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Research, 2002). In order to utilize a cognitive processing approach to S

identification, three main components are needed. First, the child must by,

significant intraindividual differences among the basic psychological processe
such that the lowest processing score is substantially below average. Second, ther

needs to be a significant difference between average processing scores an
achievement. Third, there needs to be consistency between poor processing
scores and academic deficits (Hale & Fiorello, 2004; Naglieri, 1999, 2005). This s

referred to as a Discrepancy/Consistency Model by Naglieri (1999).
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additionally, the child must have deficient academ;

area to be considered eligible for ogratrenis femllf' Ptrfnrr—nanﬂe in a specific

disability. The relationship among the variabiﬁ{i: ?]j ldren with a specificlearning

: . _ 5 15 lllustrated in Figure 7.1. Thi
- figure includes a significant ‘f{”‘ﬁ}"‘f”ﬂ’ between the child’s high cognitive rf.:n115
|} essing SCOTES and some specific academic achievement. a significant 4 “E:P §

i 1.1 . i . ¥ serepancy

hetween the cl'.u]cis high and ltfnw cognitive processing scores, and consistency
between the child’s low processing and low achievement scores.

The Discrepancy/ Consistency Model for the identification of specific learn-
ing disabilities was described first by Naglieri (1999). The goal of the method is to
obtain a systematic examination of variability of both cognitive and academic
chievement test scores. Determining whether the cognitive processing scotes
complished using the method originally proposed by

differ significantly is ac ) |
Kaufman (1979), and modified by Silverstein

Davis (1959), pﬂpularized by
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(1993). This so-called, ipsative method dcter:‘rli!‘lez‘iwhﬁﬂ .’-"hf-' Chhﬂdls SCores e
celiably different from the child’s average score. This technique 7%5 l?ﬂt'n applieg
to a number of tests including, for example, the WISCHIIV (Nagllerl' & Pﬂﬂﬁtm!
2005), the CAS (Naglieri & Das, 1997a), and the SB5 (Rmi?’i, 2003). It is IMPortyy
to note that in the Discrepancy/Consistency Model described by Naglieri (1999)’
the ipsative approach is applied to the PASS scales, which represent four
neuropsychologically defined constructs, nof the subtests as is usually done,
for example, with the Wechsler scales. This changes the method from one
that demands considerable clinical interpretation of the meaning of swbfey
variability to analysis of scales that have been theoretically defined and have
higher reliability and validity. This distinction is important because the criticisms

of the ipsative method (McDermott, Fantuzzo & Glutting, 1990) have centered
around subtest-, not scale-level, analysis,
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THE ENIGMA OF SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITIES:
AN INTRODUCTORY ANALYSIS

Children who have specific cognitive processing strengths and deficits that lead
to poor academic achievement may have a specfic learning disability (SLD) (Hale,
Kaufman, Naglien, & Kavale, 2006). In the landmark 1975 Public Law 94-142, the
U.S. Department of Education first formalized ability-achievement discrepancy
in an atrempt to define the essence of SLD and achieve consensus among stake-
holders (c.g., Mercer, Jordan, Allsopp, & Mercer, 1996). The focus of researchers
and practitioners alike was placed on discrepancy, with less consideration given to
the essential SLD statutory definition that specifies children with SLID have a deficit in
- the basic psychological processes that adversely affects academic achievement.

" Growing dissatisfaction with the SLD definition and discrepancy method has

| lHﬂltLd a firestorm among smnmgly polarized factions, who support gither
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¥f the leading candidates for a pattern of strengths and deficits approach
e, Flanagan ¢! :tL. (2008) highlight similarities among their third m:thmi
roaches for identification of SLI and other disorders, Unlike discrepancy and

pproaches, these empirical methods address the statutory and regulatory

A SLD identification requirements through careful evaluation of cognitive

d/or neuropsychological process-

g patterns, and the academic
chievement deficits associated with

hese patterns (Fiorello, Hale et al,

008; Hale, Flanagan et al., 2008;

Kavale et al., 2005). As a result,

they are entirely consistent with

IDEA requitements for indentifying

+child with SLD (34 C.ER. Pats 300

and 301; Federal Register, 2006), W W

they also help determine whether € g i

child has another disofe “ riefing

with academic achi
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| of SLD Identification

Figure 8.1. The Concordme*m““‘d’"“ Mods
Source After Hale & Fiorello, 2004.
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s rinciple | dectsron approach for SLD

< in p ple 1n m?dern identification requires careful

ement measures (e.g., WIAT. evaluation of cognitive strengths,
Wechsler, 2009). Hale, Fiorello deficits, and associated achievement

E 8 2008) found that fewer children Qeficits to ensure scological validity of
.4

- findings. It is i ~ .
identified with SLD using m thels 'Nappropriate to just

. _ cognitive score,

(DM than the traditional discrep- the lowest cognitive score, and the
gppmach (25% who met discrep- mlu“?tl ‘ if_ECC“‘E. and then

:jajwﬂa did not show significant as this stn b ety difiscent, -

, so it has the potential to !eadmmd-liu i
if,::) overidentification of SLD, a Intervention decisions.

oncem of many in the field (eg,
. Kavale et al., 2005).

Despite the promise of a C-DM approach for advancing practice,
| conlo (2004) admonish practitioners to avoid just using the highest
- sore, the lowest cognitive score, and the lowest achievement score, and then
'. deermine whether they are significantly different. They argue that clinical

. and ecological validity of findings must accompany statistical
'. r_r SLD identification. It is important to examine the literature to
.;, € cognitive strength is often not related to the academic deficit in
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i *¥ associated with the academic deficit (e.g,, working memory and
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