonto of 1. 0. 3.0,

}5.0. 7.0. 9.0, and 11.0; theoretical IQ scores of BQ, 90, 100. 110. and 1203

and possible chronological ages of 6-0, 6-3, 6-6, 6-5; 8-0, and so on

(n-le)- T ..'i_ j- | A K .' sl -

© - A random sample of students (n = 171) 1d¢nt1f1¢d as SLD baocd on thc

“ Florida opcrationnl critcria (see Hnﬁier et al., 1977) and curzsntly re-

ceiving services vas also selected for .tggy. Dcnographic data for 41

of thoo; students were not cﬁttontly available and these subjects vere

_ aiclqded from the nanﬁio. ‘The final naﬁplé included 91 malas und 34 fe- .-

males ranging in chronological Qge (CA) from 5-1 to 17-3 years <§éA - 949.'
sn»cA = 2-8). The actual grade placements (GP) ranged from K.0 to 11.2

= 4.4, SD_. = 2.5); the WISC, WPPSI, and Stanford-Binet IQs ranged

x o, GP ,
from 54 to 144 (i - 92.5.'80IQ = 15.5); and the measured achievement ,

(/CH) scores ranged from K.6 to 8.1 ( = 2.6, 8D,y * 1.4).

ACH
Procedure ' 4
. Investigation 1. Severe discrepancy levels (SDL) ‘Using the BEH
fornulal vere calculated for each of the cases 1n the oinulation file;
the obtained values ranged from 0.1 to 7.1. These SDL values were analyzed
with regard to IQ and CA effects by the following procedure:
1. Percentage discrepancies (PD) were calculated for each SDL

A _ "
Using the following formula: ’

§Grad¢ placement - SDLz X 100

Grade Placcmcnt

1




y 2. - Two levels of PP (10.. than 50 and greater than or equal to 50) hﬂ _?3'5;
| were cross-tabulated with IQ and CA in two separate analyncl.,}/ s ]
.Thio procedure cnablcd ‘the cffcctl of 1Q and CA on the calculatcd SDL . "';.'v
values to be cvaluntod.at ocvcral hypothetical lcvclo, 1n each’ calc, onc‘
of the valuco_(i.c., IQ;pr CA) was allowed to vary as the pthcr‘vaq,hcld
constant in computing.the SDL. E : - o *:A\
Igvcstiggtion 2. Bcvcri diocrcpancy levels were calculated for each ‘, . ."kl

of the sample cases; thc obtained values rangcd fron 0.1 to 5.1. The . .

r -

effects of IQ and CA wcrc cvaluaevd using a oinilar proccdutc to that
utilizcd with the oinulated data; however, one additioual step was com= . ° v
‘pleted. The actual achievun-nt ~scores were antly:cd to dctorlinc uhcthcr ‘ ;i

" at least one ‘was at or below the calculatod SDhL (U s.0.E., 1976. p. 52406-
‘2407)

In couducting this analysis, it was obnz;vcd that the actual grtdc :

o

placcncnt and the theoreticll gradc placement (CA - 5. 5) might be diffcrcnt

for children who had failed a grade in school. For thio rcanon, a~llight1y '

mndifiod formula of SDL was applicd 1n calculating the pcrccnta;c dioctcp‘

i ancies.’ The analyses of the sample data, then, velh performed tw&gc, o

first, usirg identical procedures to thonc of the -simulated data (vith the
addition of an analysis of actual achievement diocrcpancic.) and ;écond
Duoing'a modified formula which corrpctcd‘fér grade placsment bias,: In
fact, the second set of analyses enabled the ;xpected learning rates due
to intelligence to be considered. , . .'(
Investigation J. The previous analysés vere rcpcatcd uoing a modi- )

3. fThe 1nt¢nt of this 1nv¢otigation was to evaluate \'

fied set of fornulae.
the uti}ity of the new SDL fornula (ALT) in accomplishing thc goals of the
~ proposed U.8.0.E. (1976) regulations; that 1.. to have the coqputcd 8DL ¢

rcprclont a 50X discrepancy at various IQ and CA levels. .
: | ) 11 | . |
.\ | ' ' o S
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Results
' /L | ‘In\vu'tintion 1 ‘ ' . ' e - '

Crogl-tabulaéibn of the .1nu1aéion data in terns of the BEH fornula'.
. reveals a 50% df;cropanéy ictwncn _potential acadepic ach;ovcncnt (1;0..
:“\ hypothetical grade placcnunt) and nqvcrc'diocropancy lcvii.___z,at the
100 1Q level. The BEB formula conliotcntly produccd dipcrcpaucy,lcvlll
_ﬁ' o in excess of 50X when IQ lcorco vere less thfn 100, and less than 502 dio- e
";"i' - . crepsncy levoll at high IQ lcvaln. These relult. :gc prclcntcd 1n Tablc 1,
fi'; ;"nuch demonntratca that with age held constant, pcrccnt diocrcpancy’d.—
S Y " 'trecses as IQ increases. The Chi ‘square test of “the rclationnhip bctutcn .
e

:, . IQ'(lci} than or greatcr than’100) and petcont diocreplncy (lccc thln SO

" ' dr greater than or aqupl to 50) was oignificant (2_< «01).

// When CA was c:ratified 1nto one yea avelo and IQ wvas held conotlnt,
cronl-tabulation‘of age by percont of academic disc:ppancy did not yleld
.1gn1f1cant diffcrcncoo. For exanple. thc percentagc diocrcpancieo cal-
culatod from SDL lcwcll for CAs of 8-0, 8-3, 8-6, and 8—9 at 80 IQ vere
68, 63, 59, and 55 (all greater than 50); at 120 IQ they were 32, 26, 21.
énd 15 (all less than 50). As thc CA 1ncr¢aocd within each one year
lcvnl, the percent a! scrcpancy dccrcaocd at all 1Q levels; hOwever, tho '
gcncrai relationship bctwccn high-and low IQ values was maintained and

) | the obtained Chi square was non-significant (p > .01). _ .

- | ‘ Iﬁ the ;ﬁqorctical cases, severe diocrepancy level was diffcrcntialiy
1n£1unnc¢& ﬁy fQ~but n&ﬁ‘b§ chroriological age. |
~

. Investigation 2 . a S (4‘

Results similar to those from the simulation data were obtained in’

. 1o

sy

|




the analyoén bf the sample ch?'dren. Of the low IQ (1Q < 100) children,
67% hadﬁoﬁtaincd a percent dilcrcpanpy,of equal to or greater than 50X
while only eight percent of the high IQ (1Q > 100) otud;nto obtained
"gevere" percent discrepancies. Percent diocfopahcy levels did not vary
as a function of CA aloﬁe.
' The rcouito.wtre con;idgrably‘difforcnt wvhen just SDL and IQ were
used as the decision-making criteri{ When IQ and actual achievement
discrepancy were crooo—tabulatcd. the reoultn vere evenly diotribntcd;
that is, Q did not diffcrcntially influen;c th achievement discrepancy
.‘dccioion. In other words, vhcthcr or not a child vas at or belov his or
her SDL in one or more actual achicvcn.nt scores (and thereby identified
"SLD") vas not a function of 1Q. The prcvioun analyses had indicated
-that whcthcr or not & child had a 50% ar greater diocrcpancy (and thorcby - |
identified as "SLD") was highly rclatcd to IO R ;‘ . ‘?-t‘j B
Tﬁc crooo—tabulation of CA and SDL brbduccd similar rcoulto to thoo:_—_\* |
,obtaincd provioucly; CA and SDL wers not lign;ficantly related or aif-
ferentially inflq;ntill. ) |
These results indicltcd that if gglz the calculatcd SDL vas ased as.

i " L 3

dccioion-naking criteria, approximately 30 pcrccnt of the low 10 chil-

:udrcn and approxinntely 54 pcrccnt of the high 1Q children would be mig~ .:'
idcntificd since that SDL is not always 50 percent diocrcpant. |
Similar results wnrc obtainod whcn thc expected gradc placcmnnt cor-

rection was included in the BEH fornulae In this case, 40.percent of the

4

lov 1Q children and 68 percent of the high would be misidentified.

.

’ Investigation 3

When the ALT formula was applied to the simulation data, percent

discrepancies at all IQ and CA levals vcr; exactly 50 percent. All of the

A}

3 -




~ discrepancy percentages for t'.e sample cases vere also stabilised at

T . - 1;' . . !"'

S0 percent.
Since ﬁhc obtained SDL values were equal to the proposed values at
50 percent, the analysis of the achievement differences can be thought of

as a test for the percentage of children presently classified as SLD who

-would be clinnifiod as SL" by the more severe (i.e., proposed 50%) dis- i ¥

crepancy evaluation.

Jiﬁ this sample, 55 percent of low IQ children did not meet the o

new SLD criteria and 45 percent did qualify; -62 percent of the high IQ
children did not meet the criteria and 38 percent did qualify. Irhc rela~
tionship between the IQ and qualification was non-significant (x2 = 0.279,

p > .01). Ovcrall, 43 percent gualified and 57 pcrccnt did nwot. It ioinl

-

;that whcn an appropriate formula 1- applied, thc criteria arc 1nd¢¢d oovcrc.

] . 7
In this sample, chronological azc lnd cligibility wnrc rclatcd at

a ntatiltgpally lignificant levcl (x2 = 18,3, df =7, p = .01) From six
to 10 years of age, approximatc}y 20 to 30 percent:of the childrcn vere
qualified as 'SLD; after 10 yearo.of agc, over 60 percent were gunlificd ‘
and 1@.- than 40 percent were not qualified. The overall percentage.

not qualified vas appyoximatcly 60 percent; agajn, the Qo'pcrccnt dis- )

cfipanéy level proved to be quite severe.

¢
\J

o
-
..\

Diocunaidh ' ; | . o

The three investigations in thin study focused'on ccvcral-queltiono

‘with regard to tho use of the rcccntly propoocd SLD regulations (u.s 0. E..

1976). Each of th. questions will be considered in the following discussion.

) 1. Does 1 hnv. an effect the 8DL values and ngrccnt dilch anc
as calculated by the US,0.E. proposed formula?

It would appear that 1Q is highly influential in its effects on the




o
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obtained severe discrepancy levels (SDLc)'and relcccd percentage discrcpancioc.
As 1IQ 1ncrcaccc, SDLrincreaccc and percent discrepancy thereby decreases.

The SDL values calculated for children with low 1IQs are concidercbly more
discrepant than those calculated for high IQ children; in fact, no SDL

for a high IQ child was 50% diqcrebcnt in the stmulated data. | :

2. Does CA have an effect on fhc SDL. values and erccn
calculated by the U.S.0.E. proposed formula? :

t discrepancy as

It appears that CA operates more as a moderator than as a predictor
of the SDL and percent discrepancy levels. When various CA levels were
‘ simulated, their effects were negligible compared to those of IQ.' As.

CA 1ncrccsed. SDL increased and percent discrepancy decrecccd however,
“the percent diacrcpancy remained greater than or lcsc than 50 pcrccnt

dependent upon “the IQ,levcl being considered.

3. thg!thc the effects of applying the proposed formula to currently
identified SLD childrcn? ,

As might be expected, when the propoaqﬁ formula (or cn cxpected srcdc

e

level modification formula) was applied to a c-mplc of currently identi-
fied SLD children, the ocmc~relct;onships-bcqﬁccn 1Q (and CA) and percent
"discrepancy worc‘obccrvcd. :' '
However, wvhen academic achievement level was ﬁcacurcd against the

; obtained SDL, IQ did not have a differential effect, nor di& chrono}ogical
age. This cu;gccted that if thc,SDL is calcllated (without regard to its
diccrcpcgt icvcl) and used as a placement cr evaluation criterion cgcihct
which to measure achievement differences, relatively high lcvclc of error

_can be axpected.

4. Can problems identified in the proposed formula be alleviated?

It appears that the following formula may be useful in obtaining

: 15
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50% discrepancy levels at various IQ and CA levels: .

SDL = .5 (33X (CA - 5.9)] .
This fornule takes into account the fect thet IQ is thought to influeuce
leernins rate and that chronological age minus average eatry age qey be
the best estimate of expected grede.pleeeneut. This formula "weights"
the expected grede placement by the IQ end thereby provides an appro- -
priate indicetor against which the distrepancy level should Pe calcu-
lated. | |
In applying this neﬁ formula to einuletion'end "real" data, 30%

‘diecrepencies vere obteined at all levels of I1Q end CA. The actual per-
Acentegee of - preeently identified SLD children who eleo vere identified
by this formula was reletively small (i.e., 40%); thet is, vhen an eppro-
priete S0% discrepancy level formula is applied, it doee\identify”
. less children (those witﬁ nore’eevere echieveient problene). It must be
noted, hawever, that the sample in this study was identified by operetioﬁel |
criteria which are-quite different than those utilieed by noet other states;
Jin fect. they were deeigned to reflect e "two percent cep. Thie sanple
may have been more selective as a result of the identificetion procedure

1

and may thereby not be repreuentetive of eimiler~(i.e.. SLD) eemplee

eleewhere.

Implications end Issues

" The series of investigations reported here deal primerily‘with .ﬁ
analysis of the proposed U.S8.0.E. (1976) formula derived to predict 502
discrepancy levels at varying 1Q and CA ievele (p. 52407), Since .

one intent of the formula was to identify a more eevere’populetion; the
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50% discrepancy notion would appear to be appropriate provided that
it ia not biased by its inherent factors (L.e., IQ and CA). The results
previously reported and diacuaaed have established some doubt with regard
‘to the general utility of the formula (U.S.0.E., l976) in achieving
the stated goals, except for children whoae measured intelligence falls
exactly at 100. |
In order to permit IQ to vary and still maintain the 50% dis- |
crepancy goal (as computed from obtained "severe discrepancy levels"), an
alternative formula was auggeated-and applied to the two sets of data used B
with the U.S.0.E. formula. While this formula (ALT) appears to be a better
,,predictor of the 50% discrepancy criterion. it would seem that geveral
more salient issues have not been addreaaed by the proposed regulations:
¢ '1l, Isa sol'diacrepancy in achievament'appropriata at all |
age levela? Does a 50% diacrapancy for a aixth grade child repre:.
sent the same qualitative and quantitative levels of difference as a 502
' diacrepancy for a firat grade’ child? Horn's work (1941) in deriving
an expected achievement formula auggeated that one formula may not have -
been aufficient to account for age level differencea. To this end. she
suggested aeveral different formulae to be applied as age increaaea (Levereng,
1955). These same formulae could be applied within the. current propoaed
_ SLD regulations or the unit weight (i.e., 0.5) in the ALT formula could be,
varied at different ages. , N v
2. Perhaps a more important issue, however, is not the level of
discrepancy but the notion that SLD is defined primarily as an academic
achiavament discrepancy. Although attempts at logically dealing with
proceaa .variables and/or operationally defining them have not been ade~

quately resolved, they appear to have beeh completely omitted from the

proposed regulations. This implies that the "proceaa" problem has been

‘

. ‘ '
- | “ . ; iy
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solved by omission end again strongly suggests that SLD, ie'only an achieve-
ment disability. ,

. The position taken here does not support or refute the nature of
process disorders but acknowledges that their functional evaluations heve
been relegated to unimportance by rheir omission in the prepoeed reguietione;,. '
3. Even though the reguletiene were prppoeed,ee a means of eatab-
li;hing.the "eount" for Public Law 94-142, it ie'probeble that the |
nature of federal guidelinee will be taken more literelly and thereby
be ueed more explicitly by state and local educetion agencies. It would
eeem thet ceutioue interpretetion and inplenentetion ehould be exercieed ~

" with regerd to .any "proposed guidelines.” Perhaps . range of discrep-

.ancies would be appropriate for a period of time, o e request for opera-
tionel ueeken of process criteria ehould be epplied to current SLD popula~
tione prior to'eni "gtatement" or "reguletione" being. edopted. |

b By plecing maximal emphasis within SLD identifisetion on
diecrepency ecoree. the federel reguletionq end gnidelinee heve ignored )

the probleme inherent. in using "difference scores"; thet ie, the reliebility

“of a difference ecore is dependent upon the reliebilitiee of the two teete S

PRI e
e =TT

used to define the difference and the correletion'betveen ;hen. Difference‘

e
e e T ¢

i SCOTE reIiebilitiee .are often lower than the originel test reliebilitiee;

-~ Salvia & Clerhh(1973) end Salvia & Ysseldyke (1978) discuss the use of °

Q2

"' difference scores in assessment.

'S, One final issue concerns the use of a restricted definition in

A

relation to service delivery. By reducing the number of identified SLD °

L]

children, a restriction by exclysion is being plecedlon other chiidren

' who may need services,with the exclusion being based on a set of loosely

-~
L]
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defined behaviors. It would appear that a b;tter procedure might be to o
establish the parameters'of‘a disabslity (i.e., not just underachieve-
“ment) and then permit crréain degreebﬁof-freedom within those parameters
for prpféssipnal educators to assess, identify, and prescribe individualized
1nstructi§na1 programs; One might“then matph~1dent1fié§tion and treéfment | d
-pfocedures\and add credeace to diagnostic décioions baued,on»lévell of
treatments that are neéded. ‘The more severe the treatment ﬁ}actices. \\\\
fhe more likely one.is to be considered disabled. ' | >\\\:\< ;
The intent and purpose of this‘feseﬁrch.wiu tougxgmine procedures
for defining’digbrepancies (especially the SDL fqrmula).frah a iarigpy
of perspectives. _It.iq anticipated that the‘result; and d%acussioﬁ pre;\\\‘“\\
sented will serve asra.stimulus for productiQé,efforts‘py'opeéialJeduca-

. - : ) <
N . tgr{ in seryice'to handicapped children.

. .

. . Y
DR
-2

v 1
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Footnotes

- Bob Algossine is affiliated with tho University of Minnesota
Iutituto for Ruurch on Lurning Disabilities.

lthe followidg is the U.8.0.E. (1976) formula, rofortod to as the BEH
formula:

-----

- CA (=22 - 2.5 |
SDL = CA (ggg + +1D) - 2.5 | o

" 2pormula for percentage discrepancies using sodified SDL fofmfla to
‘ includg,,_uti_.uto of expected grade placement: & . ' .

[

- ..flfg) X (CA - 5.5) - DL
- —9) X (cA - 5.9)

X 100 oo -~

3'1'ho following 1s the alternate formlu. for SDL and Pnrﬂ‘hrrod to _ R
‘s tho ALT formula: - 3 coe

8L = .5 (G50 X (- 5.9)]

]

HTO'%) X (CA - 5.5)] - SDL

. PD= , — X100 . - . .
C I X A -] | BRI L




»

Table 1

1

Results of.Créas-Tabﬁlation of 1Q, CA, and Grade Placement

in Terms of Percentage Discrepancies

Age Grade 80

SN g0 L0 |7 o0

8-0 3.0 68%

100 5.0 637

. '12;0"/_219.-v~f“ 61% ..

L F'/l‘:.-(’), 9.0 | '60: _
C 16-0 f 11.0 - | eox
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