Supplemental Chapter (formerly Chapter 20)
ASSESSING CHILDREN WITH

DISABILITIES IN THE REGULAR

CLASSROOM: A GROWING NEED

AT FIRST GLANCE you may wonder why we have included two chapters about
testing and assessing children with disabilities on our textbook’s website. You might say, “That’s the responsibility of the school psychologist.” Or, “Children

with disabilities are in special ed classrooms, not regular ed classrooms.” Or, “I won’t have

to deal with children with disabilities if I’m going to be a regular ed teacher.”

These statements were largely true in the past. Today, thanks to the passage of the

1997 Amendments to the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA–97), the

reauthorization of this act in 2004 (IDEA–04), and the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act

in 2002, they no longer are valid. The days when children with disabilities received

instruction only from special education staff in segregated (e.g., resource, self-contained)

settings, received only annual progress reports, were assessed only by specialists, and

were excluded from annual district-wide assessments are over. The intent of these three

pieces of federal legislation is to better integrate regular and special education to raise

expectations for students with disabilities, and to enable them to benefit from general

education reforms.


The intention of the U.S. Congress and Presidents William Clinton and George W.

Bush in signing IDEA–97, NCLB, and IDEA–04 and into law is clear: Children with

disabilities will

• be integrated meaningfully into the general education curriculum and setting,

• be taught and assessed by both regular and special education staff,

• receive regular reports during the school year of progress toward their annual

Individual Educational Plan (IEP) objectives,

• be included, like their general education peers, in annual state- and district-wide

assessments, with state approved accommodations and alternate assessments when

required by their IEPs, and

• scores for children with disabilities on the annual assessments will be separated

from the scores for regular education students, with schools to be held accountable

if students with disabilities do not demonstrate sufficient annual progress.

Unless they want to risk loss of needed federal funds and to be subject to potential civil

rights suits and investigation by the U.S. Department of Justice, schools must now

demonstrate that children with disabilities are integrated meaningfully into the general

education setting, curriculum, and annual academic assessments, and that their educational

outcomes are improving.


Before we discuss the specific ways recent federal legislation will affect classroom

testing and assessment practice, consider the following dialogue, which identifies several

important changes resulting from IDEA–97, NCLB, and IDEA–04 that will impact the

regular and special education teacher:

“Hi Mr. Past, this is Ms. Future calling, you know, the school special education

coordinator. Hard to believe the new school year is beginning already isn’t it?”

“Sure is,” said Mr. Past. “I wish the vacation was about a month longer.”

“I’ve got to call all the regular ed teachers to let them know about the IEP meeting

schedule for September so I’ll get right to the point, Mr. Past,” said Ms. Future.

“Oh, don’t bother,” replied Mr. Past. “Like I told you last year, I just don’t have

time to attend those meetings. I need to get 28 kids ready for the state high-stakes test,

you know, and that means I don’t have the luxury of just teaching six or eight kids like

the special ed teachers do. Thanks to NCLB, if my class doesn’t do well the whole

school will suffer, including the special ed staff and students. You wouldn’t want that to

happen would you? Each year now, the state raises the bar we have to reach to

demonstrate Adequate Yearly Progress, or AYP, as they call it, so we just don’t have

time for special ed meetings anymore. Besides, I don’t know anything about teaching

special ed kids so I wouldn’t have anything to contribute. I’d really like to help the

kids out, but I wouldn’t want to mess them up. Their learning and assessing their

progress is best left to specialists like you, Ms. Future. It’s what’s best for the pupils,

and that’s what I’m about. Thanks for thinking of me though. Bye!”

“Wait! Don’t hang up, Mr. Past!” exclaimed Ms. Future. ”Haven’t you heard about

how Nickel-B applies to the 1997 and 2004 Amendments to IDEA?”

“Of course I’ve heard of Nickel-B, but we call it the No Child Left Behind Act or

NCLB, not Nickel-B”, said Mr. Past, haughtily. “Every year you keep bringing this

IDEA thing up. Whose idea are you talking about anyway?” quipped Mr. Past.

“Not whose idea, Mr. Past, the IDEA. That’s I-D-E-A, the 1997 and 2004

amendments to the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act. The amendments were

passed in 1997 and reauthorized in 2004, and the IEP portion, which requires a

regular classroom teacher to attend all IEP meetings, was fully implemented with the

beginning of the 1998–1999 school year,” said Ms. Future. “You’ve had to attend

these meetings for several years now. Remember?”

“Of course I remember,” said an irritated Mr. Past, “but since NCLB things are

different here on the regular ed side. I am a regular, that’s R-E-G-U-L-A-R, education

teacher, Ms. Future. That means I teach and assess regular education kids. We have so

much to keep up with now because of all the requirements of NCLB that I really don’t

have time for special ed stuff. Since NCLB was passed in 2002 we now have to see

that our kids do well on multiple benchmark tests, because these predict how well they

will do on the annual assessment in April. And you know how important that is, don’t

you? To be sure they are prepared we have to test these kids at least once per week

using formal teacher-made or standardized measures. I guess simply checking their

progress with benchmarks isn’t enough for the people in the capitol. And, you know

what happens if we don’t reach the proficiency goals the legislators have established

for us? Our school gets labeled as ‘in need of improvement’ and we have to work even

harder to get our scores up the next year or we face serious consequences, including

being labeled as ‘in corrective action.’ And we could be restructured if we don’t make

AYP for five years! To make matters worse, we have to report not just overall average

scores, but we have to break them down, disaggregation of scores they call it, so that

we are judged based on scores for different categories of students. These categories

include students who are economically disadvantaged, who are limited English

proficient, and for each of the major ethnic groups. Can you imagine that? They really

expect us to have all students achieve at proficiency. And yet, you want us to get more

involved with special ed kids too? Lots of luck! I think I’ll mention our little

conversation to the principal and see how she feels about your efforts to take away

what little instructional time I have left, thanks to all the NCLB testing requirements,

and give that valuable time to special ed students when I could be focusing on raising

test scores for all of my regular ed kids instead. I don’t think shell be too happy about

that. Do you?”, asked a frustrated Mr. Past.

“I agree, Mr. Past, she won’t be pleased”, fumed Ms. Future. “She won’t be pleased

because she is fully aware that IDEA–04 retained the IDEA–97 requirement that

regular education teachers, whether they feel they are qualified or not, must be

members of each student with a disability’s Individual Educational Plan, or IEP, team.

But I think she will really be unhappy to learn that you don’t seem to realize that the

NCLB provisions that apply to regular ed also apply to special ed. Students with

disabilities must participate in the annual state assessments that are required for

regular ed kids, with appropriate accommodations or alternate assessments, as

needed. Furthermore, according to NCLB, it is the IEP team that determines whether

a student with a disability may participate in the standard annual assessment or

whether the student needs accommodations or an alternate assessment. When we

determine the student can’t meaningfully participate in the standard annual

assessment we have to document why the standard assessment is not appropriate and

describe how the student will be assessed using a state-approved accommodation or

alternate assessment! And, in addition to the groups you mentioned, scores must also

be disaggregated for students with disabilities, most of whom now receive the majority

of their instruction in the regular ed classroom and curriculum! In fact, everything you

mentioned about NCLB applies to special ed students. NCLB has put a lot of

additional pressure on everyone in the system, but it’s increased pressure on

everybody, Mr. Past, not just regular ed teachers!” exclaimed a frustrated Ms. Future.

Low scores for special ed kids also affect the whole school under NCLB!

“I . . . I . . . umm . . . Are you sure about this,” gasped Mr. Past, “I though it was just

regular ed that was affected by NCLB.”

“Positive,” said Ms. Future. “It’s all part of the movement away from providing

segregated instruction for students with disabilities in resource and self-contained

classrooms. It’s called full inclusion, and it’s happening because research has

demonstrated that the old way of isolating children with disabilities has not been as

effective as integrating children with disabilities into the regular education curriculum

and raising expectations for their achievement. And, as you know, we have been

discussing the integration of special and regular students at faculty meetings for the

last several years.” said Ms. Future. “Do you remember?” she asked.

“I know, I know. Now I remember, I just forgot,” said Mr. Past with some hesitation.

“But we’ve been integrating special ed kids and regular ed kids for years. The special

ed kids can play with the regular ed kids on the playground and at lunch. And one of

the special ed aides reads to a couple of them in my social studies class. Heck, I

encourage my own aide to read to them whenever she can too, even though she’s paid

out of regular ed funds. So, I’m supportive of the special ed program and of

inclusion,” said Mr. Past.

“I’m glad you are, Mr. Past, but what you are describing is not meaningful

inclusion, and it is not enough! Providing socialization opportunities at lunch and

recess and helping them read is not meaningful integration under IDEA–97 and

IDEA–04, and it’s not going to help our students with disabilities achieve at the

annually increasing levels required by NCLB. If any group, the economically

disadvantaged, the minorities, the limited English proficient, or the students with

disabilities, fails to meet state proficiency goals for NCLB the whole school will be

held accountable!” said Ms. Future. “That’s why it’s critical that regular education

staff consult and coordinate actively with the special ed staff concerning instructional

and behavior management strategies, and the testing and assessment of academic,

social, emotional, and behavioral progress toward not only IEP objectives—objectives

identified by you and the rest of us during the IEP team meetings you now are required

to attend—but also the state proficiency standards required under NCLB.”

“But the way we’ve been doing it has worked just fine. I’d like to keep it that way.

Everyone knows the routine. Consulting and coordinating sounds great, but who has

the time? If it ain’t broke, don’t fix it,” exclaimed Mr. Past, becoming irritated again.

“But that’s just it! It hasn’t been working, at least not for children with disabilities.

Congress has recognized that isolation in special classes and superficial inclusion

deprived special ed kids of the benefits of education reform such as higher standards,

an enriched curriculum, and annual assessment of their progress. By requiring more

collaboration between special and general education teachers Congress intended to

ensure that special education kids are meaningfully included in general education,

from planning to implementation and evaluation of the annual objectives identified on

their IEPs and in the state standards. In the past we often excluded children with

disabilities from the annual statewide test program. Now, under NCLB, they all must

be included, with only a small percentage of exceptions, and when their IEPs call for

it we will need to make individualized state-approved accommodations or employ

alternate assessments,” explained Ms. Future.

“Are you telling me that in addition to trying to help my kids meet annual

proficiency standards required by NCLB I am going to have to attend IEP meetings,

include special ed kids in my classes and curriculum, teach them, help them socialize,

raise academic expectations, test and assess them, and coordinate all this with the

special ed staff? Is that what you’re telling me?” asked a disbelieving Mr. Past.

“I’d say that about covers it. Basically, regular and special ed need to pull together

to help all of our students meet NCLB and IDEA–04 requirements, or else we will all

have to face uncomfortable consequences,” replied Ms. Future.

“Umm, uhhh, well, you know I’m just trying to do my job, and I am a team player,”

said Mr. Past.

“I’m glad to hear that, Mr. Past. I am too, and I look forward to collaborating and

coordinating with you and the other regular education teachers toward improved

educational outcomes for our children with disabilities,” said Ms. Future. “With the

passage of NCLB and its accountability provisions we all need to pull together to

ensure that all of our students make adequate yearly progress. Now, about the IEP

meeting schedule. On Monday at 8:15 we are scheduled to meet with . . .”

Although you may be surprised by this scenario everything  Ms. Future said in the dialogue is an accurate reflection of new requirements for general education teachers under NCLB, IDEA–97, and IDEA–04. To help you understand why these changes were made, we will review briefly what we have learned has worked and has not worked in relation to the education of children

with disabilities. Later in this chapter we will discuss how the testing and assessment

skills of the regular classroom teacher will play an important role in the implementation

of NCLB and IDEA with students with disabilities. More specifically, we hope to familiarize

you with the ways in which the testing and assessment practices you have learned

in this text can guide you in the identification, instruction, and evaluation of children with

disabilities in your regular education class. We will also describe an important and very

controversial change in the way special education eligibility is determined for students

with the most common category of disability, specific learning disabilities (SLD). Under

IDEA–04 school districts now have the option of continuing to use the discrepancy model

that has been in place since 1977, or they may use a response to instruction /intervention

model, called RTI, or some combination of both. We will discuss these approaches and

their impact on the regular classroom teacher in more detail later in this chapter. In

our second supplemental chapter (formerly Chapter 21 in our text) we will describe a number of methods, procedures, and instruments that may be helpful to both regular and special education teachers in testing and assessing children with disabilities.

A BRIEF HISTORY OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

A variety of social, cultural, and legal developments subsequent to World War II contributed

to the guarantee of a free and appropriate public education, or FAPE, enjoyed today

by all children with disabilities. Critical court cases such as

Brown v. Board of Education

of Topeka, Pennsylvania Association of Retarded Children v. Commonwealth of

Pennsylvania, and Mills v. Board of Education established the educational rights of
children with disabilities in different states. These cases spurred Congress to pass legislation

that established a coherent national legislative requirement to guarantee FAPE to

all children with disabilities.

P.L. 94–142 and the Individuals with Disabilities

Education Act (IDEA)

School-age children with disabilities were guaranteed FAPE in 1975 with the passage of

Public Law 94–142, the Education for All the Handicapped (EAH) Act. In 1986, Public

Law 99–457 was enacted to extend the guarantee of FAPE to preschool children with

disabilities. In 1990, the law was reauthorized as Public Law 105–17 and the name of

EAH was changed to the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). In 1997

Public Law 105–17 was reauthorized as the 1997 Amendments to IDEA (IDEA–97). In

2004 the law was amended again and was reauthorized as H.R. 1350, the Individuals with

Disabilities Improvement Act of 2004 (IDEA–04).


Like previous versions of IDEA, the 2004 reauthorization reaffirms Congress’

intent to ensure the rights of children with disabilities to receive FAPE. Like IDEA–97

before it, IDEA–04 acknowledges the successes of EAH and IDEA, while also requiring

changes designed to address the shortcomings of EAH and IDEA. The accomplishments

and shortfalls of EAH and IDEA will be discussed next.


Prior to the implementation of Public Law 94–142, about one million children with

disabilities were denied a public education. Since its passage the number of children with

developmental disabilities in state institutions has declined by almost 90%. The number

of young adults with disabilities enrolled in post-secondary education has tripled and the

unemployment rate for individuals with disabilities in their 20s is about half that of older

individuals with disabilities.


Yet, not all children with disabilities have obtained equal or significant benefit from

IDEA. Students with disabilities are failing courses and dropping out of school by an

almost two to one ratio compared to students without disabilities. Advocates have also

been concerned that children from economically disadvantaged and minority backgrounds

and children with limited English proficiency have been too often

inappropriately placed in special education. School officials, providers, parents, and

others complained that under EAH and IDEA the focus was on paperwork and process

rather than outcomes, and IDEA had not been adequately implemented in many areas. It

was to remedy these and other shortcomings that IDEA–97 was passed, and IDEA–04

reinforces many of the reforms implemented under IDEA–97, although some feel that

IDEA–04 compromised the rights of students with disabilities to provide schools with

more flexibility.


IDEA–04 supports expanded opportunities for parents, special educators, related

services providers, regular educators, and early intervention services providers and other

personnel to develop new partnerships and work collaboratively at the state and local

levels. Incentives are included to enhance the capacity of schools and other communitybased

providers and entities to work effectively with children with disabilities and their

families by targeting funding for personnel training, research, media, technology, and

dissemination of technical assistance and best practices. We have described only a few of

the many facets of IDEA–04. A more comprehensive analysis of this complex piece of

legislation is beyond the scope of this text (and probably beyond most of your interests!),

but we will revisit relevant aspects of IDEA–04 as we discuss the role of the regular

classroom teacher in the special education referral and evaluation process later in the

chapter.

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act

A separate piece of legislation, Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, has come

to play an increasingly important role in service delivery to children with disabilities

since the late 1980s. Commonly referred to as “Section 504,” it has expanded special

services eligibility standards to students whose disabilities interfere with learning but who

fail to qualify for special education services under IDEA’s requirements (Hakola, 1992).

IDEA–97 and its predecessors required that a student’s behavior or learning be

seriously or severely affected by one of the 12 categories of disability it delineated before

a student is eligible to receive special educational services. Section 504 established a

broader standard of eligibility. It defined a person with a disability as anyone with a

physical or mental impairment that substantially limits one or more major life activities.

Students who qualify for assistance under Section 504, but not IDEA, have come to be

referred to as “504 only” students and the services provided to them have come to be

referred to as “504 only” services. This law also empowered the Office of Civil Rights to

enforce Section 504 compliance.


In recent years Section 504 has generated considerable controversy, in part because

of the “ambiguity and brevity of Section 504 in regard to requirements for elementary and

secondary schools” (Gammel, 1992, p. 298). One example of the lack of clarity involves

funding for services. When a child qualifies for special services under Section 504 (i.e.,

504 only), but not under IDEA–04, the child is not eligible for funding through IDEA

monies. This means that local or state funds must then be used to fund 504 only special

services. Needless to say, such funds are scarce in most districts. Thus provision of

special services for 504 only children are likely to be within the less expensive regular

classroom setting. This also is in keeping with the intent of Section 504, which, like

IDEA–04, is for services to be provided within the least restrictive environment. While

the funding and eligibility issues of Section 504 will continue to be clarified in coming

years through legal interpretation and/or legislation, it appears reasonable to conclude

that the involvement of the regular education teacher with 504 only students and service

providers may be expected to increase.

SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICE DELIVERY:

AN EVOLUTION

IDEA–04, with its requirements for full inclusion of children with disabilities in the

general curriculum and setting, is the latest development in an evolution in special education

services that began prior to the passage of P.L. 94–142 in 1975. This evolution has

altered thinking regarding the appropriateness of the special education service delivery

setting, eligibility criteria, and disability categories. We will describe this evolution next.

Service Delivery Setting

While P.L. 94–142 and IDEA required placement of children with disabilities in the least

restrictive educational environment, many children with disabilities were routinely placed

in educationally segregated resource or self-contained classrooms on the assumption that

they could not benefit from regular class instruction. This was especially true for students

who were viewed as more severely mentally, physically, emotionally, and behaviorally

challenged. The common wisdom for decades was that it was not only in the best

interests of such severely challenged children to be in segregated classrooms, but that this

was also essential to protect the regular educational process from disruption due to the

presence of such challenged students.

The traditional special education “pull-out” system, in which the special learner is

taught in a self-contained classroom for at least part of the day, has been criticized as

discriminatory, ineffective, and inefficient (Davis, 1989). Indeed, the National Council on

Disability (1989) clarified that the intent of the Education for All Handicapped Children

Act (P.L. 94–142) never was to segregate children with disabilities, even those with

multiple or severe disabilities.


Legal decisions in the 1990s increasingly required the inclusion of children with

disabilities in the regular education classroom. A 1993 decision by the U.S. Court of

Appeals found that a New Jersey school district failed to make a reasonable effort to meet

a student’s special learning needs when it excluded him from the regular classroom

(Viadero, 1993). In the early 1990s, special education leaders and policy makers also

advocated for greater inclusion of children with disabilities in the regular classroom

(Cannon, Idol, West, 1992; Conte, 1994; Hale & Carlson, 1992). Nevertheless, not

everyone believed that full inclusion is in the best interests of special and regular education

students. This may have been especially true for more experienced teachers (Coker &

Griffith, 1994). In the end, the prevailing view was that the regular classroom teacher

should expect to increasingly collaborate and cooperate with the special educator in both

teaching and assessing the special learner’s academic, physical and behavioral progress

(Bauwens, Hourcade, & Friend, 1989; Cannon et al., 1992; Friend & Cook, 1992).

This view prevailed, in part, because of an accumulating body of research attesting

to the beneficial effects of inclusion of students with disabilities in the regular classroom

and curriculum. Reviews of research in the 1980s and early 1990s (Halvorsen & Sailor,

1990; Stainback & Stainback, 1992) documented improved educational and social

outcomes for children with disabilities, even those who were severely challenged, who

were in integrated placements (i.e., placements that included contact with regular education

students and curriculum as well as special education services) as compared to peers

in segregated placements (i.e., self-contained special education only). These reviews led

Sailor, Gee and Karasoff (1993) to conclude, “The body of research literature is sufficient

to demonstrate that educators need no longer spend energy and resources debating the

issue of whether or not to integrate or include students with severe disabilities in the

learning environments of their non-disabled peers but can concentrate instead on how

best to do it” (p. 2).


These findings led many special and regular educators to accept and adopt “full

inclusion” as a goal for all children with disabilities. The passage of IDEA–97 codified

and formalized this consensus, and IDEA–04 reinforces it. Sailor et al. (1993) identified

the following key elements of full inclusion for children with disabilities:

• Full general education class membership.

• Full perception of “ownership” from both special and general education.

• Individual outcomes-based decision making.

• Student-based services with team curriculum design.

• Site-team coordination of services and educational support.

Yet, even before full inclusion came to be as accepted as it is today, it was clear

that, in keeping with the nonsegregatory intent of P.L. 94–142, the trend was already

toward increased mainstreaming of the challenged learner. For example, Fig. 20.1 illustrates

that as far back as the 1987–1988 school year approximately 75% of all students

with disabilities received their primary educational services in the regular classroom or in

a combination of the regular classroom with one or more periods in a resource room.
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More than a decade later, an annual report to Congress on the implementation of

IDEA (U.S. Department of Education, 2001) indicated that 45% of students in the SLD

category spent less than 20% of their instructional time in special education. Thus, more

than 80% of the instruction for students with SLD was left to general education teachers.

Because reading is a primary emphasis of the elementary, and especially the primary

grades, these data indicate that there is no doubt that if you are an elementary school

teacher you will be responsible for the majority of instruction for students with SLDs and

especially SLDs in reading. Furthermore, because the performance of students with

disabilities must be reported separately to meet NCLB requirements, regular testing and

assessment of these students in the regular curriculum will be needed to ensure they are

making adequate progress.

Determining Eligibility for Services

Under EAH and IDEA a number of categories of disability existed that could qualify a

child to receive special education related services. However, students were unable to

qualify to receive services until their disabilities were demonstrably severe or serious.


By requiring that a child first be identified and labeled as a child with disabilities

before services could be provided, the old IDEA unintentionally impeded prevention and

early intervention activities. The result was that a child’s problems had to become chronic

or intensify to crisis proportions in many cases before assistance under IDEA could be

provided. By the time the problem escalated to this level only intense and expensive interventions had any hope of resolving the problem—a costly, ineffective utilization of

limited resources.


One of the intentions of IDEA–97 was to encourage early identification and intervention

within the regular class environment, a process sometimes referred to as prereferral

intervention (meaning before referral for a comprehensive special education evaluation).

IDEA–97 also allowed special education related services to be delivered, at the

discretion of state and local educational agencies, to children between the ages of 3 and 9

experiencing developmental delays, as defined by the state and as measured by appropriate

diagnostic instruments and procedures, in physical, cognitive, communication,

social or emotional, or adaptive development. By including developmental delays

Congress signaled its intent to break from the categorical service delivery requirements of

the old IDEA that discouraged early identification and intervention. IDEA–04 continues

to support these changes.


In practice, prior to the passage of IDEA–97 and IDEA–04 many districts and

related service providers developed mechanisms to deliver early identification and intervention

services to students with suspected disabilities before students were referred to

the costly special education eligibility process. Referred to by various names (e.g.,

pre-referral services, teacher or student assistance or study teams, intervention assistance

programs), these programs were intended to provide immediate service to teachers and

students in regular classrooms and to reduce the number of referrals to special education

(Ross, 1995). However, because there was no provision for such services to be funded

under the old IDEA, they instead were funded on a patchwork basis with funds from

local, site-based managed schools, districts, state and regional service centers, the Office

of Special Education Programs (OSEP), and private foundations.

Learning Disability Determination:

Discrepancy or RTI?


To stimulate even more early intervention within the regular classroom, and to address

difficulties with the existing method of eligibility determination, IDEA–04 implemented

an optional, controversial change in the way eligibility for special education services is to

be determined for the disability category of Specific Learning Disability (SLD), the most

common disability category. Since 1977, under EAH, IDEA, and IDEA–97 a severe

discrepancy between aptitude and achievement (see Chapter 18) was required for SLD

eligibility. Under IDEA–04, to determine SLD eligibility school districts have the option

of continuing to use the discrepancy model or using a response to instruction/intervention

(RTI) model, or some combination of the discrepancy model and the RTI model. Heated

debate has arisen between proponents of the RTI models and alternative models, and

readers interested in the complexities and nuances of the debate are referred to articles by

Fletcher and Reschly (2005) and Kavale, Kaufman, Naglieri, and Hale (2005). For our

purposes, we will simply say that the issues are complex, and the jury is still out in terms

of which approach is “better.” Nevertheless, it is important for regular education teachers

to have some familiarity with what discrepancy, RTI, and alternative approaches entail,

because regular education teachers will contribute to all methods of SLD determination.

The Discrepancy Model

Since 1977 eligibility for special education services as a

child with a SLD hinged on whether a severe discrepancy was found between a child’s

predicted achievement, as measured by an aptitude or IQ test, and a child’s actual

achievement, as measured by an achievement test. Under this model, an appropriately

trained psychologist had to perform an individual assessment, including at least an IQ and

an achievement test, to determine whether the child’s achievement was significantly

discrepant (i.e., whether there was a large enough gap between between predicted and

actual achievement that was not attributable to other factors, such as inconsistent

schooling). The actual size of the discrepancy necessary for SLD eligibility varied,

depending on state laws, from one to two standard deviations. Demonstrating this

discrepancy was the purview of school psychologists and other qualified professionals,

supported by assessment data provided by classroom teachers.

The discrepancy model has been criticized for a variety of reasons. These include

• It is a “wait to fail” model (e.g., if a child’s discrepancy was not large enough to

qualify as a learning disability in first grade, the gap would eventually widen if we

wait long enough and the child would then qualify in later years, after achievement

has suffered, perhaps irreparably).

• IQ–achievement discrepancies lack specificity in differentiating among low

achievers (i.e., poor achievement may result from linguistic, cultural, attendance,

motivation, teaching, emotional, or other factors than a learning disability).

• Different tests (IQ and achievement) yield different scores for the same student, so

evaluators may select combinations that are more or less likely to yield a discrepancy

(i.e., careful selection of IQ tests that “run high” and achievement tests than

“run low” will increase the likelihood of finding a significant discrepancy).

• Similar factors can depress both IQ and achievement scores and eliminate mathematical

discrepancies (e.g., poor vocabulary).

• The utilization of the discrepancy model has swelled SLD identification rates to 12%

to 15% of the general education population in some states, taxing budgets and

resources and generating an anti-special education backlash when general education

funds have been tapped to fund services for learning disabled students

• The identification process has been lengthy and expensive, with an evaluation and

report often requiring 6–8 hours or more of the psychologist’s time for each

referred child.

Response to Intervention/Instruction (RTI)

RTI is an acronym that stands for

response to intervention, or instruction in some circles, or resistance to intervention in

others. Regardless of the language used the key features of the RTI model for learning

disability determination are similar:

• Early identification of learning (especially reading) difficulty and early intervention

with evidence-based treatments (i.e., scientifically based). This is very similar to the

pre-referral intervention process that we discussed earlier.

• Monitoring/graphing of the child’s progress (using classroom curriculum-based

tests and norm-referenced instruments). These assessments will often be completed

by the regular classroom teacher.

• Intensive intervention with evidence-based programs when performance and rate of

progress lag the norm for grade and educational setting (i.e., compared to local

norms).

• If a strict RTI identification model is employed, failure to respond to the intensive

intervention would make a student eligible for special education as a child with

SLD.

• If a combination RTI and other models is employed, referral for comprehensive

evaluation by a multidisciplinary team to determine special education eligibility

occurs if the child fails to respond to intensive intervention.

Referral for a comprehensive special education evaluation is often the first step

when SLD is suspected under the discrepancy model. The comprehensive evaluation will

be eliminated completely (under strict RTI models) or will become the last step if a

combination RTI and alternative models is adopted for SLD identification.

The RTI model has also been criticized for a number of reasons. Some of these

follow:

• Development of RTI models is uneven with some states (e.g., Iowa, Minnesota)

ready for broad implementation but with others in need of intensive technical

training and support.

• Local norms for curriculum-linked assessments will need to be developed and it is

unclear who will be responsible for this.

• There is disagreement about what constitutes scientific, evidence-based

interventions.

• Methods and procedures for wide-scale data collection, graphing (necessary to

show progress), analysis, and management await development.

• Special education eligibility for the gifted learning disabled child (i.e., the child

with an above average IQ whose achievement is only average) will be eliminated.

What would a switch to the RTI model have to do with general education teachers?

Plenty. Under the new language, the primary criterion for learning disability determination

can be whether a child is resistant to scientifically based instruction. Guess who will

be providing the brunt of this instruction? Yes, general education teachers. General education

teachers, likely in consultation with the school psychologist, special education

teacher, and other school staff, will now have to (a) document that the child is falling

behind age or grade norms, using appropriate assessment tools, (b) implement evidencebased,

scientifically validated interventions, and (c) track the child’s progress after the

interventions have been implemented, and (d) if the child fails to catch up, only then can

a referral for a special education evaluation be made.


Sound like more work? Yes, it does. Fortunately, your work in this course has

prepared you well to develop and administer the formal and informal tests and assessment

that will be necessary to document deficits and then evaluate outcomes on an ongoing

basis. At this point, with final IDEA–04 federal regulations still unavailable, we cannot

say whether the RTI approach or an alternative approach will dominate SLD determination.

In any case, at least you now have some background that will inform your input into

any discussions that may emerge in your district or campus.


We have described a number of important changes initiated by both IDEA–97 and

IDEA–04. The overall effect of these changes is clear. Whereas P.L. 94–142 and IDEA

were focused on categorical procedure, identification, and eligibility, the intent of

IDEA–97 and IDEA–04 is to support early identification and intervention, integrated

best practices, and assessment of educational outcomes, all toward improved educational

outcomes for children with disabilities and developmental delays.

Disability Categories to Developmental Delays

Over the past few decades challenged students have been classified and defined in a

number of ways. New definitions of challenging conditions will continue to evolve as

more and more becomes known about this subgroup of schoolchildren. A number of categories

of challenging conditions have been identified under IDEA. These categories

usually include children with physical disabilities, hearing impairments, visual impairments,

mental retardation, behavior disorders, learning disabilities, communication

disorders, autism, other health impaired and multiple disabilities, which are described in

Fig. 20.2.


IDEA–04 continues these disability categories and the expanded special education

services eligibility to children with developmental delays initiated by IDEA–97. At state

and local district discretion, special education funds may now be used to provide services

to children between the ages of 3 and 9 who experience state-defined developmental delays

in five areas: physical, cognitive, communication, social and emotional, and adaptive

development. States have been given considerable latitude in defining developmental

delays. IDEA–04 only requires that the presence of a developmental delay be identified

through the use of appropriate diagnostic instruments and procedures. Figure 20.3 identifies

the new categories of developmental delay.


The purpose of the disability and developmental delay categories is not to label

or stigmatize the child who needs help but may not be eligible for special education,

but to identify learners in need of assistance. That is, these categories enable a shorthand

way of communicating about those learners whose physical, emotional, and/or

cognitive functions are already, or are at risk for becoming, so impaired from any

cause that the individuals cannot be adequately or safely educated without the provision

of special services. While these special services are the direct responsibility of the

special education program within a school, under IDEA–04 the regular classroom

teacher is expected to play an important, integrated role in both the provision and

evaluation of services delivered to students with developmental delays as well as

students with disabilities.
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IDEA–04 AND THE CLASSROOM TEACHER

The acquisition, interpretation, and reporting of data pertaining to the performance of children

with disabilities in the regular classroom and general curriculum will be an important

function of the regular classroom teacher under IDEA–04. This may involve the use of a

range of tests and assessments, including performance assessments and portfolios, checklists,

structured observations, rating scales, and both teacher-made and standardized tests.

Physical Disabilities Students whose body functions or members are impaired by

congenital anomaly and diseases, or students with limited

strength, vitality, or alertness owing to chronic or acute

health problems


Hearing Impaired Students who are hearing impaired (hard of hearing) or deaf.

Visually Impaired Students who, after medical treatment and use of optical

aids, remain legally blind or otherwise exhibit loss of critical

sight functions.

Mental retardation Students with significantly subaverage general intellectual

functioning existing concurrent with deficiencies in adaptive

behavior. Severity of retardation is sometimes indicated with the terms mild, moderate, severe, or profound.
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Testing or the Assessment Process?

Do you recall the distinction we made between testing and the assessment process in

Chapter 1? We stated, “If important educational decisions are to be made, critically evaluated

test results should be combined with results from a variety of other measurement

procedures (e.g., performance and portfolio assessments, observations, checklists, rating

scales—all covered later in the text), as appropriate, and integrated with relevant background

and contextual information (e.g., reading level, language proficiency, cultural

considerations—also covered later in the text), to ensure that the educational decisions

are appropriate.”


Educational decisions about children with disabilities certainly are important. They

can have significant impact on the special learner’s current and future life and have

implications for school staff, related service providers, and always limited resources.

Furthermore, parents and advocates for both children with disabilities and schools may

monitor these decisions very closely, and may challenge decisions made and the data on

which such decisions may be based. Obviously, the classroom teacher, and all others

involved in the testing and assessment of children with disabilities, would be well

advised to employ sound measurement practice in selecting, administering, scoring, and

interpreting test results, and in incorporating these results into the assessment process.

Note that only some of the data we referred to in distinguishing between testing

and the assessment process come from formal tests (i.e., teacher-made or standardized).

This is intentional. Remember, because tests are fallible, many and varied forms of data

should be collected to obtain as diverse and accurate a picture of the child’s performance

as is possible. Thus the classroom teacher’s role in the identification and evaluation

process should not be construed as only “testing,” but more broadly as “contributing to

the assessment process.”

Ysseldyke and Algozzine (1990) have organized the many levels at which regular

classroom teachers can be involved in the assessment process into a flowchart, shown in

Fig. 20.4. Although predating the passage of IDEA–04, this flowchart remains relevant

today. Figure 20.4 shows many of the functions that Mr. Past will need to “get up to speed

on” if he is to truly contribute to the education of children with disabilities, as teachers

are now required to do under IDEA–04. This flowchart illustrates how the testing and

assessment skills of regular education teachers are instrumental in every step of the

special education identification, instruction, and evaluation process. Clearly, with the

Developmental delays must be defined by the state and measured by appropriate

diagnostic instruments in the following areas:

Physical development

Cognitive development

Communication development

Social or emotional development

Adaptive development

passage of IDEA–04, the involvement of the regular education teacher with testing and

assessment of children with disabilities can only increase.
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Next we will consider in more depth the ways the classroom teacher’s assessment

skills are required to comply with IDEA–04 and, increasingly, Section 504. These data

are all important in provision of the following services required by IDEA–04 and implied

by Section 504: child identification, individual assessment, Individual Educational Plan

(IEP) development, individualized instruction, and review of the IEP.

Child Identification

Child identification, or “child find,” refers to a school’s or a district’s procedures for identifying

challenged preschool and school-age children in need of early intervention or

special education services as required by IDEA–04. It is in the identification of schoolage

students that you may be expected to play an important role as a K–12 teacher.

One stage of this identification is the referral. While referrals may be made by

parents, physicians, community agencies, and school administrators as a result of districtwide

testing or screening, students may also be recommended for special services by you

as a teacher. For regular education students you will be the most likely individual to identify

students with needs for special services. In such cases you will initially be a liaison

between the child and the multidisciplinary special education eligibility team, or MDT

.

Under IDEA–04, referrals are processed through the MDT, which usually includes

• the professional who recommends the child for special services,

• the child’s parent,

• the building principal or designated representative,

• a special educator,

• a school psychologist or other assessment specialist, and

• the classroom teacher or any other individual who has special knowledge about the

student.


The purpose of the eligibility committee is to reach a decision regarding the eligibility

of the child for special education services and the educational alternatives

appropriate for the child. It is important that you not only play a prominent role on this

committee when you are recommending a child for special services, but that the data

provided by you in support of your recommendation be valid, reliable, and accurate. This

can only be accomplished by applying sound measurement principles and by selecting the

test and assessment data that most accurately characterize the child’s need for particular

kinds of services. These may include data that accurately portray the following:

1. The student’s current educational status, including attendance records, grades and
achievement data (e.g., teacher-made and standardized tests, portfolios, and performance

assessments).

2. The student’s social, emotional, and attitudinal status, as documented through
written accounts of classroom observations, or results from any teacher-made or

standardized behavior and attitude rating scales or questionnaires, sociograms,

checklists or other instruments that you may have administered to the child.

3. Previous instructional efforts and intervention strategies provided to the student and
documentation of the result of those efforts (e.g., observation reports, behavior and

attitude rating scales and questionnaires, sociograms, or checklists).

4. Data about the child reported or provided to the teacher by parents.
Individual Assessment

A second process to which you may be expected to contribute is individual child assessment.

Individual assessment is the collecting and analyzing of information about a

student in order to identify an educational need in terms of the following:

1. The presence or absence of a physical, mental, or emotional disability;
2. The presence or absence of a significant educational need;
3. The identification of the student’s specific learning competencies together with
specific instructional or related services that could improve and maintain the

student’s competencies.


Although the formal individual assessment of a child’s capabilities falls within the

responsibilities of certified professionals who have been specifically trained in assessing

students with disabilities, you can and often will be expected to corroborate the findings of

these professionals with achievement, social, behavioral, and other data from the classroom.

The corroborative data you can be expected to provide fall into the following categories:

Achievement

Language

Physical

Intellectual

Emotional/behavioral

Sociocultural

Thus far in this text you have been exposed to measurement techniques that will

enable you to present systematic, useful data about a referred child that address the first

four of these six areas. In Chapter 21 we will provide you with additional measurement

techniques that can be used to collect systematic classroom-based data regarding the

emotional/behavioral and sociocultural areas. For illustrative purposes, several of these

areas are included in the individual assessment report shown in Fig. 20.5. This figure is

from a special education eligibility team, or MDT, whose composition was described in

the previous section.

Language

First and foremost among these data are formal and informal indications

taken from performance assessments, portfolios, workbooks, homework assignments,

weekly and unit tests, and classroom observation as to the student’s primary language and

proficiency in both the expressive and receptive domains. Often, your observation and

recording of these data will suggest to special educators the validity of the standardized

tests that may have been given to the student and whether they may have been given in a

language other than that in which the child is proficient.
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Physical

Corroborative data pertaining to the physical attributes of the student can also

be recorded. Only you may be in a position to observe on a daily basis the ability of the

child to manipulate objects necessary for learning, to remain alert and attentive during

instruction, and to control bodily functions in a manner conducive to instruction. In some

instances you may provide the only data available to the MDT regarding the physical

ability of the child to benefit from regular class instruction.

Intellectual

You may also be asked to provide data relevant to the student’s intellectual

functioning, as demonstrated by verbal and nonverbal performance and by the child’s

behavior. Although verbal and nonverbal behavior are usually assessed by professionals

certified in special education, you may be asked to provide corroborating data pertaining

to the child’s adaptive behavior. Adaptive behavior is the degree to which the student

meets standards of personal independence and social responsibility expected of his or her

age and cultural group. Within the context of the classroom, you will have many opportunities

to observe the social functioning of the child and to gain insights into the

appropriateness of this functioning, given the age range and cultural milieu in which the

child operates. In fact, you may be the only individual in a position to provide trustworthy

data about this side of the special learner’s social and interactive behavior.

Emotional/Behavioral

You can also provide useful data about the emotional

behavior of the exceptional child. These data may be derived from standardized behavior

checklists, in-class structured observations, adaptive behavior scales, sociograms, and

student–teacher interactions that have been designed either to corroborate the need for

special services or to monitor the progress of the child in the regular classroom. Several

of these sources of data will be described in detail in Chapter 21.

Sociocultural

Another area in which you may be expected to provide data pertains to

the sociological and environmental influences on the child that may, in part, influence the

child’s classroom behavior. Sociocultural data about a child often are obtained through

communications with the family and knowledge of the circumstances leading up to and/

or contributing to the student’s intellectual and emotional behavior. The extent to which

the child’s home life, culture, and out-of-school support and services contribute to the

educative function can provide an important adjunct to in-school data. Methods and

instruments that may be used to assess these behaviors will be described in Chapter 21.

Finally, if your district adopts the RTI model for SLD determination you may also

expect to collect both norm- and criterion-referenced assessment data that will help

determine whether a pupil is responding to instruction or is resistant to it. As we noted

earlier in this chapter, at this point it is not known how widely the RTI method will be

adopted, so this point may be moot.

Individual Educational Plan (IEP) Development

IDEA–04 requires that regular education teachers are included on each student with a

disability’s IEP team. The IEP team is responsible for developing, implementing, and

evaluating the IEP after the eligibility team (i.e., the MDT) has determined that a child

qualifies for special education assistance. The IEP team consists of at least the following

required members, any of whom may also have been members of the eligibility team, or

MDT:

• the child’s regular education teacher,

• the child’s parent, and the child, when appropriate,

• a special education teacher,

• a representative of the school who is knowledgeable about both the general and

special education curricula, and who is qualified to provide or supervise the

delivery of special education services,

• an individual who can interpret the results of the eligibility assessments, and

• at school or parent discretion, other individuals who have special knowledge about

the child.


The IEP team’s initial charge is to review the findings of the eligibility team and

develop an IEP suitable to the child’s needs, as identified by the eligibility team. Under

IDEA–04 the IEP no longer requires short-term objectives. Instead the IEP is written to

state annual objectives in the general curriculum and how these objectives will be

measured. If the student with disabilities is unable to participate meaningfully in the

annual academic assessment required by NCLB, the IEP team must identify whether the

assessment may be taken with accommodation or whether a state-approved alternate

assessment is needed. In either case the team must document the reasons why the standard

assessment is not appropriate and why the accommodations or the alternate

assessment are needed. The need for related services (e.g., psychological, speech and

hearing, social work) to be delivered to the child is included, and the least restrictive

environment in which the instruction is to take place is specified. A portion of an IEP is

shown in Fig. 20.6.

The IEP developed for each student by the IEP team generally includes the

following:

1. A statement of the student’s present competencies taken from the overall assessment
data, which generally includes

a. The competencies of the student in academic content areas or his or her developmental
skills level.

b. The physical abilities and disabilities exhibited by the student that could affect
his or her progress in the general curriculum.

c. Social, emotional, or behavioral factors that may affect his or her progress in the
general curriculum.

2. A statement of annual instructional objectives. The statement of these objectives
generally is accompanied by a designation of the professional(s) or persons responsible

for implementing the activities designed to help the student achieve the

objective and may include a statement of special materials, resources, or methods

used in achieving the objective.

3. A statement of the specific educational services to be provided the student within
the least restrictive environment designated. These services should relate directly to

the annual and short-term objectives for the student.
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4. A statement of the dates for the initiation of the services, the approximate amount
of time to be spent providing each service, and a justification for the services and

settings in which they will be provided.

5. A statement of the criterion for and time of evaluating each annual objective.
6. When participation in annual state and district-wide assessments requires accommodation
or alternate assessment techniques, these accommodations and

alternatives must be specified, along with the reasons they are necessary.

As should now be obvious, writing the IEP is a complex and comprehensive

process. Prior to the passage of IDEA–97 and IDEA–04, the involvement of a regular

teacher in developing the IEP was optional, now it is a requirement. In other words, the

IEP cannot be written without the assistance and cooperation of a regular classroom

teacher.


It should be obvious that you will play a significant role in developing, monitoring,

and reporting the progress the student is making toward fulfilling the general

curriculum objectives of the IEP. Because parents must now receive regular progress

reports, and because progress data must be reported back to the IEP team for decisionmaking

purposes, the reliability, validity, and accuracy of the data you provide will be

of significant importance. You may be the only link between the child and the team for

relatively long periods of time. Thus your measurement skills to systematically

observe, record, and monitor the performance of the challenged child become of paramount

importance with respect to the effective implementation and evaluation of the

student’s IEP.

Individualized Instruction

A fourth stage in which you may become involved in the implementation of IDEA–04 is

in providing individualized instruction in the general curriculum to the challenged

student. Individualized special education instruction is the day-to-day instruction

provided to the student based on the objectives set forth in the student’s IEP. This

program of individualized instruction should be consistent with the needs of the student

with disabilities and the general curriculum. Your activities may include providing any or

all of the following:

• Specific instructional objectives based on student needs as stated in the IEP.

• Learning activities appropriate to each student’s learning style and presented as

specifically and sequentially as needed for the student to progress toward attainment

of each instructional objective.

• Instructional media and materials used for each learning activity selected on the

basis of the student’s learning style.

• An instructional setting that provides multiple arrangements for learning.

• A schedule of teaching time assuring the provision of instruction to each special

learner in individual or group arrangements.

• A procedure by which the teacher measures, records, and reports each exceptional

student’s progress.

• Implementation of a behavior management plan when a special learner’s behavior

impedes progress in the general curriculum.

You may be responsible for documenting the provision of an individualized instructional

program for each student with a disability in your classroom as well as for

monitoring and recording the success of the individualized program. The writing of

specific instructional objectives in accord with the student’s IEP and the preparation and

administration of teacher-made tests, or attitude or rating scales to assess student progress

toward these objectives are tasks for which you also may be responsible.

Reviewing the IEP

In spite of the best efforts of all involved, some children with disabilities may not achieve

in the regular education setting, or they may be unable to handle a modified general

curriculum. On the other hand, some students will do very well under full inclusion and

may be better served by dismissal from the special education system.

School districts must have an established set of procedures or a system for

reviewing each special learner’s progress based on the objectives stated in the student’s

IEP. The purpose of this review is not only to determine the student’s progress toward the

objectives of the plan but also to determine the need for modifying the plan and for

further special services.


A recommendation for major changes in the IEP, including changes in the student’s

placement (e.g., to a more or less restrictive environment), is the responsibility of the IEP

team. Many pieces of information must be gathered prior to a major change in a student’s

placement. They include the following:

• The number of instructional options that have been attempted, including those

within the regular classroom.

• The appropriateness of the annual educational objectives, including those written

by the regular classroom teacher.

• The reliability, validity, and accuracy of the testing that led or contributed to a

review of the student’s current placement, including testing completed within the

regular classroom and results from annual district-wide achievement tests that all

children with disabilities must participate in under IDEA–04 and NCLB.

• When a behavior plan has been in effect, evidence of the appropriateness of the

plan’s implementation and the effectiveness of the plan.


In each of these areas, data provided by the classroom teacher are often critical,

since you may be in the most advantageous position to make assessments about the

stability of, or change in, the behavior of the student. With the implementation of IDEA–

04, the reliability, validity, and accuracy of the data you provide will be a direct reflection

of the testing and measurement skills you have acquired. While the specific measurement

and testing requirements of Section 504 continue to be determined, it appears reasonable

to conclude that a similar set of expectations will emerge for the role of the classroom

teacher in identifying and evaluating 504 only children.

AT THE OTHER END OF THE CURVE:

THE GIFTED AND TALENTED CHILD

As you have seen, much recent attention at the federal and state levels has been directed

toward improving educational opportunity for children with disabilities, including those

who are cognitively challenged. Recalling our discussion of the normal distribution, we

recognize that roughly 2% of the population will fall into an area defined as two standard

deviations below the mean, and this is typically the cutoff that is used for identifying

children as having cognitive disabilities. But remember there are also children at the other

end of the curve. They score in the upper 2% on IQ, aptitude, and achievement tests. Are

there any school programs or special instructional techniques for them? Since these

students are also two standard deviations away from (in this case, above) the mean, won’t

they be shortchanged by an educational system designed to educate children who are

“only average”? Do these learners have special needs that also should be addressed? In

this section we will expose you to some of the assessment approaches and instruments

that currently exist to at least identify those children who are far above average in creative

and intellectual ability.

Defining “Gifted and Talented”

Definitions of giftedness vary, just as philosophies about how we should teach the gifted

vary. Generally speaking, the term “gifted” has given way to the term “gifted and

talented” or some other descriptor. The definition of giftedness has been expanded to

include not just those who score in the upper 2% on IQ tests, but also those who have

achieved exceptionally on standardized assessments, those who are excelling in art or

music, or those who exhibit exceptional creativity. Lest you think that the federal government

has forgotten about the gifted and talented population, let’s review the definition of

gifted and talented children provided by the U.S. Office of Education:


Gifted and talented children are those identified by professionally qualified persons

who by virtue of outstanding abilities are capable of high performance. These are

children who require differentiated educational programs and services beyond those

normally provided by the regular program in order to realize their contribution to self

and society. Children capable of high performance include those with demonstrated

achievement and/or potential ability in any of the following areas: (1) general and

intellectual ability, (2) specific academic aptitude, (3) creative or productive thinking,

(4) leadership ability, (5) visual and performing arts, (6) psychomotor ability.

[Marland, 1972, p. 10]

Except for the “tail” of the normal curve that one is referring to and the specific areas of

giftedness, we see little difference between this definition and the one that provides the

rationale for the provision of proper educational experiences to the disabled learner.

Assessment and Identification

Although perhaps the most commonly used method to identify a gifted student has been

an individually administered IQ test, it is by no means the only method. As we have

discussed, IQ tests are designed to measure theoretical models of intelligence, and no

specific IQ test can claim that it actually does measure “intelligence,” in large part

because we fail to agree on just what intelligence is. Therefore to use only an IQ test to

identify gifted children excludes those individuals whose particular gift or talent may lie

outside the realm of the theories or concepts that define the IQ test. For that reason, it has

become increasingly popular for several other criteria to be used in identifying potentially

gifted and talented children. Let’s look first at the role of IQ, then at some of these other

characteristics that define giftedness.

Intelligence

Most formulas for defining giftedness include general intelligence. This

is particularly true in the elementary grades; it is believed that although school children

are still developing their specialized intellectual capacities, their general intelligence is

almost completely formed by the end of the critical preschool years. The emphasis on

general intelligence for aiding identification of giftedness at the elementary level is also

a function of the difficulty of measuring specific aptitudes at that age, when many of

the words and concepts required for accurately testing specific aptitudes have yet to be

taught.


At the junior high and secondary levels, measures of specific intelligence are more

likely to be substituted for general intelligence. The most common are verbal and mathematical

aptitude scores, which can be derived from most general IQ tests. For example, a

sufficiently high score on verbal intelligence could qualify a learner for gifted English but

not for gifted math, and vice versa; this gives greater flexibility to the definition of

giftedness.


How high must a student score on tests of general or specific intelligence to be

considered gifted? That depends on the school district’s criteria. However, it is known

how intelligence is distributed among individuals in the entire population. Recall that

intelligence is distributed in a bell-shaped curve, with most individuals scoring around the

middle of the curve, which represents an IQ score of 100. From the shape of this curve,

we also know that less than 1% of the population scores 145 or higher, about 2 to 3%

scores 130 or higher, and approximately 16% scores 115 or higher.


Although these percentages vary slightly depending on the test used, they are a

useful guideline for selecting gifted learners. An IQ score of about 130 or higher generally

makes one eligible for gifted instruction (Dembo, 1981). However, in practice,

because giftedness almost always is defined in conjunction with at least several other

behaviors, admission to gifted programs and classes usually is far less restrictive. It is not

uncommon to accept scores below 130 as eligible for gifted instruction, but even this is

highly variable among schools and states. Sometimes IQ is not considered at all in determining

giftedness, in which case the learner must exhibit unusual ability in one or more

other areas.


Because IQ tests rely greatly on standard language usage that predominates in the

middle and upper class, a school district with a high concentration of students from lower

socioeconomic strata may not require a high level of tested intelligence (at least not as

measured by standardized tests). In most cases, general intelligence is only one of several

behaviors that are defined as constituting giftedness. Rarely is general intelligence used as

the only index of giftedness, nor should it be.


Although general intelligence is the most frequently used measure of ability, other

components of intelligence have also been hypothesized. Gardner (2004, 2000; Gardner

& Hatch, 1989) proposed eight different “intelligences,” and has recently added a ninth

intelligence, based on skills found in a modern technological society. Campbell, Campbell,

and Dickinson (1996) and Lazear (1992) provide some practical applications of these to

the classroom. These intelligences, along with some representative individuals who would

be expected to possess high levels of these abilities, are identified in Table 20.1.
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Gardner and associates have developed instructional materials and modules to teach

some of these abilities. Their theory derives from the observation that many individuals

who are successful in life do not score high in traditional indicators of ability, such as

verbal or mathematical reasoning. Gardner and his associates suggest that these individuals,

to be successful, used other abilities, such as those in Table 20.1, to minimize their

weaknesses and accentuate their strengths. Their theory may have particular relevance for

teaching gifted learners, some of whom may not learn from school in the traditional

classroom setting using the traditional curriculum. These researchers reason that alternative

forms of learning could tap into other dimensions of intelligence that may go

unnoticed or underutilized in the traditional classroom.

Achievement Among other behaviors frequently used to determine giftedness is the

learner’s achievement, usually in the areas for which gifted instruction is being considered.

Achievement is measured by annual standardized tests that cover areas such as

math, social studies, reading comprehension, vocabulary, and science. Cutoff scores in

the form of percentile ranks are determined in each subject area, with a percentile score

of 90 to 95 representing a typical cutoff. Although cutoff percentiles differ among school

districts, a cutoff percentile of 90 means that a learner is eligible for gifted instruction if

his or her score on the appropriate subscale of a standardized achievement test is higher

than the scores of 90% of all those who took the test.

Creativity In addition to intelligence and achievement, indices of creativity often are

considered in selecting gifted learners. Inclusion of this behavioral dimension has broadened

the definition of this type of learner to include both the gifted and the talented. The

significance of this addition is that not all gifted learners are talented, and not all talented

learners are gifted. The phrase “gifted and talented,” which is widely used, can mean

talented but not gifted, gifted but not talented, mostly talented with some giftedness,

mostly gifted with some talent, or both gifted and talented.

These alternative categorizations are made possible by inclusion of creativity

indices in the eligibility standards. Because creative behaviors generally are considered

in selecting gifted students, this type of learner more appropriately might be called

“gifted and/or talented.” Some observable signs of creativity in a learner include the

following:

Applying abstract principles to the solution of problems.

Being curious and inquisitive.

Giving uncommon or unusual responses.

Showing imagination.

Posing original solutions to problems.

Discriminating between major and minor events.

Seeing relationships among dissimilar objects.

In identifying the gifted and talented learner, the creative component usually is

composed of recommendations from teachers based on these and other signs of creativity

from performance assessments and any observable creative products from portfolio

assessments (e.g., sculpture, painting, musical score, science fair project, short story). It is

interesting to note that studies have shown only a modest relationship between intelligence

and creativity, indicating that creativity is fairly independent of both IQ and

achievement.

Task Persistence A fourth behavior sometimes used in selecting gifted and talented

learners involves recommendations from teachers and other knowledgeable sources

concerning a learner’s task persistence. This behavior, although difficult to evaluate, is

often considered indispensable for satisfactory achievement in a gifted and talented

program, because both the quantity and quality of the work are likely to be considerably

higher than what is expected in the regular classroom. This trait alone would not be

sufficient for qualifying a learner for gifted instruction, but if such instruction is indeed

geared to the extremely able student, students will need unusual levels of task persistence

to succeed. Behaviors that teachers look for in determining task persistence include

these:

Ability to devise organized approaches to learning.

Ability to concentrate on detail.

Self-imposed high standards.

Persistence in achieving personal goals.

Willingness to evaluate own performance, and capability to do so.

Sense of responsibility.

High level of energy, particularly in academic tasks.

Implicit in these four characteristics of giftedness—intelligence, achievement,

creativity, and task persistence—is the assumption that not all gifted children are equally

gifted in every area of their functioning (intellectual ability, academic achievement, social

skills, artistic accomplishment, etc.). Indeed, it would be no surprise to the average classroom

teacher to find that he or she may have a child in the classroom who is gifted or

talented in mathematics, or science, or music, but not necessarily in any other academic

area. Furthermore, gifted children are not immune to physical, emotional, or neurological

deficits that can reduce their capacity to demonstrate or express their gifts or talents

consistently or frequently enough to obtain recognition and attention. Rather than assume

that “gifted” always means the child is able to cope and excel, it is far better to keep in

mind that the label usually applies to some specific subset of an individual’s behavior

rather than the entire person, and that a gifted and talented person is not immune to the

frustrations and feelings that are evident in others.

Nonetheless, neither the federal nor state governments fund programs for the gifted

and talented at levels comparable to funding for children with disabilities. This does not

mean, however, that giftedness, happiness, success, and acceptance necessarily go hand in

hand. The gifted child, if identified, may respond well to relatively inexpensive interventions

that may provide you with unanticipated rewards for your efforts.

Current Trends in Teaching and Assessing the

Gifted and Talented

Gifted and talented education has taken on added prominence in recent years as a result

of the increase in alternatives by which the gifted learner can accelerate—or move

through the traditional curriculum. There is little evidence to support the claim that homogeneously

grouped—or tracked—classes increase overall school achievement relative to

heterogeneously grouped classes (Slavin, 1990; Gamoran, 1992; Kerchoff, 1986).

However, this research specifically excluded gifted learners who represent about the top

3–5% of the school population. Research tends to support programs and classes specifically

targeted to the gifted and talented when they are allowed to pursue accelerated

programs, where a grade can be skipped and/or advanced courses taken, such as

Advanced Placement (AP) courses for college credit (Slavin, 1990). Other gifted and

talented programs that simply enrich—or add to—the existing curriculum, by allowing

students to pursue games and simulations to promote creativity and problem solving,

conduct individual investigations, or simply use computers or other technology, tend to be

less successful in increasing the achievement of these learners (Kulik & Kulik, 1984).

Gifted and talented programs that are exclusively enrichment programs have been criticized

for providing few activities that would not benefit all learners. Their primary

advantage tends to be that they provide beneficial opportunities for learners who can

master the regular curriculum rapidly enough to take advantage of them.


Lack of progress within enrichment programs has led to the increasing popularity of

“magnet schools” whose primary purpose is to provide curriculum in specialized areas

such as science, language arts, and the creative arts to a broad range of students whose

interests and abilities qualify them. Some magnet schools are schools within a school,

thereby promoting heterogeneous interactions among learners while providing advanced

and accelerated course work leading to college credit and/or early high school graduation

to those who can master the curriculum more quickly. The magnet school concept, as well

as other alternatives, such as early graduation, that move the gifted learner more rapidly

through the school curriculum are coming to define programs for the gifted and talented.

SUMMARY

This chapter has acquainted you with the field of children with disabilities and its relationship to the regular classroom teacher. Its major points are as follows:

1. The field of special education has undergone tremendous growth with respect to its programs

and services as well as significant change with respect to the laws and policies governing the

education of the disabled.

2. The most significant of these laws and policies have been P.L. 94–142 and its successors,

IDEA and IDEA–97, IDEA–04, and the policies that have followed from them. These federal

laws guaranteed the right of every child with disabilities and—at state and local discretion—

developmental delays to receive free public education appropriate to his or her needs,

including infants, toddlers, and preschoolers. Recent interpretations of Section 504 of the

Rehabilitation Act have broadened the eligibility of students with disabilities for special

instruction.

3. Under IDEA–04, a regular classroom teacher is now required to be a member of the IEP

team. This expands the planning, instruction, and evaluation role of the regular education

teacher with regard to children with disabilities.

4. IDEA–04 requires inclusion of children with disabilities into the general curriculum and

setting, regular reports of progress to parents, and participation in annual state- and districtwide

assessments, with accommodations and alternate assessments when stipulated in the

child’s IEP.

5. The role of the regular classroom teacher in implementing IDEA includes increased responsibilities

in:

a. child identification,

b. individual assessment,

c. Individual Educational Plan (IEP) development,

d. individualized instruction, and

e. review of the IEP.

Similar responsibilities appear to be evolving as a result of legal interpretations of Section

504.

6. A traditional example of the measurement skills needed by the regular classroom teacher for

child identification is initially distinguishing students who are potentially learning disabled

from those who are “slow learners,” although this may change where response to intervention

(RTI) models are implemented.

7. Response to Intervention (RTI) is an optional, controversial method under IDEA–04 that

states and districts may adopt to determine special education eligibility for children with

suspected Specific Learning Disabilities (SLD).

8. An example of the measurement skills needed by the regular classroom teacher for individual

assessment is collecting and analyzing information pertaining to the learning competencies

of the student and the effects of specific instructional activities on these competencies.

9. An example of the measurement skills needed by the regular classroom teacher for IEP

development is writing annual instructional objectives for the student, specifying both the

outcomes to be reached and the instructional activities to be implemented.

10. An example of the measurement skills needed by the regular classroom teacher for individualized

instruction is documenting the implementation of an individualized instructional

program for each exceptional child and monitoring and recording the success of this

program.

11. An example of the measurement skills needed by the regular classroom teacher to review the

IEP is determining the reliability, validity, and accuracy of the measurement procedures used

to indicate the need to change the child’s placement to either a more or a less restrictive

environment.

12. While the field of special education typically focuses on those individuals within the lower

2% of the normal curve, those individuals at the upper 2% of the normal curve, sometimes

referred to as gifted and talented, may receive at least some federal, state, and local attention

in terms of their particular needs.

13. Some learner characteristics that have been used to identify students as gifted and/or talented

are intelligence, achievement, creativity, and task persistence.

14. Magnet schools, early graduation, and Advanced Placement courses for college credit are

increasingly being used to meet the educational needs of the gifted and talented.

FOR DISCUSSION

1. List four implications of IDEA–04 for how you will

construct tests and collect other data to assess the progress

of children with disabilities in the general curriculum.

2. Describe at least two methods for determining

whether a special learner’s behavior is interfering with

learning.

3. Assume you are asked by a multidisciplinary team to

monitor and collect data on one of your students who may

be mildly mentally retarded. What types of information

would you collect, and in what form would you report

these data to the multidisciplinary team?

4. IDEA–04 requires that infants, toddlers, and

preschoolers be identified and, if needed, provided with

special education services. Speculate about the role, if

any, you may play in this effort as a K–12 classroom

teacher.

5. Compare and contrast the traditional discrepancy

model of learning disability determination to the new,

optional response to intervention (RTI) method. Be sure

to compare and contrast the eligibility procedures and the

shortcomings of both approaches.

6. What effect will recent interpretations of Section 504

of the Rehabilitation Act have on you as a classroom

teacher? What are the costs and benefits of these interpretations

to teachers, students, and society?

*7. What four characteristics are typically used to identify

a learner as gifted and/or talented? What kind of

information would you try to obtain to assess a student in

each of these areas?

*8. What has the research told us about the relative

merits of homogeneous grouping, accelerated programs,

enrichment programs, and magnet schools as they apply

to the gifted and talented?
*Answers


7.
Intelligence, achievement, creativity, and task persistence.


8.
Homogeneous grouping has little research support, except when homogeneously grouped gifted and talented students are able to pursue accelerated programs. Enrichment programs alone have not been demonstrated to be successful for gifted students. Magnet schools, because they emphasize acceleration, seem to be helpful for the gifted and talented.

� These teams are known by a variety of names and acronyms in various states (e.g., ARD for admission, review, and dismissal and SST for student study team).





