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' Abstract o
. -A national sample q? 118 ‘teachers of LD students described their
. : @ . . RN
school districts' criteria for identifying LD students and indicated
{ ’ )

their agreement or disagreement with the criteria. Reportea criteria -
. , ’ -

“were characten@zed by variability, even within states, as. were the
teacher57 stageg7agreement or disagreement with them. Implicatiohs of

: ’ T
. . Ao age o s . L .
the continuing -deer1t1ona1 crisis in the" area of . learning
N r .
> : rl
s

disapjlities are explcred.
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. Eriteria for Identifying LD Students: : ;
" N R 0 A S
Definitional Problems Exemplified
Fo. o :
S -

(1976) reported on . the{r' survey~ aof definitdons of learning
d1sab111t1es used by state departments. of educat1on At. that time,

cr they noted the var1ab111ty in def1n1t1ons used and squested that the
future success of the. field of 1e;rn1ng disabilities m1ght be*
“:cohtfngent upon ﬁhe.devejopment of an acceptable defin'ition. of LD for

practitioners " and _researchers. A% survey/ of model LD programs by

Thur1pw and Ysseldyke (1979);revea1ed that at least( seven different

criteria were” being used by 38 different centers to identify LD

‘students, : # -
AN B - N '
Despite the field's® recognition of the importance of;;p c]ear

def1n1t1on of 1earn1ng dlsab111t1es and the need for conc1se\cr1ter1a

by which to identify LD students, the extent t0 which movement in this

dﬁref/don has occurred .is questionable A recent review of the
O 1

11terature revea]ed at 1east 47 different criteria that were suggested

for use “in 1dent1fy1ng LD students . (Epps, Ysseldyke, & A]gozz1ne,‘

-

1982}-’ 4 However, current textbooks and other 1iteratuge ‘dos not -

& . :
necessarily- reflect the state of practice. 'The degree to. which

5 . ' .
v+ individual ‘school districts have bean abhle to deve]op workable

N cr1ter1a for identifying LD students 1s pert1nent in addre551ng the
.S-\
1ssue.

1 .

' .~

LD teachers are those responsible for dealing with the students
:jdentified by school districts as being Téarning disabled. . Their

W

"

interpretations of their school districts' criteria for”identifying LD

students and their reactions to' the criteria were the focus of th%
’ / . . » -
bl T \

s,

‘Ey . .%. R )
It has been” many years now since Mercer, Fongnqﬁe, and Wolking *
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present. study.

o ' H

Method

.

Subjects were 127 LD teachers from 36 states the District of

Columbia, 'and Canada These subJects were ones who respondEd to. a

survey sent to 400 members of the Counc11 for Exceptional Ghrldren

(CEC) Council for Learning Disabilities (CLD). The 31.8% response

rate ‘seemed to be art1f1c1a11y Tow due to the (fact that not all CLD

members are teachers of LD students. Although‘ a cover let ter

requested*recipients to forward the 1etter to LD teachers if they were

not themse1ves LD teachers, the extent to which this occurred s

unknown.

Y

(4

The communities, in which the responding LD teachers were employed -

4

_were characterized‘by ?7‘(21.2%) as'nural, by 42 (33.1%) as urban; by

Si (40.2%) a§.suourban; and by 3 (2.4%) as a combination of tno or
three types; ‘4r7(3.1%)- individuals did not characterize their
communities. Of the 127{§ubjects, 73'(57‘5%) were teachingvat the
elementary level, 12 (9.4%) in .middle; schools, 25, (19.7%)1 at the
secondary 1eve1 and 11 (8. 7%)_ at more than one level; 6 (4.7%)
1nd1v1dua1s did- not indicate the Tevel at which they taught. The

SUbJECtS 1nc1uded 7 (5. 5%) maT’?/and 115 (90.6%) females; 5- (3.9%)

1

. 1nd1v1dua1s d1d not respond to th1s‘1tem

Mater1a1s ' ’ ..

A survey form as&ed teachers. to specify'their‘school district
criteria for a student to be c]assified as LD and to indicate whether

they agreed nith the criter1a€,»ﬂeachers also were asked to provide

b ] ‘.

> ' Y
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1nformat1on about the1r backgrounds, the programs in which they were “.

teach1nq, and the ch11dren served. A ..
D ! T
Procedure

~

In January/&981 surueys and'stamped return envelopes were sent
to ZOQ members of ° CLD Two moqths 1ater an ddditional 200 CLD '

members werev- ma11ed .the survey and stamped ‘return enve]opes No

‘

attempt ‘was - made te send fo1low -yp surveys to 1nd1v1dua1s who d1d not

respond. . . : o S

S 4' Results
Of the 127 teachers who returned the survey, 118 responded to the
1tem about their school district cr1ter1a for LD c]ass1f1cat1on of

~ these 118 teachers, 49 (41 5%) - agreed w1th the cr1ter1a 30 (25.4%)

d1saqreed .and 39 (33 0%) did not state spec1f1ca11y tnelr greement

L..\( . \\
( o

- Four bas1c categor1es of “definitions -were reflected in thee
4 ‘ . . -

or d1sagreement with the. cr1ter1a

‘ Criter1a provided by _the, 118 teachers: - (a) abiifty—achievement /
discrepancy, (b) achievement deficit, (c) test scatter, and (d)

processing disorder. No attempt was made tovinterpret responses that

gave general items such as testing, team decision,'federa1—orfstate

guidelines, or, learning problems ‘as the criteria. These responses,
. A - )

plus others ‘that were nonspecific or that indicatéd a noncategOrica1

* approach to, specia] educatjon p]acement,'accounted for 38.1% of'a11
responses.,-fhe nature of these responses will be explored Tater.

. 0f the 73 responses that. could be categorized, 20 (27.4%)
referred :on1y to 'abi1jty-achievement discrepancies,’ 14 (19.2%)
referred only to‘acnieuement defjcits, 2 (257%) referred on1y to test

>

" ~  - |
B @
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.achievement;deficit~in
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4

scatter} and 3 (4.1%) referred only. to processing' disorders, The
remaining 34 (46.6%) included combinations of the “four categories.
The  most frequent ' combinations were (a) ability-achievement

L]

‘discrepancy + processing disorder (n = 11),.(5) achievement deficit +

processing disorder\(h 8), and (c) ability-achievement discrepancy +

A t
g). A list ‘of the frequencies with which the

basic categories ahd combinations of. categories were given by the

reéponding.teadhers appears in Tab]e 1. C]edrly, when summed across

-

comb1nat1ons, ability- ach1evement d1scredanc1es were cited most often

" {n 43), fo}?owed by ach1evement de.1c|ts (n = .35), process1ng

\

d1sorders (n = 23), and test scatter (n = 11). N

7

-~ -

Within categories of criteria, the extent to which teachers

‘

agreed or dfsagreed with the criteria demonstrated little consensus.

. . : 0
These “data are presented in Table 2. In most cases, the percentages

of teachers who agreed .and K disagreed with a particular definition

category were similar. Excluding those categories where percentages

were based on less than 5 responses, ‘only one (ability-achievement

discrépanéx + processing diSQrder) showed a difference of more than

15% in the two categories; however, 1in this case, almost equal

’ ' : . ) Yo
percentages agreed and made no .response. . Pt

=
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It should be noted that agreement or d%sagreement with: a

def1n1t1on was coded on]y when the™ teacher exp]1c1t1y indicated such

tNo attempt was made, to 1nterpret statements that were not eXp11c1t

- However, "some of the “no response“ statements might eas11y be
: : )

Jnterpreted Most of these non-expﬂ%cifzstatements seemed\;d reéflect

.d1sagreement with the def1n1t1on The fo]]owind are some examples of

non- exp11c1t statements s

0o o, IR
We miss, though, "gray area" kids - those who don't qua11fy
but aren't making it>in classes. A, .

I feel the provision of average or “gbove IQ shou]d be
/ spec1f1ed : e et .

A good system w1th the usual "1oop ho]es "

If the qu1de11nes were followe& I would agree with it, but
most times. the LD room beéome a dumpjng-gragnd for many
types of ch11dren - oL LoF ‘

Even .within definition eat/gories,- -the specific criteria
Po- ‘ -

differed, For examp1e, within the ab111ty~ach1evement d1screpancy
catégory, the f011ow1ng are bt a few of the many cr1ter1a reported: s

.Studen{s must have severe discrepancy in one. or more of
seven areas (se ere discrepancy as difference between
achievement and expected level achievement).

1.Q. of 80 and above with a d1fferent1a1 between h1'5actua1
and potential abilities. : o .

-~

S1gn1f1cant~d1screpanty between 1.0Q. and 3fh1evement

One standard deviation below IQ in reading, mauhemat1cs,
written ]anguage, or spelling. . °

were spec1f1ed . _ . , . 47

K-1: 6 month delay;- 2-3: 1'year delay; 4-8: 2 year delay;
9-12: belows7.0 grade level. P]us must prove they are not

* . other c]ass1f1cat1ons {fﬁ:’OH etc. ‘

( Within the achyevement deficit category, a var1ebw of cr1ter1a a]si//ﬁ
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f

- 1Q 80 and above, functionkhg two years below grade level.

Three to four years below
hyperact1v1ty, speech d1s

grade level, usua]]y compounded by
ability, behavior problems, ‘etc.

At the high. schoo Tevel the stuéent must be 50% below grade .~
lével in one of-- t e academic areas. 7 o

Commonfareas of 1ncons1stency among cr1ter1a were the extent to wh1ch
3

the student must be below. grade 1eve1 and the minimum nte111gence

score the student could obtain.

-,

‘Even within states,” the criteria used by school districts varied

greatly. “ Table 3 'is a.summary of the frequencies with which each

b&_) gcy\y uag ,L f]a(‘f‘@f" in the f‘[‘ifpria _r/F!_DOY‘th bv

individuals in those states fronf Which 5 or more responses were
obtained. In only one state was, the percentage of teachers SpeC1fy1nq

one of the definitions w1th1n the four bas1c categor1es above 25%. In

. one state 4§% of the teachers reported criteria that fe]] w1th1n the

4 -
“other" category These c51ter1a were character1zed by’ cons1derab1e .

variability also. ' - . ¢f

—— e e e e S S = = Sy S0 mm S Em em e MR S e em -

@
\ : p
The -eight responses from Kansas exemplify the variability in
Py > -~ . a.’i;" .
criteria used within states. Only #wo Of the eight crtteria r%ported

fell within one of the def1n1t10ns (echuding the "Other" category).

‘These were ab111ty achievement d1screpancy cr1ter1a
r~
One standard deviation between IQ_test and:achievément test.

Averag% intelligence or above, not achiering as expected,
. : :

» . deficien in some area,

-

- SN e\ . '_ .' " ) JP ’ .
5 Three other fesponses reflected a combination of ability-achievement

(‘} ) s » . 2

i1
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discrepancy and other definition categories:
Significant discrepancy between ach1evement and potential or
©-a marked perceptua] problem. .

Pr1mar11y intact, . d1screpancy between \performance and
expectancy, deviancy from norms and peer group .

.
[ I4

Normal ~IQ on 'WISC-R or ¢ WAIS Draw-A- Person - and
Bender-Gestalt. '  Academic - Key Math and ‘California

_ Achievement Test'(Reading)ﬂ Scores on academic tests under
6th grade level. Tt ‘

One teacher neported the use of an ach1evement def1c1t c.1ter1on for - s

&)

Vi . —

identifying, LD students

The student S ach1evement 1eve1 i§ 2 or more years below h1s -
regu]ar grade 1eve1 : :

! — e e ————— et

Two other responses fell” within the Other/Nonspec1f1c def1n1t1on

¢ {f ../\ N ;@ v
categorys - - A poo
gory: -, - )T
A battery of tests deve]oped on the Bays1an theory, and a

WISC-R. ~ _ ks
Normah IQ,”]earn1ng and skill def1c1ts related to spec1f1c
Learn1ng Disability; no evidence of physical, mental, socio- -

_ economlc deficit that m1ght affect learning. - .o

As might be expected " the extent to which teachers w1tth states
)

. agreed with their schoo] d1str1cts criteria also was h1gh1y var1abﬁe. N

For »examp]e, within Kansas, 50%» of the teachers agreed with the

criteria and 12%- disagreed; the rema1n1nq teachers did not _
“ 4 \.\ - -

specifically state the1r agreement. or d1sagreement Two c*®: these

A S
w -
,teachers did not make any’ statement about their agreement With the { 3
cr1ter1a The Other teacher made the fo110w1ng comment' d
I agree with it "as much as I can~agree w1th any test or -
tests. . Another component should be @ test of social
perception and periods of .trial teaching. ' " : : o
Similarly, in Iilinois 31% of the 13 teachers who responded -indicated i
agreement with' tneir schoo]'distrécts':criteria, 31% -disagreed, and .
. : o . |
iz L
ST T . C . 13

-
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.38% did not spec1f1ca]1y state the1r agreement or d1sagreement
; The 0ther/Nonspec1f1c category 1nc1uded a W1ﬂe range of cr1ter1a
" Most of these could bé characterized as some type of test1ng cr1ter1a
‘ ;The fo]]ow1ng are examp]es of responses that fell w1th1n this

subcategory , o S,
) Must be Low ‘in many areas; tests must 1nd1cate problem; all-
’ members of mu1t1d1sc1p]11nary staff1ng must agree.

RV i,- Schoo] psychometr1c test17g results. .

'Standard ,test 'scores given..by the résource room_aide -
academic - ‘and psycho]og1st - 10 and inte]]igence and
perceptua] etc : :

M

Adherence to "state gu1de11nes were reported next most often, followed

<

by cr1ter1a that 1nd1cated some type of ]earn1ng prob]eg" Examples of

>

responses that fe]] w1th1n the 1atfer subcategory are:

Primarily - d1ff1cu1ty - in~ functioning in. the regu1ar
classroom. S o o

. Our "hard " to teach" have heen' qdentified ‘a having .-
2 intellectual-visual and aud1tory Jdntegrity - but chey are
/4§£ " having difficulty- 1earn1ng in our regular programs.
¢

o4

. Above 80 1qQ, troub]e with school subJects .
'd -
Other subcategor1es that characterized the 0ther/Nonspec1f1c responses
were those that emphas1zed the team approach use of a formula, or.a

-

non-categorical approach.

- Several teachers made.comments_abOUtSthe criteria being used by

-their school districts. The comment of onec of the teachers who worked

in several’school districts cohfirmed the variability in criteria even

within states. ~ The fo]lowjng comment was made by this teacher:
- We serye 10 school districts. Each\has own criterion. I do
- not agree with most of them. They#tend to use a formula.,

Other teachers commented on the 1ack of cr1ter1a w1kh1n theLr schoo]

K4

\ . :'7' /



districts:

No specific criteria have been formulated. .Some child study

teams are using 70% of expected leyel and below qualify.

- Rest are 1nd1v1dua1 bu11d1ng dec1s’9ﬁ2
\

There 1is none. It depends on the teacher S ph1]osd\hy,\
- knowledge, and status of child's fam1]y in the commun1ty I
éﬁ do not agree with it.

’

A
Several teacherS noted that the criteria of their=school districts

resulted in the exclusion of'§ome students who needed help:

v

A formula- ls used to determ1ne severe, d1scrEpancy, it does
not always allow us to-serve higher functioning LD students

who need help in areas a:;;r than academics per se t s

/ .
. Poor academic ach1eveme with respect to potent1a] I do
not ~agree - what about slow learners? Those funct1on1ng
+ close to grade level with potential to be- above? « v

' / M

Must fall be]ow a spec1f1ed percentl]e rank as measured'

by/compared to IQ (individual)  score, so “g1fted" gan

qualify. We miss, though, "gray area" kids - those who
. don't quaTify but aren!t'mak1ng it in c]asseS" -

IQ 80 and’ above funct1on1ng academ1ca1]y 2 years below grade

Aﬁ\\i -should beé special SErv1“es for "s]ow 1earners" - they slip
through cracks..

Ayerage.or above IQ. W1de d1screpancy between verbal and
performance. Academic failure in regular class. I agree
~-but would Tlike to see program broadened fo 1nc1ude slow
" learners with LD characteristics. ‘

Same as Federal guidelines. Agree, except for a child being
disqualified if learning  problems are caused by
environmental factors. .

A ﬁumber ‘of teachers were quite' strong in their agreement or
disagreement with the criteria used in thzﬁr school districts:

There has to .be a severe discrepancy «between a child's
. expected achievement and actual achi vement, in most cases at
least a 1,5 or 2 year discrepancy. ' I believe that children
+less’ than 1.5 years behind still need individualized help,
but that their needs can be met in a regylar class. The
problem is finding.regular teachers who .are. W1111ng to.work a

- touch _harder to. prov1de for these studeﬁts What usually 4

¥
hY

i4

level. 2 years below - -" too much - esp.. pr]mary grades..... ...
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’ happens 1is that thesg students are ignored in the regular
class until they miss so much that they do finally become 1.5
to 2.0 years behind and will then gualify for L.D., when .

\~éh-_*ﬂ‘\%%gjy intervention 1n the regu]ar class could have prevented
t 1S . . S

A d1screpancy of 2 years between academ1c per‘ormance and

estimated potential ability. This is correiated with a

b WISC-R Full Scale 1Q:and the use of thé WRAT, neither of

. which- is adeqyate by 1tse]f NO, I do not agree with the
& - classification procedure. - -2 year discrepancy at the

elementary level is a crime!

-

. 4 years deficit and discretion of Sp Ed Director. Hell NO!

1.90 or above IQ 2.3 or more process disorders below 70%.
Presently the system is work1ng I feel we have truly
1earn1ng disabled studqgnts in the program.

Other teachers nqted specific problems that their school dieﬁricts

were encountering in implementing the stated criteria;

Severe discrepancy between present funct1on1ng and measured

2 - Jintellectual ability with accompanying processing prob]ems
' ‘We-are having difficulty dec1d1ng what a severe d1screpancy
is. ’

v

"Normal IQ" with disorder in 1 or..more:processes.not.as. a

. result of visual, hearing, motor, mental, or emotional
handicap or- cultural,, environmental or -economic -
disadvantage. We have most problems distinguishing™hetween
strength of disability or emotionality (which is more
handicapping?) or separating disadvantaged from disabled.

One teacher expressed dissatisfaction - with the teacher's role in

identifying LD students:
Average or above 1.Q. (agree) Discrepancy between expected

and aqtua] achievemenrit (somewhat agree). Depending on grade

placement, a given number of grade level$ below actual grade

on achievement tests (d1sagree actual performance should

hold as much or more weight in determ1n1ng "where he/she

is"). I feel the classroom teacher's opinion should: be

regarded more highly instead of heow the child did on tests.

More observations -by administrators since they decide on v

placement. ' g

\ s
~

Others commented on the R{:;ﬁjce of placing students in LD progréhg
9

even though tHe students ‘might not fit a rigid definition. Some

| ' 15
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viewed this in a positive light and others in a negative Tight:
R
Yes. Significant discrepancy between performance and verbal
IQ. Indication of average to above average intelligence or
. discrepancy between skills and  performance. Diagnostic
. placements are made when testing does not indicate a clear ®
pattern yet academic performance is weak. Criteria are
flexible - enough that children are n6t denied services .-
because they-cannot be,labeled. h

There are state guidelines concerning the LD child. If the.
guidelines-were followed, ! would agree with it, but most

times the LD room becomes a dumping ground for many type§ of ~
children. ' ’ .

No. L.D., M.R., perceptually handicapped, behaviorally-
maladjusted and specific- learning-disabilities are handled
piece-meal, as if each is a "disease"' unto itself. A
perceptually handicapped child, thus, .does not. have any
\ specific-Tearning-disability, and a learning disabled child
is-a general cover for kids they can't pin a more specific
label on. At Teast emotionally disturbed students are
.allowed to have all or none of the above as they "choose."

One teacher's comments indicated that the problem was not with the

. crfteria, but rather the regular classroom situation that leads to the

,

referral of a student:,

Primarily - difficulty .in functioning in the regular
classroom. I would agree with it more if. the reqular
classroom were small enough (# of students) and had flexible
enough  curriculum so that more students «cpuld be
accommodated in regular classes. :

. Anoﬁhe[ teacher expressed genéra] dissatisféction with the whole
prbcess:

I wish you'd asked what interferes-most with teaching and .,
- disturbs teachers the most! I think the answer would have -

been unanimous--gov't. regulations. < !
v 3 :
Discussion  ‘wy, ' o

| N
Criteria for identifying students as learning disabled remain/‘

/
i

highly variable from one state to the next, and.even within states,

The implications of such variability have ‘been examined previouslé

<
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(e.g., Algozzine & Ysseidyke, 1985} Algozzi e/EDYsseldyke, in press;

Ysseldyke, Algozzine,; & Epps, in/press). Too often, it appears that

-

the characteristics of studepts dec]ared e11q1b1e for LD serVicEs are
situation- specific (Ysse]dyke Thuriow 1980). Further, many of.theg
criteria that are used do not ef]ect‘current knowledge. For ‘example,
50% of the resnondents indicat}ng an achievement deficit criterjon
reported 'that the child needed to be at Teast two, years below grade
level. ‘&However, this practice tends- to -result in overestimatiﬁz
disabilities at upper grade levels while underestimatinq d]?&b]]]tles
.at the 1ower grade levels (Reynoids, 1981).

{ L]
. As described by the t:achers responsible fb; dealing with LD
. e .. .

students, the criteria being hsed‘by*l.hools to identify the students,
in generai, are vague “and .nonspecif c. . They do not exhibit the
universal agd specifics“qUaJities_ that_ are necessary -for. adequate
_definitions of handicappingtcOnditions (cfi’Ysse1dyke%&:Aigozzine;“in““
press). . It is noteworthy that most. of the criteria had to be
categorized within a nonspec:fic “Other" category Consistency among_
school districts in: criteria used to define 1earning disabilitigs is
i Further LD teachersrshow Tittle consensus in their agreement or
disagreement with the criteria that arﬁ/us@d. On the whole, however,
ﬁ.considerable negativ1sm ‘vas eVident inl the; comments made by LD
teachers regarding the adequacy of the definitions Unfortunate]y,
suggested alternatives were few. Many of those suggested were similar
to ones used in other schooJidistricts, and as often as not, teachers

in those districts had indicated disagreefient -with them. Some

_ teachers believed that slow learners should be seryéd within- the LD

i7
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| category. -Others indicated that LBJstUdents and slow learners needed

to be differentiated by estab1ishing h;kher IQ cutoffs. %ome tearhers

be11eved that g1fted students»shou]d be served within the LD category.

) Others d1d not The teachers' comments suggest that not on]y 1s there

11tt1e natwona] consensus about a definition of 1earn1ng,d1sab111t1es,
serv1ces (cf. Thur]ow &~Ysse1dyke 1982) , : B
The resu]ts from this survey of LD teachers provide additional
ev1dence of the need for an a]ternat1ve approach to the 1dent1f1cat1on.
of LD students. ‘Ysse]dyke.and A]qozzine (in pr9550 havd argued that
educators\are focus1ng on the wrong 1ssues in their attempts to def1ne
and redef1né\1earn1ng disabilities. The issue, rather, is what shou]d

educators be do1ng for students in need of remedial education because

they are failing in school. Several of the teachers responding to the

--current-survey made-comments -indicative:.of-.an.-awareness of this:.need,...

A}

at Teast Cto some degree. Some spoke of the greater re]evance of
classroom teaéher,input than test data to the decision as »to whether a
student reCeived-specia]'education services. Another spoke"of the
need for early intervention in the regqular class with studentsiwhose

deficits are not aspsevere as they will be in one or two years of no

attention to their difficulties. - Redirection of focus in ‘specia1

ducation toward instruction rather than classification has .promise

-

-not only for students, butwalsobfor educators. 4 ) y
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' ) Table 1
.(' ~ Numbérs,an Pgrcentages of'Te?chers“‘Criferié_Besponses
inJCategpries and Combinatians of Catggories
“Category - :'.?  ?3;:” :;‘ Number ifﬁ?‘centage |
X _ , . - : : “ —
Ability-Achievement Discrepancy - ' 20 ‘ P 16.9
| +,Proéessiﬁg DiSqrdgf ) on ; 9.3
+ AChievement Deficit N '5°1t
+ Test-Scafter - .2 ’ | 1.7\
+ Ach Defi¢it and Test Scatter 4 S 3.4
Achievement Deficit 1w 1.9
+ Processing Disorder SRR B 6.8
o+ Tes£VScatter_ . 2 1.7
+ Processing Disorder and | |
. Test Scatter o o1 : 0.8
- 5§rocessihg Disorder o R = 2.5 i
;Test Scatter s B 2 . 1.7
: *Othér (Nonspecific) s | N ?siya- . 38.1
. /
3 v
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. Table 2 ! . ' .
\’.‘

Percentage of Teachers Agree1ng or- D1sagree1ng with

‘ .Var1qus D Criteria®
Category , Agree | Disagree No Response
'\Agility-AChieVement Discrepancy 400 25.0" 55.0,
+ ProcessingnDisorder 54,5 Q.0 45.4
.+ Achievement Deficit . 33.3° //313—3 33.3
+ Test Scatter* -, 50,07 50.0. |
+ Ach Deficit and Test Scatﬂgr? 25.0 ° "-]‘50.0 [ . 250/ .
Achievement Deficit’ o | b 3.7, 35.7 = "2846
+ Processing Disorder | o 25,0 2.5 62.5 - -
+ Test Scatter* o | 50. 0 50.0 . 0.0
s ProCessing'Dtsorder/and L~ /// - . ’
“Test Scatter* . : 100.0 0.0 0.0”
---Processing-Disorder '7?’ S w33~3~~«w~4' 0.0 /% 66.7 ,
Test Scatter*. PO 100.0 0r0 - 0.0
Other (Nonspecific) 31.1 / 20:0 o 48.9

AN

Percentages are based only on those responses within a category.
Percentages for ‘categories with * fa]]ow1ng them were based on less
~than 5 ‘responses. - A. )
: A
q

o

3
°
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~ Categories for States Represented by at Least Five Re5p0n§esa

Table 3

LS

.' Y ) . . ’
Numbers and Percentages of Teachers' Criteria Responses*ﬁﬁfCatégories and Combinations of

\

| \\f‘ - State -

Category | R TR o c PA
Aﬁi]ity-Aéhievement biscrepanéy" A%ﬂ 1020)  2(22) 71.(8) =2(25) 2(40) 201

+Prolcés‘s1'lng Disorder - 0 01 0 102 120 1(20)

¥ AchieQemeﬂ? DeficiE 1(20) 0 1(8) 1(1é) 1(20) 0

+Te;t ‘Scatter 0 0 v 1(8) 0 o 0

+ fch Deficit and Test Scatter | 022 0 ) 0T
Ach1evement Def1c1t ‘ { 0' 2(22) 0 . 1012). 0 {
| ¥ Pgoce5s1ng Disorder 1(20) 0 1 (8) 6 | 0 0

+ Rrécessing"bisorder and Test&Scatter 0. 0 ,- 1(8)7 0 0 - 3 p .
PrbEessing'Disorder‘.' 0 0 0 0 0 » 1‘20) l
Test Scatter . 0 6 1(8) 0 0, ¢ 1(20)‘J
Other (NoWsecific) 10207 2(22) 6(46) 2(25) 1(20\ jo ’
o 59wt o8 s 5]
Ypercentages are in paréhtheses. o 1“ﬂ’=

/
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