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Abstract:

The area of concern in this study was to determine if the Child Study Team approach for identification
of learning disabled students was independent of that identification process which utilized the Ohio
Severe Discrepancy Model formula.

In order to look at the concern in greater depth, data were collected and analyzed as part of this study:
1. to determine if the number of students classified as learning disabled or those referred for a
perceived learning disability but not so classified using the Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula
was independent of the number of similar students using the Child Study Team approach alone, 2. to
determine if gender or size classification of a school district from which students were classified as
learning disabled or referred for a perceived learning disability but not so classified using the Ohio
Severe Discrepancy Model formula was independent of the number of similar students using the Child
Study Team approach alone, and 3. to determine if the gender of students classified as learning
disabled and those referred for a perceived learning disability but not so classified was independent of
the size classification of the school district.

The Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula was applied to ability and achievement test data collected
from student record custodians for Montana public school students, 276 who were identified as
learning disabled students and 110 who were referred for a perceived learning disability in Montana but
were not classified.

Specifically, the results of this study led the investigator to conclude the following: 1. the deviation of
two between achievement and ability appeared to eliminate far too many students from further
consideration as learning disabled.

2. Class III School Districts, the smallest of the State districts, seemed more likely to classify referred
students as learning disabled, and 3. the gender of the student did not seem to affect the outcome of the
consideration for classification as learning disabled.
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ABSTRACT

The area of concern in this study was to determine if the Child Study Team approach
for identification of learning disabled students was ‘independent of that identification
process which utilized the Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula.

In order to look at the concern in greater depth data were collected and analyzed as
part of this study:

1. to determine if the number of students classified as learning disabled or those
referred for a perceived learning disability but not so classified using the Ohio Severe Dis-
crepancy Model formula was independent of the number of similar students using the
Child Study Team approach alone, ‘ (

. 2. to determine if gender or size classification of a school district from which stu-
dents were classified as learning disabled or referred for.a perceived learning disability but
not so classified using the Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula was independent of the
number of similar students using the Child Study Team approach alone, and

3. to determine if the gender of students classified as learning disabled and those

referred for a perceived learning disability but not so classified was independent of the size
classification of the school district.

The Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula was applied to ability and achievement

' test data collected from student record custodians for Montana public school students, 276

who were identified as learning disabled students and 110 who were referred for a perceived
learning disability in Montana but were not classified.

Specifically, the results of this study led the investigator to conclude the following:

1. the deviation of two between achievement and ability appeared to eliminate far.

too many students from further consideration as learning disabled.

2. Class Il School Dlstrlcts the smallest of the State districts, seemed more I|kely to
classify referred students as [earning disabled, and

3. the gender of the student did not seem to affect the outcome of the consideration
for classification as learning disabled. :




CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

According to Plisko (1983), enrollment has declined significantly in el.ementary ahd
secondary schools in recent years. In the ten years, 1971 'to 1981, public school populations
declined from 46.1 million students to 40.2 million, which represented a decrease of 5.9
million or 13 percent. The enrollment decline in Montana during the same period was 14
percent. Tyler (1982) stated that elementary enrollments will continue to decline -for the
next few years, then increasé again as the children of parents who made up the ‘“Baby
Boom” of the 1950s reach school age.

Ysseldyke and others (‘198.3) discussed the fact that the pumber of special education
students has grown a‘t an.accelerating rate. They reported that in one study figures were
calculated for three years with the following results: four to five percent of the total popu-
fation _of students were referred and evaluated for some sort 6f special assistance. Three
percent of those students wére pléced in speci'al education programs. Wide variations were
noted in the data supplied with some districts reporting an iﬁcidence as high as 21 percent
of their student population being placed. Results such as these pointed out the need for
close examination and evaluation of current special education growth rates.

One group of students whose special needs have received attentioﬁ in recent years is
the physically and mentally handicapped. A 1980 United States Office of Civil Rights sur-
vey reporteud in The Condition of Education: A Staz‘istiéa/ Report that eight percent of the
children enrolled in public elementary aﬁd secondary schools were .élassified as handicap-
ped. Variations among states in the proportion of students reported as handicapped range

from 14 percent in Delaware to three percent in the District of Columbia. This variation
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may have been due in large measure to differences in.diagnos'tic and classification pro-
cedures (Plisko, Ed., 1983).

- Further evidence presented by Algozzine and others (1983) indicates that some four
million handicapped chilldren, ages three through twenty-one, received special edﬁcation
and related services under the combined programs of P.L. 89-313, Federal Assistance to
State Operated and Supp(-)rted' Schools for the Handicapped of 1965 and P.'L. 94-142, The
Education of All Handicapped Children Act of 1975, during the 1979-1980 school year.
Based upon this figure, special education and related services were being provided to more
than nine and oﬁe-half percent of all school children. The number of youngsters under
P.L. 94-142 alone was nearly four million. The report also stated that in 1979-1980 the
largest percentage of these children between the ages of three and twenty-one were being
served in learning disability pr.ograms and represented 32 percent of the total special educa-

tion population in the United States.

Significance of the Problem

Educators have observed that certain stud_ents failed to profit from regular instruc-
tional practices. This Iack of success hés been attributed to specific‘sensory, motor, physi;
cél, cognitive, or emotional deficits within the student, and it has been presumed tﬁat the
students needed a program of special assistance. For decades, educators have attempted to
classify sfudents primarily to determine their eligibility for special education assistance.
Educators were charged with the task of seIectiﬁg, from among the large number of stu-
dents experiencing academic and behavioral difficulties in America’s schoqls, those who
should receive this special education. It ‘was decided that the way to determine precisely
the kind of special education néeded was to sort the students into groups on the basis of

common characteristics. Relatively elaborate classification systems were established and
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those systems have been modified only slightly over the years (Ysseldyke, Algozzine, and
Epps, 1983).

Extended levels of service provided for the handicapped by recent federal and state
legislation have been established at great financial cost. Vasa and Wendel (1982) note that
according to the National School Boards Assoéiation, local school district budgéts increased
twice as fast for special education as for regular instruction (about 14 percent yearly).
Moreover, nationally the ratio of the' cost of education for the handicapped to the o;/erall
cost of education was around two to one. \

According to Algozzine and others (1983), sbecial education is big bﬁsingss. The
increase in numbers of .students identified have been accompanjed by increases in the'

amount of money spent in educating exceptional children. Public policy with regard to

~ handicapped students has created a growing alternative educational system. Qver four mil-

lion students (nine and one-half percent of the school pobulatioﬁ) received special educa- ‘
tion in federally supported programs during the 1979-1980 school year at a cost to the
federal government approaching one billion dollars. This cost represénted about 12 percent
of the average per-pupil gxpendi.ture for each handicapped child served.

In Montana{ state and federal funds made availablé to educate handicapped students
decreased from $2,732 per pupil in 1978-1979 to $1,898 in 1982-1983. In contrast, the
average pupil expenditures for all students during this same time increased from approxi-

mately $2,000 to $2,700 per student. Considering inflationary factors, increases in fixed

costs, and declining enrollments, most districts were faced with a financial dilemma with

regard to funding special educétion (Hynes and Hblmquist, 1984).

Table 1 illustrates the steady increase in the numbers of children identified as learn-
ing disabled in the State of Montana.

Lester Mann and o;chers, as reported by Kirk (1983), claimed that practiti.oners -have

paid ‘little attention to the numerous definitions of learning disabled. Instead, they have
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Table 1. Montana Student Enrollment and Learning Disability Populations.

School Year Enrollment Learning Disabled Percent
1978-1979 164,326 4847 2.95
1979-1980 158,208 5145 3.25
1980-1981 155,073 5900 3.80
1981-1982 153,435 6434 : 419
1982-1983 152,401 7113 4.67
1983-1984 153,646 - - 7335 : . 477

(Superintendent of Public Instruction, 1984).

identified many of these children simply because the;/ did not perform at grade level, Many
of these youngsters were slow learners, culturally or linguistically disadvantaged, or had
inappropriate instruction.

According to Ysseldyke and others (1983), the development of a system for making
decisions about the eligibility of children for participation in special education programs is
a problem with which our nation must certainly be concerned. In a menner similar to the
national experience, Montana has also experienced difficulties with:regard to the identifi-
‘cation of learning disabled students. According to Beck (1984), one of the major issues
confronting both regular and special education is the inconsistency in diagnosing.'the"learn-
ing disabled student. Montana’s Northwest Council of Administrators of Special Educatlon
recently ldentlfled this issue as a major concern; they noted the fact that many students
may not be truly learning disabled, but are placed in resource rooms because-of pressures
due to low achievement in regular classrooms (Tintinger, 1984). The Federal Reguletions
for evaluating specific learning disabilities have not provided a clear definition. of the means
by which special education students throughout the nation should be identified. Schools
have experienced difficulties in developing definitive evaluation criteria (Card, 1984).

Schools in Montana have typically employed the Child Study Team process for identi-
fying learning disabled students. The process involves a group of people, including parents,

as well as other professionals they may suggest, special educators, and other professionals
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who are charged with the responsibility of gathering all pertinent data regarding the child,
who determine if a hand.icap exists. In addition, it is their purpose to detérmine the edu'ca-
tional needs of the student and the options to best deliver services. The procedure that
each team utilizes to gain information relating to a c'hild will vary depending on the needs
61‘ that student, the organization of the agency or agencies providing the educational ser-
vices, and the unique situations related to resource availability to school districts (Super-
intendent of Public Instruction, 1983).. |

While a specific procedure for determining the existence of é severe discrepancy
between ability aﬁd achievement has not be'én specified at either the federal or state levels,
methods for making this determination have varied widely across Montana. The use of é
discrepancy formula as a part of the classification process is an attempt to remedy the
inconsistencies among school districts in determining learning disability services eligibility
by providing a concrete and universal method for deciding if a severe discrepancy between

intellectual ability and achievement exists {Superintendent of Public Instruction, 1984).

Statement of the Problem

The problem addressecj in this study was to determine if the number of stljdénts clas-
sified as learning disabled using the traditional methods employed by the Child Stury Team
to inte_rpret achie\;ement and ability test data was independent of the number of students
classified as learning disabled by applying the. Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula to
the same data with a discrepancy score of two being the determining qualifying factor. Sim-
ilar information was obtained and presented for students who were referred for learning

disability testing, but because of a decision by the Child Study Team were not so classified.
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‘Questions

The following questions were answered in this study:

1. Was the number of claséified learning disabled students who had a severe discrep-
ancy, when the Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula was applied, independent of the
number of students classified as learning disabléd using the Child Study Team approach
alone?

2. In Class I, Class I_I, and Class [l School Districts was the number of- classified

learning disabled students who had a severe discrepancy, when the Ohio Severe Discrep-

ancy Model formula was applied, independent of the number of those classified as learning

_ disabled using the Child Study Team approach alone?

3. Was the number of students referred for a perceived learning disability but not
classified using the Child Study Team approach alone independent of those with a severe
discrepanc»-l when the Ohio Sévere Discrepancy Model formula was applied?

4. Based on gender, was the number of students classified as learning disabled with a
severe discrepancy, when the Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula was applied, inde-
dendent of those classified as learning disabled usin'g‘ the Child Study Team approach alone?

b. In Class I, Class |1, and Class 1] School Districts was the number of students refer-
red for a perceived learning disability who did not have a severe discrepancdy, when the
Ohio Se_vere Discrepancy Model formula was applied, independent of those not classified
using the Child Study Team approach alone? |

é. Based on gender, was the number of students referred for a perceived learni'ng dis-
ability who did not have a severe discrepaﬁcy, when the Ohio Severe Discrepancy Modeln
formula was applied, independent of those not classified using. the Child Study Team

approach alone?
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7. Was the gender of students classified as learning disébled‘ independent of those not

classified as learning disabled based upon the size classification of the school district?

General Procedures

The student sample for this study was drawn from a population which included all
public school students categorized as learning disabled (?uring the 1983-1984 school year-
in the State of Montana and students who were referred and tested during the same year
but wére not classified. The student samples came from a random sample of school dis-
‘tricts within the three Montana school classifications, I, |1, and 11]. Cochran’s formula for
finite populations, displayed in Figure 1, was used to determine the exact number to be
sampled from each group.. When appro-p'riate information is calculated yvith the formula, its
solution assured a 95 percent confidence that-the sampling error was 5 percent or less. A

Table of Random Numbers was used to select the sample.

t2PQ
dZ
N = -
1 t2PQ
1+ — ———— -
Np d?
Where t = confidence level
PQ = proportion of the population
d = error
Np = population size
N = sample size {Cochran, 1977).

Figure 1. Cochran formula for determining sambl_e size of finite populations.

Ability and achievement test scores were requested for students from sampled school
districts and that test data was applied to the Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula. A

discrepancy of two between the ability and achievement test score deviations was the
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determining qualifying factor as to whether or not a student would be classified as learn-
ing disabled. Ohio’s formula, as described in the Oh/'o_ Rules for the Education of Handi-
capped Children, suggested that a discrepancy score of +2.00 between the two z or >devi-
ation scores was indicative of a severe discrepancy (Superiﬁtendent of Public Instruction,
1984).

In order to determine the independence of the number of students identified as
learning disab!ed from the method of classification, the Chi Square Test~of Independence

at the .05 level of significance was used.
Limitations

1. Montana allows a variety of procedures to be employed in the identificatioh of
learning diéabled. Specific tests and methods of determining discrepancies between achieve- .
ment and ability are not specified by the State. Traditionally, the Child Study Team has
made the final classification recommendation based on a variety of considerations. u

2. The reéults of this study pointed out the differences in hum'bers which might have
existed in cla-ssifyi.ng learning disabled ‘children with and without the Ohio Severe Discrep-

ancy Model formula being applied to their test data.
Delimitations

1. The study was limited to Montana students classified as learning disabled or refer-

red for such testing during 1983-1984 and therefore, inferences can only be made in states

-with similar geographic and population characteristics.

2. The Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula was applied in this investigation.
3. Only students formally referred for learning disability evaluation had their test

data applied to the Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model to confirm nonplacement.
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4. The population consisted of all Montana Public School students in kindergarten
througﬁ twelfth grade during the 1983-1984 school year who were classified as learning
_disabled and those students who were referred for testing Eecause of a perceived Iearhing
disability but were not so classified. | |
5. School districts were randomly selected from within each of the three Montana

school district ‘classificqtions.
Definitions

1. Child Study Team—Child evaluation related to a process which involved a group
of persons including thé parents, as well as other p.rofessionals they may suggest, special
educators, and other professionals who were charged with the responsibility of gathering
and analyzing all the‘ pertinent data possible regarding an individual child.. The objective
was to determine if the child was handicapped, what the child’s educational needs were,
and whét options might be best utilized to deliver educational services to the child {Super-
intendent of Public Instructibn, 1983).

2. Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model—The formula for determining a severe discrep-
ancy between stud‘ent achievement and ability ‘teét scores as used in the State of Ohio.
for purposes Aof identifying and classifying learning disabled students (Superintendent of
Public Instruction, 1984).

The following formula was used when computing the discrepancy score. Figure 2
illustrates the mathematical derivation of the discrepancy score for a specific set of test
data. '

3. P.L. 89-313—A law enacted to provide funding to school districts through a state
agency directly responsible for providing, on a non-school district basis, free public educa-

tion for handicapped children for programs and projects (including the acquisition of
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1Q Score — Mean of 1Q Test

Standard Deviation of 1Q Test = 1Q Deviation Score

Achievement - Mean ofl
Score Achievement Test

Standard Deviation of
Achievement Test

Achievement Deviation
Score .

|

1Q Deviation - Achievement Devia- = Discrepancy Score
Score tion Score ‘

(Telzrow and Williams, 1982)

98 - 100

——1—5— = -.13 (1.Q. Deviation Score)

36 - 50 . L
2. 10 = -1.4 {Achievement Deviation Score)
3. {(-13)-(-14) = +1.27 (Discrépancy Score)

(Telzrow and Williams, 1982).
Figure 2. Mathematical derivation of a discrepancy score for WISC-R obtained score of
98 and Woodcock Reading Score of 36.
equipment, and where necessary, the construction of facilities) which were designated to
meet special education needs of such children (United States Statutes at Large, 1966').
4, P.L. 94-142—The'Education for All Handicapped Children Act. Within the law,
learning disabled children were defined as:
those children who have a disorder in one or more of the basic psychological
processes involved in understanding or in using language, spoken or written,
which disorder may manifest itself in imperfect ability to listen, think, speak,
read, write, spell, or do mathematical calculations. Such disorders include per-
ceptual handicaps, brain injury, minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia, and devel-
opmental aphasia {Federal Register, 1976:52404).
5. Resource Room—Special classes for students in which a special education teacher
is available to provide direct instruction to handicapped students who may not spend more

than one-half time in this type of instruction. These students were concurrently enrolled in

the school’s regular education program (Superintendent of Public I‘nstruction, 1983).
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6. Scatter Analysis—An analysis of the degree of relationship between two variables
as shown on a scatter diagram (Ferguson, 1981).

7. School Classification System based on community population:

a. First class — 6500 or more;’

b. Second class — 1000 to 6499;

c. Third class — less than 1000.
(Superintendent of Public Instruction, 1983).

8. Severe Discrepancy—A severe discrepancy was indicated when a difference of two
or more points between a student’s ability level and achievement level as defined by scores
on a variety of achievement and ability assessment instruments resulted from the solution
of the severe discrepancy formula (Buescher, Ed., 1980).

9. Special Education—Specially designéd instruction to meet the unique needs of a
handicapped child -(Sgperintendent of Public Instruction, 1983).

10. Specific Learning Disability—As defined in P.L. 94-142
a disorder in one or more of the basic psychological processes involved in under-
standing or in using language, spoken or written, which may manifest itself in an
imperfect ability to listen, think, speak, read, write, spell, or do mathematical
calculations. It includes, but is not limited to such conditions as perceptual
handicaps, brain injury, minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia, and developmental
aphasia. The term does not include children who have learning problems which
are primarily the result of visual, hearing, or motor handicaps, mental retarda-

tion, or environmental, cultural, or economic disadvantages (Federal Register,
1976:52404).

11. Stratified Random Sample—A sample drawn from a group in which the numbers

of members within the various groups were known (Ferguson, 1981).
" Summary

Even though the population of schools in the United States has declined during the -
past few years, the number of special education children increased and continues to do so.

One of the reasons for this increase appears to be the inconsistency which exists in the
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methods of classifying children with special needs. Montana is no éxcéption to this nation-
wide trend for it too has experienced an incfease in the percentage of special education
students from nearly ;chree percent to almost five percent, whfle the overall student popu-
lation during a six year period ending in 1984 declined by nearly six percent, or 10,680
students, according to the Montana Office of Public Instruction. The resultihg financial
burden became excessive. .

Attempts were made to bring into line and make more consistent the classification
process of learning disabled. One such attempt has been made in the State of Ohio. The use
of a severe discrepancy formula for determining the discrepancy between ability and
achievement has been applied in an effo.rt to bring consistency to the classification process. '
It was this formula which this investigator used to determine if thg numbers of children in
Montana who were classified as learning disabled using'.the formula as opbbsed to those so
identified us}ng the Child Study Team approach with no discrepancy formula were
independent.

The investigator sampled the enti.re population of learning disabled children from
within the three classifications of scﬁool districts in the State. in order to determine the
difference in the Ohio method of classification as opposed to the Child Study Tearﬁ.
approach alone, test data was requested and applied to the formula for those yo;ngsters
who were referred because of a perceived learning disability, but for some reason were not
classified as learning disabled. The independence between the numb"ers'of students classi-
fied and the methods used formed the basis of this investigation. The Chi Square Test of
Independence was used to analyze the data in order to .detérmine the independence among
the variables studied. |

" The first procedure in this study was to conduct a thorough revie_w of the literature

and research related to the history of learning disabilities, the characteristics that were
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apparent in the learning disability populati_o_n, and the procedures, past and present, used

for the identification and- asséssment of 'Ieérning disabled. This is_found in Chapter 2.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

From the earliest times there have been iﬁstanceé in which individuals had problems
writing or reading with the easé with which friends accomplished thosé same tasks. Numer-
ous attempts were made to classify learning disabled and to identify the causes of these
difficulties. Many of these trials have beeh discarded as unworkable or inaccurate, while
others have remained to be used and refined in the task of classification of learning disabled
so those identified may be given special programs of assistance in order to help them
become functioning membe~rs of society (Grossman, 1978).

‘The presentation of the literature review will cover thrég general areas relating to the
study of Iearning disabilities: (1) history, {2) characteristics of learning disabled, and (3)
procedures used for identification and classification of youngsters who exhibit the charac-

teristics of learning disabled.

History-of Learning Disabilities

The term learning disab’ility is relatively new, but the condition in youngsteré and
adults is not. More than a hundred years dgo neurologists were concerned with disorders.
of language and reading in adults who had lost their ability to read or spe_ak asa re;ult of
brain injury acquired during war, acciden;c, or diséase. In children, where no known neuro-
logical difficulty was present, the terminology, disability in_ wfiting, speaking, arithmetic,
or oral languagé had been substituted for the earlier medical terms, although dyslexia was

also used especially to describe certain children (Kirk, 1981).
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Grossman (1978) indicated that theré were three basic periods in the history of defin-
ing learning disabilities; medical, academic, and federal involvement. The first of these
.began in the early 1960s and continued until the middle of that decade. During that time
the problem was discussed mostly in medical circles and as a result, definitions were
expressed in anatomical language. Before-the term learning disabilities became'popular{ the
label of choice was usually ‘““minimal brain dysfuncﬁon" or “‘minimal brain injury.”” Mini- |
mal brain dysfunction was used to describe the child whose functioning was not quite that
of his peers, but was still clearly above that of the retarded young person. The implications
of brain involvement according to Hallahan and Bryan (1981) were found among several
labels used to refer to learning disabled children. A major evolutionary development i'n the
field of learning disabilities was the shift in attitude toward the causal status of neurologi-
cal factors. This neurological orientation was due largely to the fact that the early theoreti-
cal and practical 'prec.ursors to the field of learning disabilities were contained within the
literature on presumably brain injured mentally retarded children. It appears that 6ne of
the first defin'itions of learning disability appeared in a 1962 textbook entitled Educating
Exceptional Children. Kirk stated:

A Iearhing disability refers to a Eetardation diéorder, or delayed development in

one or more of the processes of speech, language, reading, spelling, writing, or

arithmetic resulting from possible cerebral dysfunction and/or emotional or

behavioral disturbance and not from mental retardation, sensory deprivation, or

cultural or instructional factors (Kirk, 1962:263).

- According to Hallahan and Bryan (1981) the first definition from a cosponsored task
force was devgloped by the National Society for Crippled Children and Adults and the
National Institute of Neurological Diseases and Stroke of ﬂ;e National Institute of Health
in 1966. That organization indicated that the term “‘minimal brain'dysfunction syndrome’’
referred to children with average or above average general intelligence with certain learn-

ing or behavioral disabilities ranging from mild to severe, which were associated with devia-

tions of function of the central nervous system. These deviations manifested themselves '
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through various c’ombinattions of impairment in perceptions, conceptualization, language,
memory;, and control of attentio-n, impﬁlse,' or -motér function. The difference between
this definition and learping disabled defined in P.L. 94-142 was apparent in one major area.
The latter deemphasized the etiological role of 'neurological factors and emphasized the
role of academic behaviors. While the 1966 definition labeled the condition ‘;minimal brain
dysfunction’”’, the P.L. 94-142 definition simply included it as one of several labels used to
refer ;co children falling into the category of Iearning disabled (Hallahan and Bryan, 1981).
‘ During the latter half of the 1960s, a second group looked at these children from the
perspective of the classroom. fheir descriptions came from the terminology of the educa-
tor. They proposed to measure the disability now defined as the differeﬁce between a
child’s potential and actual performance. According to Kirk {1981), learning disabled were
not mentioned in federal law. In spite of fhe omission, grants were made available in 1964 .
to colleges and universities to further educate teéchers of learning disabled children. These
grants were authorized under the caption in the federal law, ‘“‘crippled or other health
'.impaired required special education.”” Under this category learning disabled was included
for both reéearch and training purposes by the federal government.’ Any impetus for state

legislation was due primarily to local parent associations in various states.

Grossman (1978) indicated that the third phase came about toward the end of the
1960s and dated to 1969 When Iegisla;cion was enacted which place_d‘ ubon' the federal
government the responsibility of assuring no child was deprived of an educational oppor-
tunity because of a handicap. The speculation as to what percentage of the school-age
population might be learning disabled was translated into a budgetary problem for sbhool

- administrators. It was also about this time that earlier certainties about cause and remedia-

" tion began to dissipate, because néither remedial nor educational models had been able to

demonstrate a clear superiority.
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Grossman (1978) dispussed the definition problem when he stated that because of the
inability to clearly define and remediate the government stepped in to discharge its duty.
‘The definition of Iearning.disability was reworked imtil, for all practical purposés, it
became “‘that disability which is manifest among some percentage of the population”’
(Grossman, 1978:122). When defined this way, the only remaining question, where should
the line have been drawn to separate normal children from the learning disabled, became
the percent for whom the government had to maké financial provision, and those from
whom it was freed of that responsibility (Grossman, 1978)?

lt. was in 1963 that Congress passed Public Law 88-164, which established the Division
of Handicapped Children in the United States Office of Education. The definition of
handicapped in use at that time included “‘mentally retarded, hard-of-hearing, deaf, speech
impaired, visually handicapped, seriously emotionally’distur‘bed, crippled, or other health
impairéd, who by reasons tht_areof, .require special education” (Kirk, 1981:8). For nearly
two decades, educators and committees of professionals had been trying to operationalize
the definitions of learning disabilities within the three general classes of definitions which
had or would be proposed: (1) ability/achievement AIscrepancies, (2) academic achieve-
ment deficits, and (3) scatter analysis (Ysseldyke, Algozzine, and Epps, 1983). Because of
a fear that to include learning disabled in the 1963 law might divert attentién from other
classifications{ Senators Wayne Morse of Oregon and Ralph Yarborough of Texas intro-
duced an independent bill, that was eﬁacted by Congress, titled The Learning‘ Disabilities
Act of 1969. That act provided federal funds for research and personnel preparation and
created a national awareness 01.c the problem which eventually caused each state to author- -
ize programs for learning disabled ;:hildren in the schools '('Kirk, 1981).

In 1968, The National .Committee for Handicapped Children, a citizens’ group
required by law, surveyed the existi_ng situation and repo.rted that: (1) seven states had

enacted special legislation providing prqgramS"for learning disabled children; (2) it was
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estimated that between one and three percent of school age children had severe problems
in this area; and (3) learning disabilities could be defined as follows:

Children with special learning disabilities exhibit a disorder in one or more of the

basic psychological processes involved in understanding or using spoken or writ-

ten languages. These may be manifested in disorders of listening, thinking, talk-

ing, reading, writing, spelling, or arithmetic. They include conditions which have

been referred to as perceptual handicaps, brain injury, minimal brain dysfunc-

tion, dyslexia, developmental aphasia, and so forth. They do not include learning
problems which are due primarily to visual, hearing or motor handicaps, to men-

tal retardation, emotional disturbance or to environmental disadvantage (Kirk,

1981:9). ' ‘

It was this definition which served as the basis of the 1969 Learning Disabilities Act and
which, with minor revision, became the definition of Iearning'disabled in P.L. 94-142.

Special education educators generally agreed that there was little concensus as to
what conditions could or could not be considered a specific learning disability for the fol-
IoWing reasons:

1. It was not possible to identify all the components of each specific learning disabil-
ity. The only accepted manifestation was a discrepancy between expected achievement and
ability. h

2. There was no hard research data collected on a large enough sample to state with
certainty what the common characteristics of learning disabled were.

3. There were several theories about the causes of learning disabilities.

4. There seemed to be no generally accepted diagnostic instruments which could be
used alone with all learning disabled children.

5. There were several theories about why or how learning disabled children learned.
None of them were universally accepted. However, as Mykelbust (1983} stated, it was not
difficult to distinguish learning disabilities from other handicaps, even though there were

many differences of opinion regarding the definition. Few who had studied the extensive

data available would deny or question the validity of this condition in children.
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The Education for All Handicapped Children Act, Public Law 94-142, was enacted on -
" November 29, 1975. Within the law, learning disabled children were defined as:
those children who have a disorder in one or more of the basic bsychologlcal
processes involved in understanding or in using language, spoken or written,
which disorder may manifest itself in imperfect ability to listen, think, speak,
read, write, spell, or do mathematical calculations. Such term mcludes such con-
dmons as perceptual handicaps, brain injury, minimal brain dysfunction,
dyslexia, and developmental aphasia. Such term does not include children who
have learning problems which are primarily the result of visual, hearing, or motor
handicaps, of mental retardation, or emotional disturbance, or environmental,
cultural, or economic disadvantage (Federal Register, Nov. 29, 1976:52404).
Although the definition excluded several specific handicaps, the global concept of learning
disabilities encompassed a number of specific disabilities. It covered a heterogeneous group
of developmental learning delays or disab‘ili;cies in children including language, thinking,
attention, memory, discrimination, and spatial orientation, as well as language and academic
subjects (Kirk, 1981). This definition deemphasized the etiological role of neurological
factors and emphasized the role of academic behaviors (Hallahan and Bryan, 1981).
The origirial formula for an ability/achievement discrepahcy, CA (1Q/300 + 0.17) -
2.5 = Severe Discrepancy Level, first appeared in 1976 in the “’Education of Handicapped
Children—Assistance to the States’’ Proposed Rulesmakingj. This severe discrepancy was the
level at or below which the child must have achieved in one or more of three areas listed
in Public Law 94-142. A severe discrepancy between achievement and intellectual ability
meant that achievement in one or more of the areas listed fell below 50 percent of the
child’s expected achievement level, when intellectual ability, age, and previous educational
experiences were considered (Federal Register, Nov. 29, 1976). Simply stated, this formula
conceptually redefined learning disability to mean ‘‘underachievement’ (Senf, 1978).
As a result of public hearings, the following changes were made in the proposed regu-
lations published on November 29, 1976: (1) the formula was deleted, and (2) the 50 per-

cent figure for determining ‘‘severe discrepancy’’ was also deleted. These deletions were

made based on concerns voiced during the hearings which centered around four general
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areas: (1) the inappropriateness of trying to reduce behavior to num.bers, (2) the psycho-
metric and statfstica.l inadequacy of the fdrmula, (3) the fear that the use of the formula
‘might lend itself to inappropriate use to the detriment of handicapped children, and (4)
the inappropriateness of using a single formula for childrgn of all ages, especially those of
preschool age (Federal Register, D'ec. 29, 1977). | ‘

For the purpose of this study the writer will use the'learning disability definition )
above as contained in the Federal Register on November 29, 1976. This definition formed
the basis for learning disability iden~tification in the state of Montana (Superintendent of

Public Instruction, December, 1983).

Characteristics of Learning Disabled

Learning disabilities could be classified under two broad ‘c.ategories. There were,
according to Kirk (1983), developm,ental'ly_and acadEmical!y learning disabled. The devel-
opmental category included such characteristics as attention, memory, perceptio.n, percép-
tual-motor deficits, thinking, and language disorders. The academic disability centered
~around the s'u bject areas of reading, math, spelling, and writing.

The cri;ceria for determining a learning dnisability as set forth in Ithe Federal Register
(1977) stated that a child had a specific learning disability if: (1) he/she did not éc/hieve_'
commensurate with ability levels in one or more of the areas listed in the guidelines, when
provided with _Iearning experiences appropriate fof the child’s age and ability levels; and

(2) the placement team found that the child had a severe d_iscre'péncy between achievément '
and intellectual ability in one or more of the areas of oral, listening, olr written expression,
basic reading skill, reading comprehension, mathematical calculations, or mathematical
. reasonin.g. |
' Kaés and others (1’982) discussed the fa;:t that learning disabled children had common’

age-related deficits. For each of five age rangés, a developmental function was defined and
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assumed to be the primary learning strategy for that age range Under each developmental
function, certain component deficits had been determined to be common in those w1th a
specific learning disability

The five age-related functions were as follows: (1) Sensory Orientation, from °

birth to 18 months, is the physiological or functional readiness of the human to

respond to the environment; (b} Memory, from 18 months to 7 years, is the
accurate imitation of stimuli when those are no longer present; (c) Re-cognition,

from 7 to 11 vyears, is the internalization of, and flexibility in, semantic and

structural meanings; (d) Synthesis, from 11 to 14 years, is the habltuation of

previously learned responses; and (e) Communication, 14 years and older, is -
reception of another’s meanings and expression of one’s meanings to another

(Kass and others, 1982:173).

Within these developmental areas Kass and others (1982) identified the following
deficits: Memory Function: (a) deficit in controlling reactions to stimuli, (b} deficit in
practicing input for later recall, and (c) deficit in retrieving sensory input immediately:
Re-cognition Function: (a) deficit in noting differences within muscle sensations, (b)
deficit in noting differences in the sense of touch, (c) deficit in recognizing wholes from
sensétionl of the parts, and (d) deficit in analyzing context into important and unimpor-
tant parts; Synthesis Function; (a) deficit in gaining meaning from auditory stimuli, (b)
deficit in organizing oneself in time, (c) deficit in noting and correcting errors, and (d)
deficit in automatically associating information from more than one sensory system;
Communication Function: (a) deficit in gaining meaning from the printed page, (b) deficit
in dealing with guantitative concepts, and (c) deficit in communicating meaning through
the written word. The sensory orientation function was purposely omitted by thgz
researchers because of difficulties in locating identified youngsters of the age required to
participate in the study.

Sabatino (1983) commented on the characteristics of learning disabled children and

stated that learning disabilities were indistinguishable from academic under_achievément

énd could be found in children who ranged from mentally retarded to gifted. Disabilities
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such as these often existed as a primary condition as long as there were no diaghosable sen-

sory or cultural-linguistic problems or behavioral disorders.

Identification and Assessment

According to Kirk (1981), it has been a difficult task to determine who is and who is
not entitled to learning disability services. Some believed that any child who needed extra
help was learning disabled. Some said that learning disability classes had b:e'come dumping
grounds for a:II problem children. \In order to prevent children from being inappropriately
classified as learning disabled, Congress decreed in 1976:

Children with specific learning disabilities may not constitute more than one-
sixth of the children eligible to be counted as handicapped. A state may not
count more than twelve percent of the number of children aged five through
seventeen as handicapped. This means, at most, that only two percent of the

. children are specific learning disabled for allocation purposes (F_edera[ Register,

Nov. 29, 1976:52404).

Following this mandate by Congress, the U‘.S; Office of Education det_ermined that the
1968 Na,tional‘ Advisory Committee definition of learning disabilityl be retained. It was to
be left to the judgment of a multidisciplinary team to determine whether a child was e‘ligi-
ble for learning disability services (Federal Register, 1979). |

Swartz and others (1981) believed that even though a mujltidis;ciplinary staff approach
employed an attr;active group decision making process; it was probably better employed as
a vehicle for planning student prbgrams than as a method of identifying learning disabled
children.

Placement team meetihgs were further analyzed by Ysseldyke and others {1982) réla-
tive to the kinds of data presen{ed at such gatherings. The relationship between the final
decisions and the amount of information presented was positive. There was a greater likeli-

hood of disability identification at meetings in which more information was presented;

however, little relations'h‘ip existed between the type of information presented and the
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applicability of a variety of current identification criteria. Eighty-three percent of the state-
ments made were considered irrelevant. The data provided little evidence to suggest that

teams used specific formal criteria when making eligibility decisions or that assessment

" results were used for purposes other than minimal professional credibility.

Kavale and Nye (1981) analyzed 307 research studies.in order to determine the char-

acteristics of learning disabled identification criteria. They were able to isolate four: (1)

. psychometric test data, (2) intact or established criteria—federal and state guidelines, (3)

idiosyncratic—variety of identification variables, and (4) previous classifications.
Perlmutter. and Parus (11983) reported on a Michigan study which included fourteen
school districts. All the districts used standardized achievement tests and teacher referrals .
and communicated at some point with the child’s parents. However, except for cértain
tests which enjbyed popularity, districts did not agree on how to identify; specific learning
disabilities. Differences were found ‘in the.number of tests given, the use of tests and sub-
tests, the use of intelligence tests, the choice of testing instruments, and cutoff points for
determining Iearni.ng disabilit‘ies as well és the point at which the parént was consulted
during the diagnostic process. ~WHiIé all refused to diagnose as learning disabled a student
with a tested 1Q below seventy, some were willing to classify st'ud.ents in the seventy to
eighty-five range.
Ames (1977) pointed out five problems within the area of identification:
1. Children who were simply having probléms in school were being class‘ified as
learning disabled.
2. Many children thought to be learning disabied were actually overplaced. Tﬁey
were struggling iﬁ a gradé ahead of which their level o'f maturity suited them,
. 3. The third area included those children who were in the 1Q range from eighty to
ninety. They were too Iintelligent for classes for retarded chi’ldrén, but could not keep up in

the classroom. They often endqd up in learning disability classes.
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4. The fourth group included the children who had modest academic ability, but
uneven endowment. They had strong points, but never excel.led in the total academic
setting.

5. There were also those who had minor physical difficulties such as poor vision,
allergies, or inadequate behavior chemistry. They could often be helped in physical ways.
There Had been attempts to define officially the term learning disability to exclude tﬁese
bauses of learning difficulty. However, it seemed possible that perhaps half of the children
classified as learning disabied and taught and treated ra’lccordingly, actually suffered from
one of these diffiqulties.

Elliott (1981) reported that there was increasing doﬁcern within the federal, stéte,
and local agencies to develop more objeqtive and quantifiable classificatiorll. sy;tems for
learning disabled. |

Epps and others (1982) reported on a study designed to assess Iearn'ing disability
classification efforts. In the study, eighteen judges with backgrounds in assessment,
decision making, and learning disabilities, were asked to use an array of information to
differentiate learning disabled from non learning disabled students. Each was given forms
with information on forty-twp test or subtest scores of fifty school identified learnihg ais-
abled students and forty-nine unidentified.‘The judges were inaccur'ate in their classifica-
tions and in little agreement with each other. It also appeared that differeqt judges empha-
sized different factors in makir;g their decisions. The results suggested that, given’current
definitions of the condition called learning disability, there was considerable doubt that
school personnel would be able to accurately and reliably identify such statemenfs.

Another study conducted by Oskamp (1965) investigated whether or not psycholo-
gists’ confidence iﬁ their own clinical decisions were justified. Thirty-two judges and eight
clinical psychblogists individﬁally read background information about a published case,

which was divided into four sections. After each 'sectior), the judge answered twenty-five

-
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q‘uestibns involving personality judgments. Accuracy did not increase éignificantly With
increasing amounts of information, but confideﬁce did steadily and signifiéantly increése.
However, as Oskamp stated, ‘‘increased feelings of confidence were not a sure sign of
increasing predictive accuracy about a case” (stamp, 1965:263). |

Danielson and Bauer (1978) posed several questions in looking at the possibility of
using a discrepancy formula for the identification/classification process. The first dealt
with effectiveness, Did the procedure identify what might have been taken as appropriate
‘criteria? Did the procedure identify those children who were the most severely handicap-
ped given that criteria? A second area concerned impact, which was d;efined as a measure
of the consequences of the proposed procedure which were not directly reIated to the
explicit goals of the procedure. Implementation was the third area of interest. Could the
process be implemented? Was the formula and its interpretation simple?

-According to McLarty (1982), conceptually, the identification procedure was clear:
(1) measure the students’ intellectual ability; (2) measure the s’éudents’ achievement level;
(3) calculate the difference between the students’ ability and achievement; and (4) com-
pare the‘difference to a standard representing “severity.” With 1 and 2 it was necessary to
consider the reliability and validity of instruments. The instruments most often used were
the Weschler Intelligence Scale for Children—Revised (WISC-R) or the Stanford Binet to
measure intelligence. The Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT), or the Peabody Individ-
ual Achievement Test (PIAT) were often used to measure student achievemgnt. The
Woodcock-Johnson Psycho Educational Battery tended to be the most widely used of all
the achievement tests. In step .3, one needed to 'consider what the effects of differénces in
tests might be. In the 4th steb, the question‘becamé whethér or not the standard should be
norm based or criterion referenced tests. It was also necessary tb consider how to minimize

Types | and Il errors.
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McLarty (‘,1‘982) found that the identification models tended to cluster into three-gen-
_ eral categories: absolute difference, expected achievgment, and proportional difference.

With the absolute difference method, the relationship between ability and achieve-
ment measures tended to be ignored. Characteristics of each were considered, but sepa-
rately. The years below grade level standard where no adjustment was made for ability did
not discriminate between slow learners and learning disabled. |

MclLarty (1982) discussed the more sophisticated absolute difference model. It was
the sténdard score method which used the standard or z score approach. Ability and
achievement scores were converted to a standard scale. Adjustments were made for charaé-_
teristics of each test ‘scoré, but not for chénges in the variation of achievement scoreé con-
ditional on increased abilit\}, so more high than Idw ability students could be expectgd to
be identified.

Swartz and others (1981) investigated the Myklebust expectancy formula: (learning
quotient) L.Q = actual achievement level/expected achievement Ievel: where actual achieve-
ment level was the grade level score for any achievement test or subtest and the expected
achievement I‘evel was the average of chronological age, grade level, aptual achievement
level and mental age. The derived 1Q or learning quotient was used as one basis for classify-
ing learning disabled.'éwartz discussed some of the reasons why this formula was inade-
qua;ce. The LQ differed among grade levels and subject areas. An 1Q of ninety was needed
to use the formula. The inclusion of grade equivalent scores éreated a limitation to the
vélidity of the LQ and variable criterion values and cut-off scores should have been used to
guarantee fair selection.

McLarty (1982) reviewed and discuéséd a third identification rf_lodel. She indicated
that the proportional difference method considered the distribution pf differences, rather.
than distribution of test scores. It focused on the variation (standard devi_ation) of the dif-

ference scores or on their error variation (standard error). In either case, the simplest
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method compared the actual difference expressed on any convenient scale to a selected
proportion of variations. It tended to identify students with unusually large differerices

between ability and achievement in comparison with the normative group.
Summary

A review of the current literature in the area of learning disabilities revealed the
existence of a major problem relétive to identification and classification of this population.
The difficulty is not new; it has plagued educators since precisely identifying learning dis-
abled became an jssue in the schools and for the federal and state governments.

Inherent in this inconsistent and sometimes inaccurate iden‘tiﬁcation process is the
problem of overidentification. The expansion of programs to serve this group of handicap-
ped people has caused a multitude of financial problems ét the local, state, and national

levels, not to mention the possible effect misidentification has on a youngster. No less a

problem is the fact that in some cases these students are not being identified at all.

New and unique techniques for classifying learning disabled students are being con-
tinually introduced and presently used procedures are being refined. One of the processes
which is gaining in popularity is the attempt to mathematically detérmi_ne the discrepancy
between ability and achievement. This mathematical process does_respond to the federal
guidelines concerning a deviation between e;bili'gy and achievement and Begins to bring
needed objectivity to the process. Critics have addressed the issue of numerically cafegor-
izing people, but when this method is used on conjunction with other more subjective

considerations it seems to have merit.
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CHAPTER 3
PROCEDURES

The problem addressed in this study was to determine if thé number of students clas-
sified as Iearning disabled using the traditional me;chods employed by the Child Study
Team to interpret achievement and ability test data was independent of the number of stu-
dents classified as learning disabled by applying the Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model to the
same data with a discrepancy of two being thé determining qualifyiné factor. S%milar infor-
mation was obtained and presented for students v;/ho were referred for Iea.rning disability
testing, but because of a decision by the Child Stury Team were not so classified.

The procedures used to conduct the study are outlined under thé following categories:

1. Population Description and Sampling Procedures

2. Data Collection Methods -

3. Organization of the Data

4, Statistiéal Hypotheses

5. Analysis of the Data

6. Precautions for Accuracy

7. Summary

Population Description and Sambling Procedures

The student sample for this study was drawn from a population which included all

students éategorized as learning disabled in the State of Montana and students who were
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referred and tested but were riof classified during the 1983-1984 school year. These stu-
dent samples were taken from a random sample of school dlStrICtS within the three Mon-
tana school classifications, 1, 11, and [1]. Cochran’s formula for f|n|te populatlons was used
to determine the number of students for each group. The application of the formula
assures a 95 percent conficence that the sampling errof will be 6 percent or less,

Figure 3 displays the selution of the Cochran formula (Cochran, 1977) as used to
determine the number of students needed in the sample to assure the necessary confidence

level,

t2PQ
N-= [ tzpo) ]
1
Np
(1.96)% (.5)(.5)
N = (.05)?
‘ L (1.96) ( 5)(5))
, L7427( (.05)2
384.16
N =TT o518
\ o 384.16
1.05
N = 365.86

Figure 3. Cochran formula to determine student sample size.

Table 2 disbl-ays the eumber of school -districts'in the State of Montana by district
size classification. It was from these districts that the semple for the study was selected; ‘

Based upon the results of the Coehran formula, districts were randomly selected from
each of the three Montana school district class.ifications using a Table of Random Numbers.

The list of districts was ob_tained from School! Administrators of Montana: '7983-— 1984
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Table 2. School Districts in Montana by Classification.

Classification - Number

I 18
I 107
i : 73

(School Administrators of Montana, 1984).

Salary Survey. Student selection was made from those students who were classified as
learning disabled during the 1983-19é4 school year. The student sample, N = 365.86
(Figure 2), was obtained using the Coéhran formula; however, becaﬁse 365.86 was not
equally divisible by the number of school di;tricts required for this study (162), three
students were sampled from each district. Thus, of the total number of 7,427 Montana
learning disabled students as identified by the Montana Office of Public Instruction 486
student samples were identified to participate in this study,

Table 3 displays the number of school districts sampled based on computation of the
Cochran Formula for Finite Populations. The actual number of student samples requested

is also included.

lTabIer 3. Stratified Random Sample Population.

Classification ’ ‘ Districts . Sample
1 - 16 ' 48
I 86 258
I 69 180
Total 162 , , 486

A second population for which test data were requestéd was for those students.in
perceived learning disability but who were not so clas'sified by the Child Study Team. To
the number within that population the Cochran formula was. again applied and a sample
drawn using a Table of Random Numbers. The test data for those students was applied to

the Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula.
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Table 4 displays the investigative categbries for the student samples by gender and

school. district size classification. It includes the numbers of students classified as learning

disabled.

Table 4. Investigative Categories for Students Classified as Learning Disabled.

Category Number -
Male ' 190
Female 86
Class | 25
Class i 144
Class 111 107

Table 5 displays the investigative categories for student samples by gender and school
district classification. It includes the numbers of students who were referred for a perceived

learning disability but not so classified.

Table 5. Investigative Categories for Students Not Classified as Learning Disabled.

Category Number
Male 82
Female . 28

" Class | 19
Class |} o 69

Class {11 22

Figure 4 displays the Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula (Telzrow and Williams,
1982) which was used by the investigator in order to determine if a discrepancy of two or

more exists between student ability and achievement test scores.
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1Q Score - Mean of IQ Test
Standard Deviation of [Q Test

= [Q Deviatioﬁ Score

Achievement - Mean of
Score Achievement Test

Standard Deviation of
Achievement Score

= Achievement Deviation
Score :

1Q Deviation - Achievement Deviation Discrepancy Score

Score Score

Figure 4. The Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula.

Data Collection Method

All data concerning the numbers of students classified as learning disabled and placédv
in resource; rooms from all school districts were collected from the Montana Office of
Public instruction.. In December and June of each school year school districts are required
to submit such information to that office. Informatibn concerﬁing specific sample groups,
such as the gender of the student, was gathered from the appropriate school district per-
sonnel. This information was requested by mail.

The necessary test data for the youngsters who were referred for a perceived learning:
disability but not classified were collected from the person responsible for maintenance
of such records within each district. This information was also requested by maiI.' |

For each student member of the total sample, reporte,d- test data were converted,
where necessary, to standard scores. That was done using the test manuals and proper
conversion tables corresponding to the tests reported. Those converted scores were then
inserted into the Ohip Severe Discrepancy Model formula in order to determine ifa d‘i‘s-
crepancy existed between the intelléctua'l and achievement test scores. A two point dis-
crepancy between ability and achievement, as'recommended by the State of Ohio, was

the criteria used by the investigator to determine a severe discrepancy.
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Confidentiality was insured in all cases as the data for the study were reported by

school district classification and gender of the student only.

Organization of the Data. -

The data 'were collected and displayed in the form of descriptive and contingency
tables. Contingency tables may be composed of any number of rows and columns. The
data obtained in the study were displayed in this format in order to show the observed
'frequencies and to determine if there was independence between the compared variables

(Ferguson, 1981).

Statistical Hypotheses

The hypotheses which apply to this inveétigation follow. All null hypotheses were
tested at the .05 level of significance. '

'_ NULL: 1.'The number of students classified as learning disabled or those referred
for a perceived learning disability but not so classified using the Ohio Severe Discrepancy
Model formula is independent of the number of students classified as learning di‘sabled
or referred for a perceived learning disability but not so classified using the Child Study
Team approach alone. '

ALTERNATIVE: 1. The number 61‘ students classified as iearning-disabled or those
referred for a perceived learning disability but not so classified using tEe Ohio Severe
Discrepancy Model formula is dependent on the number of students classified as learning
disabled or feferred for a perceived learning disabi'lity but not so classified using the Child
Study Team approach alone.

‘NULL: 2. The size classification of a school district from which students are classi-
fied as learning disabled or referred for a perceived learning d_isability-bup not so classified

using the Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula is indepehdent of the size classification




34
of a school district from which students are classified as learning disabled or referred for
a perceived learning disability but not so classified using the Child Study Team approach
.aone. |

ALTERNATIVE: 2. The size classification o.f“a school district from Which students-
‘ are classifiéd as learning disabled or referred for a berceived learning disability but not so
6Iassified using the Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula is dependent on the size classi-
fication of the school district from which students are classified as learning disabled orv
referred for a perceived learning disability but not so classified using the Child Study
Team approach alone. '

NULL: 3. The gender of students c!assified as learning disabled or those referred for
a perceived learning disability but not so classified using the Ohio Severe Discrepancy
Model formula is mdependent of the gender of students cIassn‘ued as learning dlsabled or
those referred for a perceived learning disability but not so cIassufled using the Child Study
Team approach alone.

ALTERNATIVE: 3. The gender of students classified as learning disabled or those
referred for a perceived learning disability but not so classified using the Ohio Severe Dis-
crepancy Model formula is dependent on the gender of students classified as learning dis-
abled or those referred for é perceived learning disability but not so classified using t‘he
Child Study Team approach alone.

NULL: 4. The gender of stgdents classified as learning disabled and those referred
for a perceived learning disability but not so classifi'ed is independent of the gender of
those classified as learning disa'bled‘ and those referred for a perceived Iearning disability
"but not so classified within Class Il, i1, -and [H Districts. '

ALTERNATIVE: 4. The gender of students classified as learning _disabled and those

referred for a perceived learning disability but not so classified is dependent on the gender
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of those classified as learning disabled and those referred for a perceived learning disabil-

ity but not so classified within Class I, 11, and 111 Districts.

.Analysis of the Data

~ The hypotheses were tested using the Chi Square Test of Independence. According to
Ellis, Chi Square analysis |

furnishes us with a technique for deciding whether the differences between pop-
ulation proportions and the proportion of a sample are significant, whether the
difference between the two sample proportions is significant or whether the dif-
ferences among the proportions in more than two samples are significant (Ellis,
1975:183).

All analyses were tested' at the .05 level of significance. According to Kerlinger,
the .05 level of significance has persisted with researchers—because it is con-

sidered a reasonably good gamble. It is neither too high nor too low for most
social scientific research (Kerlinger, 1973:170).

Precautions for Accuracy

In order to insure the accuracy of the data presented in this study the investigator
calculated all statistical -data using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences computer

program at Montana State University.
Summary

The population from which the sample was dra‘wn consisted of all Iéarning disabled
students in kindergarten through twelfth grade who wére gnrolled i‘nlMontana Public
Schools during the 1983-1984 school year. The samplée was select.ed from the 198 school
districts within the three size classifications presently in effect. Three students were selected
from each 6f the 162 participating districts. Achievement and ability test infor_mation was
requested by‘mail for each student included in the sample. Seventy-five percent of the

original number of 365.86 student samples needed were actually received. That test data
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were then applied to the Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula in order to detefmine '
whether or not each individ_uél had a two point discrepancy. Compariso'ns were then maae
between the Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula and the traditional Child Study
Team approach, in order to determine if gender, and school districf size were indepen-
aent of the learning disability classification system. The Chi Square Test of independence

at the .05 significance level was used to make that determination. The analysis of those

data follows in Chapter 4.
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CHAPTER 4
DATA ANALYSIS

The problem addressed in this study was to determine if the number 6f students clas-
sified as learning disabled using the traditional methods employed by the Child Study
Team to interpret achievement and ability test data was independent of the number of
students classified as learning disabled by applying theA bhio Severe Discrepancy Model
formula to the same data with a discrepancy of two being the determining qualifying
factor. Similar information was obtained and preseﬁted for students who Were referred for
learning disability testing, but because of a decision by the Child Study Team were not so ,
classified. |

The data collectioh instrument, Appendix B, was mailed to all participants with a
cover letter, Appendix C, and a stamped, self-addressed envelope on November 29, 1984.
On December 13, i984, a follow-up reminder, Appendix C, was mailed to those partici-
pants who had not responded as of that date. A personal telephone call was placed .to the
final group of nonresponding special education or s'pecial education cooperative directors
on January 4, 1985 to ask. that the data requested be forwarded to the investigator. All
forms received by the investigator on or Before January 19, 1985 were used in the prepa-
ration of the data.

Table 6 displays the number and percentage of school districts which responded to
the investigator"s request. The percentage wés based on the nﬁmber of districts originally
identified in the samp‘le by the investigator.

Table 7 displays the number of usable returns receivedl for students classi.ﬁed as learn-

ing disabled and those referred for a perceived disability but not classified.
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Table 6. Number and Percentage of District Responses.

District Number of Districts
Classification Districts Responding A Percentage
[ 16 12 . 75
1l : 86 60 70
[l 60 : 47 78

Total 162 119 73

Table 7. Number of Usable Returns Received for Classified Learning Dlsabled Students
and for Returns Received for Non Classified Students.

District - Samples Classified - Nonclassified
Classification Requested . Students Students
I . 48 25 19
1 258 . 144 69
LI »1'80 ) . 107 ) 22

Total ‘ 486 276 . 110

Table 8 displays additional information about the amount of data which were con-
sidered to be usable for the study. That table disﬁlays the number of returﬁs for stude"nts-
who were classified as learning disabled and the percentage based on the number of
samplés_originally requested by the investigator.

Table 8. Number and Percentage of Usable Returns Recelved for Students Classified as
Learning Disabled.

District Samples Samples
Classification Requested Returned Percentage
I _ 48 . .25 52
il : 258 144 ‘56
i 180 107 4 59
Total 486 ‘ 276 ' 57

It should be noted that the percentage of returns for classified learning disabled stu-
dents was 57 percent as displayed in Table 8. The Cochran Formula for Finite Populations,

which was applied to the total population of learning disabled in Montana, indicated that
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the investigator needed a sample of 366 students in order to assure 95 percent confidence
that the sampling error would bé 5 percent or less. The number of usable returns. (276)
represented 75 percent of the sample.

There were several reasons why information reported was not usable. In some cases
the data.were incomplete. There were other instances in _which either the ability or achieve-
ment test information was not reported at all. In other situations the test data reported
was not usable because the test cc;mpany had not estéblished means and standard Qeviations
or the investigator was not able to convert the reported sco.res toa usablé formlso thaf the
deviation could be determined.

A secbn_d population for which test data were requested was for those students who
were referred duriﬁg the 1983-1984 school year for a'perce‘ived learning aisability, but who
were not so classified by the Child Study Team. The number expected was unknown to the
investigator because of the variety of record keeping procedures gmployed by school dis-
tricts as well as the investigator’s inability to know how many students might have experi-
enced difficulties in classrooms where the difficulty was attributed to a learning disability.
The investigator did not apply the Cochran formula to that population as previously sug-
gested because the sample returned was small and there was no way of knowing what the
total population of referred students was in 1983-1984.

The method of organization of the remainder of this chapter is as follows:

—
.

Descriptive Stati—stics
2. Inferential Statistics |

Chi Square Tests of Independence
3. Hypothesis Decision Summary

4. Summary
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Descriptive Statistics

Of the 386 samples received Table 9 displays the number and percentage of those

classified as learning disabled.

Table 9. Number and Percentage of Reported Classified Learning Disabled Students in
Class 1, 11, and I} Districts. .-

District Classification ‘ - Number Percentage
| ' 25 ‘ 9
I 144 " 52
It . : 107 39

Total ‘ 276 100

Of the 386 samples received Table 10 displays the number and percent of those in
each of the three school district classifications who were referred for a perceived learning

disability but were not so classified.

Table 10. Number and Percentage of Reported Non Classified Students in Class I, [I, and

Il Districts. ‘ :
District Clarssificat'ion Number . : _ Percentage
I 19 17
I 69 63
Il 22 20

Total 110 ’ 100

Table 1.1 displays the number and percentagé of classified Iearni.ng disabled students.
in each of the three district classifications who had a severe discrepancy of at Iegst two
when their test data was applied to the Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula.

Table 12 displays the number and percentage of classified learning disabled stude'nts‘
by gender with a severe discrepancy of at least two poiﬁts when their test data was applied

to the Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula.
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Table 11. Number and Percentage of Classified Learning Disabled Students in Class I, 11,

and [l Districts with a Severe Discrepancy Score of Two or More Points."

District Classification Sample Number Percentage
| 44 - 5 11
1 213 10 5
I ‘ 129 ) 14 11

Total : . 386 29 , - 8

Table 12. Number and Percentage of Classified Learning Disabled Students by Gender
with a Severe Discrepancy Score of Two or More Points.

Gender Sample Number Percentage
Male 190 20 11
Female 86 ‘ 9 , 10

Total ‘ 276 29 11

Table 13 displays the number .and percentage of students in each of the three district
size classifica'-cions who had a severe discrepancy of iess than two when their test data was
applied to the Ohio Severe Discrebancy IVIod‘eI‘ formula. This sample included both students
who were classified as learning disabled and those who were not.

Table 13. Number and Percentage of Students by District Classification with a Severe Dis-
crepancy Score of Less Than Two Points.

District Classification : 7 Number ‘ Percentage
[ 39 ) 1
I 203 57
il : 115 32
Total ' ' ) - 357 100

Table 14 displays the number and percentage of students classified as learning dis-
abled according to gender.
Table 15 displays the number and percentage of students with a perceii/ed learning

disability but not so classified according to gender.
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Table 14. Number and Percentage of Students Classified Learning Disabled by Gender.

Gender Number _ Percentage
Male 190 | 69
Female : 86 ' 31

Total 276 100

Table 15. Number and Percentage of Non Classified Learning Disabled Students by

- Gender.
Gender ‘Number A ' Percentage
Male 82 75
Female : 28 ' 25
Total ' 110 o ' © 100

Table 16 displays the number and percentage of students according to gender with a
severe discrepancy of less than two when their test data was applied to the Ohio Severe
Discrepancy Model formula. It includes both students who were classified as learning

disabled and those who were not.

Table 16. Number and Percentage of Students by Gender with a Severe Discrepancy
Score of Less Than Two Points.

Gender * Number . ~ Percentage
Male 252 71
Female ' 105 29

Total 357 . 100

Inferential Statistics

The following section reports the Chi Square ahalyses of the test data received as if
was applied to the Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula. These data answered the fol-

lowing questions:
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1. Was the number of classified learning disabled students who a.lso had a severe dis-
crepancy when the Ohio Severe Disérepancy Model formula was applied independent of
the number of students classified as learning disabled using the Child Study Team approach'
alone? |

2. Wés the number of classified learning disabled students in Class |, Class i1, and
Classlll School Districts who had a severe discrepanc'y when the Ohio Severe Discrepancy
Model formula was applied independent of the number of those classified as learning dis-
abled using the Child Study Team approach alone?

3. Was the number of students referred for a perceived learning disability but not
classified using the Child Study Team approach aloné independent. of those who had a
severe discrepancy when the Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula was applied? .

4. Based on gender, was the number of students classified as learning disabled who
had a severe discrepa,nc.y when the Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula was applied
independent of those classified as learning disabled using the Child Study Team approach
alone?

5. Was the numbér of students referred for a perceived learning disability in Class I,
Class 1l, and Class Il School Districts who did not have a severe discrépancy when the
Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula was applied independent of those not classified
using the Child Study Team approach alone?

6. Based on gender, was the number of students referred for a perceived Ieaming-
disability who did not have a severe discrepancy when the Ohio Severe Discrepa‘ncy Model
formula was applied independent of those not classified using the Child Study Team
approach alone?

7. Based upon the size classification of the school district was thé gender.of the stu-

dents classified as learning disabled independent of those not classified as learningdisabled?
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Special education and special education codperative directors were asked to responld
with test scores for a preselected sample of classified learning disabled students and also to -
present test data for students who were referred for learning disability testing, but not so
classified. The data were analyzed on the basis of four variables: (1) district classification
by size, (2) gender of the student, (3) identified learning dlsabled or not so cIassnfled and
(4) those having a dlscrepancy score of two or more pomts when their test data was
applied to the tho Severe Discrepancy Model formula. Tenﬂtables were used to display
this part qf the analysis.

Degrees of freedom (df), critical Chi Square values (x2), and calculated Chi Square
values were reported for each set of data. Those data are presented in the form. of fre-
quency count rather than percent of frequency distributions in the Chi Square contingency
tables that follow.

Table 17 displays the data of a Chi Square analysis to detérmihe if the learning dis-
abled, non learning disabled classification is independent of the severe discrepancy, non
severe discrepancy classification of students, when thei.r test data was applied to the Ohio
Severe Discrepancy Model formula in order to show a discrepancy score of two or more.
points‘ between ability and achievement. This table displays data for all students in the
sample. |

Table 17. Chi Square Analysis of Learning Disabled, Non Learning Disabled and Severe
Discrepancy, Non Severe Discrepancy.

Severe No Severe
Classification ‘ Discrepancy Discrepancy Row Total
Learning Disabled 24 * 252 276
Non Learning Disabled ~ 5 ‘ 105 , 110
Column Total 29 ' 357 386 -

df =1
Critical Chi Square at .05 = 3.84
Calculated Chi Square = 1.40
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~ An analysis of the information displayed in Table 17 showed an independence between
the learning disabled, non learning disabled classification and the classification of students’
when their test da‘ta was apblied to the Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula by dis-
crepancy.
| Using Table 17, questions number one and three, which asked if an independence
existed in the number of students classified as learning disabl.ed when the Ohio Severe
Discrepancy Model ;ormula was employed, as opposed to the Child Study Team approach
alone, and were there any students not previously‘ classified as learning disabled who would
be so identified using the Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formulas, can now be answered '

NULL HYPOTHESIS: 1. The number of students classified as learning disabled or
those referred for a perceived learning disabilty but not so classified using the Ohio Severe
Discrepancy Model formula is independent of the nu.mber of students classified as learn-
ing.disabled or referred for a perceived learning disability but not so classified using the
Child Study Team approach alone.

Table 17 indicated no dependence between the variables“. Therefore, Null Hypothesis
1is RETAINED.

Table 18 display§ the data of a Chi Sduare analysis to determine if district classifica-
tion by size is independent of the learning disabled, non learning disabled classification.
This table includes all students in the sahple.

An 'anal.ysis of the information in Table 18 indicated a dependence between school
district size and the classification of students as learning or non learning disa‘bled. Of the
129 students in Class 111 Districts reported, 107 were classified as learning disabled. This
figure represented a percentage of 83 as compared to 68 percent in Class || Districts a‘nd

57 percent in Class | Districts.
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Table 18. Chi Square Analysis of District Classification and Learning Disabled, Non Learn-

ing Disabled.
District Learning Non Learning
Classification Disabled Disabled Row Total
| : 25 19 . 44
Il _ 144 69 213
11 107 22 129
Column Total - © 276 110 386

df = 2
Critical Chi Square at .05 = 5.99.
Calculated Chi Square = 14.53

Table 19 displays the data of a Chi Square analysis to determine if, when student

test data is applied to the Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula, school district classi-

fication by size is indepehdent of the classification of students. A severe discrepancy score

is a difference or discrepancy of two or more points between ability achievement. The

table includes all students in the sample.

{

Table 19. Chi Square Analysis of District Classification and Severe, No Severe Discrepancy.

District Severe No Severe
Classification Discrepancy Discrepancy Row Total
I 5 39 44
H 10 203 213
il 14 115 129
Column Total 29 357 386
df = 2 :

Critical Chi Square at .05 99

= b,
Calculated Chi Square = 5.44

An analysis of the information displayed in Table 19 indicated an 'indep_endence

between district size classification and severe discrepancy when test data was applied to the

Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula.
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Table 20 displays the data of a Chi Square an‘a'lysis to determine if school district
classification by size is independent of the learning disabled, non learning disabled classifi-
cation. The analysis is.controlled by var.iable four in that it only includes those whose
discrepancy score was two or mdre ,p_oints between ability and achievemént when test data
were applied to the Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula.

Table 20. Chi Square Analysis of District Classification and Learning Disabled, Non Learn-
ing Disabled with a Discrepancy Score of Two or More Points.

District Learning Non LearningA

Classification Disabled Disabled Row Total
i ' 3 - 2 ‘5
il 8 T2 10
1l 13 o 14

Column Total 24 5 29

df = 2

Critical Chi Square at'.05 = 5.99

Calculated Chi Square = 2.87

An analysis of the information displayed in Table 20 showed an independence
between district classification by size and the learning disabled, non learning disabled
classification when the analysis included only those who had a discrepancy score of two or
more points between ability and achievment when test data were appliéd to the Ohio
Severe Discrepancy Model formula. |

Table 21 displays the data of a Chi Square analysis to determine if school district
classification by size is independent of the Iea'rning disabled, non learning disabled classi-‘
fication. The analysis is contro'lled‘ by variable four in that each member of this population
had a discrepancy score of less than two pointé between .ability and achievement when
their test data were applied to the Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula.

An analysis of the information displayed in '.I'able 21 indicated a dependence between

district classification by size and learning disabled, non- learning disabled classification




48

Table 21. Chi Square Analysis of District Classification and Learning Disabled, Non Learn-
ing Disabled without a Discrepancy Score of Two or More Points.

District l.earning Non Learning
Classification Disabled Disabled Row Total
I 22 17 39
i . 136 67 203
1 94 21 115
Column Total ' 252 ' ‘ 105 357
df = 2

Critical Chi Square at .05 = 5.99

Caiculated Chi Square = 11.93

when the population had a discrepancy score of less than two points between ability and
achievement when test data were applied to .fhe Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model for'mula.

Using Tables 18, 19, 20, and 21 questions numb>er tyvo and five, which asked if an
| independence éxisted between the numberg of students classified or those referred for a
perceived learning disability but not so classified in Class |, Class l.l, and Class |l School
Distr.ic':ts when the Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula was employed as opposed to
the Child Study Team approach alone, can now be answered.

NULL HYPOTHESIS: 2. The size classification of the school district from which
students are classified as learning disabled or referred for a perceived léarning disabili;cy.
but not so classified using the Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula is independent of
the size classification of the school district from which students are classified as learning
disabled or referred for a perceived learning disability ’but not so classified using the Child
Study Team approach alone.

Tables 20 and 21 indicate that school distri;:t size and classification method were
dependent. The calculated Chi Square values of 14.53 and 11.93 for the respective analy-
ses were significant beyond the .05 level. Therefore, Null Hypothesis 2 is REJECTED in

favor of the alternative which stated that the size.classification of the school district from

~
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which students are classified as learning disabled or referred for a perceived learning dis-
ability but not so classified using the Oh\io Severe Discrepancy-Model formula is dependent
on the size classification of the school district from which students are classified as learn-
ing disabled or referred for a perceived learn\ing disability but not’so classified using the
Child Study Team_approach alone.

Table 22 displays the data of a Chi Square analysis to determine if the gender of a
student is independent of the learning disability, non learning disability classification. The

table includes all students in the sample.. .

Table 22. Chi Square Analysis of Gender and Learning Disabled, Non Learning Disabled.

: Learning Non Learning
Gender Disabled Disabled Row Total
Male 190 82 272
Female " 28 114-
Column Total 276 110 * 386

df = 2
Critical Chi Square at .05 = 3.84
Calculated Chi Square = .97

An analysis of the information displayed in Table 22 sh‘owed an indepeﬁdence
between the gender of a s"cudent and the learning disability, non learning disability classi-
fication. | ‘

Table 23 displays the data of a Chi Square analysis to determine if gender is indépen- :
dent of the classification of the student when the test data was applied to the Ohio Severe
Discrepancy Model formula. A severe discrepancy score was a difference of two or fnore

points between ability and achievement data. This table displays data for all students in

the sample.
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Table 23. Chi Square Analysis of Gender and Severe Discrepancy, Non Severe ‘Discrepancy..

Severe Non Severe
Gender Discrepancy Discrepancy : Row Total
Male 20 ' 252 : - 272
Female 9 4 ’ 105 114

Column Total _ 29 357 - 386
af =2 | T
Critical Chi Square at .05 = 3.84
Calculated Chi Square = .03
An analysis of the information displayed in Table 23 showed an independence
between gender and discrepancy when test data was applied to fhe Ohio Severe Discrep-
ancy Model forfnnla. |
Table 24 displays the data of a Chi Sduare analysis to determine if gender is indepen-
dent of the learning disabled, non learning disabled classification. The analysis was con-
trolhled by vai’i‘able four in that it included only those whose discrepancy score between
ability and achievement was two or more points when test data was applied to the Ohio
Severe Discrepancy Model formula.

Table 24. Chi Square Analysis of Gender and Learning Disabled, Non Learning Disabled
with a Discrepancy Score of Two or More Points.

Learning Non Learning
Gender : ‘Disable Disabled Row Total
Male ' 16 4 20
Female 8 " 1 9

Column Total Y _ 5 : 29 .

df = 1 ’
Critical Chi Square at .05 = 3.84
Calculated Chi Square = .003

An analysis of the information displayed in Table 24 indicated an independence
between gender and the learning disabled, non learning disabled classification when the

analysis included only those who had. a discrepancy score of two or more points between
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ability and achievement when their test data were applied to the Ohio Severe Discrepancy
Model.formula. |
Table 25 displays the data _ef a Chi Square analysis to determine if gender is indepen-
dent of fhe learning disabled, non learning disabled classification. The analysis was con-
trolled by variable four in that no member of this population had a discrepahcy score ef
two or more points between ability and achievement when test data was applied to.the

Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula.

Table 25. Chi Square Analysis of Gender and Learning Disabled, Non Learning Disabled
without a Discrepancy Score of Two or More Points.

Learning Non Learning
Gender Disabled Disabled Row Total
Male _ 174 78 252
Female 78 ) 27 - 105

Column Total 252 105 357

df = 1
Critical Chi Square at .06 = 3.84
Calculated Chi Square = .74

An analysis of the information displayed in Table 25 showed an independence

between the gender of a student and the learning disabled, non learning disabled classifi-

cation when the analysis included those who did not have a discrepancy of two or more
points between ability and achievement when their test data was applied to the Ohie
Severe Discrepancy Model formula.-'

Using Tables 22, 23, 24, and.25 questions numbers four and six, which asked if there
was an independence, based on gender, in the nulmbers of students classified as learning dis-
abled or those referred for a perceived learning disability but not so classified using the
Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula as opposéd to the Child Study Team abproach

alone, can now be answered.
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NULL HYPOTHESIS: 3. The gender of the students classified as learning disabled
or those referred for a perceived learning disability but not so classified using the Ohio
Severe Discrepancy Model formula is independent of the génder of the students classified
as learning disabled or those referred for a perceived learning disabilhity but not so classified
using the Child Study Team approach alone. |
Tables 22, 23, 24, and 25 indicated that there was no de;pendence between gender
and the learning disability, non learning disability classification. The Chi Square_z values of
.97, .03, .003, and .74 for the ‘respective analyses were not significant beyond the .05 level.
Therefore, Null Hypothesis 3 was RETAINED.
Table '26 displays the data of a Chi Square analysis to aetermine if the gender of the
classified learning disabled student is independent of the size cla:ssiﬁcation of the school

district. This_ table includes all students in the sample.

Table 26. Chi Squafe Analysis of District Classification and Gender.

District Classification Male Female Row Total
| ’ - 28 , 16 : 44
[ ’ 165 b8 213
1 : 89 40 129
" Column Total 272 . 114 386
df = 2 ‘

Critical Chi Square at .05 = 5.99
Calculated Chi Square = 1.66
An analysis of the inf_ormation displayed in. Table 26 indicated an independence
between district classification by size and gender of students; Using Table 26, question
number seven which asked if there was an independence between the gender of students
classified as learning disabled and those referred for a perceived Iearning.disability but not
so classified based upon the size classification of the school district can now be answered. .'
NULL HYPOTHESIS: 4. The gender of student classified as learning disabled and

those referred for a perceived learning disability but not so classified is independent of
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those classified as learning disabled and those referred for a perceived learning disability
but not so classified in Class I, |1, and |11 Districts.’
Table 26 indicates an independence between these two variables. Therefore, Null

Hypothesis 4 is RETAINED.

Hypothesis Decision Summary

The general research questions, the related statistical hypotheses and the decisions
made relative to retention or rejection of each null hypothesis follow:

QUESTION 1. 'Was the number of classified learning disabled students who also had
a severe discrepancy when the Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula was applied inde-
pendent of the number of students classified as learning disabled using the Child Study
Team approach alone?

QUESTION 3. Was the number of students referred for a perceived learning disability
eut not classified using the Child Study Team approach alone independent of those who
had a severe discre_pancy when the.Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula was applied?'

NULL HYPOTHESIS: 1. The number of students classified as learning disabled or
those referred for a perceived learning disability but not so classified using the Ohio Severe
Discrepancy Model formula is independent of the number of stu_dents classified as learning
disabled or referred for a perceived learning disability but not so classified using the Child
Study Team approach alone.

DECISION: RETAINED

QUESTION 2. Was the number of classified learning disebled students in Class I,
Class 11, and Class |1l School Districts who had e severe discrepancy when the Ohio Severe
Discrepancy Model formula was applied independent of the number of those class.ified- as

learning disabled using the Child Study Team approach alone?
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QUESTION 5. Was the number of students referred for a perceived learning disability
in Class I, Class I1, and Class |1l School Districts, who did not have a severe discrepancy
when the Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula was applied independent of those not
classified using the Child Study Team approach alone? |

NULL HYPOTHESIS: 2. The size classification of a school district from which stu-
dents are classified as learning disabled or referred for a perceived learning disability but -
not so classified using the Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model‘ formula is independent of the
size classification of a school district from which students aré classified as leafning'dis-

lgbled or referred for a perceivea learning disabil‘ity but not so classified using the
Child Study; Team approach alone.

DECISION: REJECTED

QUESTION 4. Based on gender,l was the number of students classified as learning
disabled who had a severe discrepancy when ;che Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula
was applied independent of those classified as learning disabled using the Child Study
Team approach alone?

QUESTION 6. Based on gender, was the number of students referred for a perceived
learning disability who di‘d not have a severe discrepancy when the Ohio Severe Discrep-
ancy Model formula was applied independent of those not classified using the Child Study
Team approach alone? -

NULL HYPOTHESIS: 3. The gender of student:s classified as learning disabled or
those referred for a perceived learning disability but not so classified using the Ohio Severe
Discrepancy Model formula is independent of the gener of studénts classified as learning
disabled or those referred for a perceived learning disability but not so classified using the
Child Study Team approach alone.

DECISION: RETAINED
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QUESTION 7. Was the gender of students classified as learning disabled independent
of those not classified as learning disabled based upon the si.zevclassifications of the school
district?
NULL HYPOTHESIS: 4. The Qender of students classified as learning disabled and
those referred for a perceived learning disability but not so classified is independent of the

gender of those classified as learning disabled and those referred for a perceived learning

' disability but not so classified within Class I, |1, and [11 Districts.

DECISION: RETAINED
Summary

- The data presented 75 percent bésed on the original request of 366 of the requested
information received in usable form by the investigator. The majority of the data came
from those districts which were identified as Class 11 in size. The fewest in num.ber with a
discrépancy score of two or more points also came from those districts. Students in the
sample contained more than twice as_many males as females. When the discrepancy for-
mula was applied to their test data the gender difference remained about the same.

Based on the inferential statistical analysis, Null Hypotheses 1, 3, and 4 were retained,
while; Null Hypothesis 2 was rejected. It was apparent from the analysis of the data that
the classification 61‘ school districts by size and the method used to classify lgarning dis-

abled were dependent.

Table 27. Null Hypothesis Summary Table.

Hypothesis Decision . Analysis Table

Null 1 Retained B . 7 7
- Null 2 ' Rejected 18,19, 20, 21
Null 3 Retained - 22,23,24,25

Null 4 Retained ' 26
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CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A review of the literature m the area of learning disabiliti‘es revealed the existence of a
major problem relative to identification and classification of this population. The difficulty
was not new, but one which pIagued -educators since pinpointing learning disabilities
became an issue in the schools and to the federal and state governments.

Inherent in the inconsistent and sometimes inaccurate identification process was the
difficulty of overidentification. The expansion of programs to serve the learning disabled
had caused a multitude of financial problems at the local, state, and national levels; not to
mention the possible effect that inaccurate identification Has had on a youngster. No less
a problem was the fact that in some cases these learning disabled students were not being
identified at all.

New and unique techniques for classifying learning disabled students are being con-
tinually introduced and presently used procedures are being refined. One of the processes _
which gained in popularity was the attempt to mathematically determine the discrepancy
between ébility and achievement. This mathematical process res;;onded to the federal
guidelines concerning a deviation between ability and achievement and began to bring
needed consistency to the identification procedure. Critics addressed the issue of numeri-
cally categorizing people, but when this method was’ used in conjunction with other more
subjective considerations it seemed to have merit. .

In order to look at this classification problem in greater depth, data were collected

and analyzed around seven specific questions:
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1. Was the numbef of classified‘learning disabled students who also had a severe dis-
crepancy when the Ohio Severe Di;crepancy Model formula was applied indep’éndent of
the num‘ber of students classified as learning diéabled using the Child Study Team approach .
alone?

2. Was the number of classified Iearniﬁg disabled students in Class |, Class- tl, and
Class 111 School Districts who had a severe-discrepancy_whén the Ohio Severe Discrepancy
Model formula was applied independent of the number of those classified as learning dis-
abled using the Child Study Team approach alone? .

3. Was the number of students referred for a perceived learning disability but not
classified using the Child Study Team approach alone independent of those who had a
severe discrepancy when the Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula was applied?

4. Based on gender, was the number of students classified as learning disabled who
had a severe discrepancy-when the Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula was applied
independent of those classified as learning disabled using the Child Study Team approa(;h? :

5. Was the number of students referred for a perceived learning disability in Class I,
Class 1I, and Class |1 School Districts, who did not have a severe discrepancy when the
Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula was applied independent of those not classified
using the Child Study Team approach alone?

6. Based on gender, was the number of students referred for a perceived learning dis-
ability who did not have a severe discrepancy-when the Ohip Severe Discrepancy Model
formula was applied independent of those not classified using the Child Study '-I'eamA
approach alone?

7. Was the gender of students classified-as leaming disabled independent of those not

classified as learning disabled based upon the size classification of the school district?
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The student sample for this study was drawn from a population, which included all
students categorized as learning disabled in the State of Montana and students who were
referred and tested, but were not classified during the 1983-1984 school year.

Data were analyzed in two ways: (1) Fﬁr each student member of the total sample,
reported test data were converted, where necessary, to standard scores. Those converted
scores were then applied to the Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula in o'rder to deter-
mine if a discfepancy existed between measured intelligence and achievement test scores.

(2) The Chi Square Test of Independence was used to analyze the data.
Conclusions

The following conclusions were drawn based on the statistical analysis of the data
reported in Chapter 4:

1. An arithmetical difference did exist in the number of students in Montana public

.schools classified as learning disabled when the Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula

was employed, as opposed to fhe Child Study Team approach 'alone. The difference was.
quite large, which may have indicated that a discrepan‘c‘y‘ of two or more in the Ohio.
Severe Discrepancy Model formula, when used as the determining factor, was too large.
A majority of the students who were identified as learning disabled in the'traditional'
fashion would not have been s-o classified if the formula alone was used.

2. A statistical difference did exist in the numbers of students classified as learning
disabled in Class I, Class Il, and Class Il School Districts when the Ohio Severe Discrep-
ancy Model formula was employed, as opposed to the Child Study Team abproac‘h alone.
It appeared that Class 111 Districts classified as learning disabled most of the students refer-
red for such consideration.

3. There was not a statistical difference based on gender in the humber of students

classified as learning disabled using the Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula as opposed
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to the Child Study Team approach alpne. The data would indicate that even though the
majority of learning disabled students in this survey were male there did not appear to be
any dependence between the Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model‘ formula and Child Study
Team method with respect to the gender of the students. It was also indicated that the.
Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model formula was not biased on the basis of gender even though
more males than fémales had a discrepancy score of two or more points.

4. There were some students referred for a perceived learning disability but not so ‘
classified who, when their test scores were applied to the Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model
formula, were found to have a discrepancy score of two or more points. Because of the
rigidity of the discrepancy and the fact that it tended to identify so few students this
group was of épecial concern.

5. There was no apparent -statistical difference, based on gender, in the number of
students referred for a perceived learning disability but not so classified when the Ohio
Severe Discrebancy Model formula was employed, as opposed to thé Child ‘Studleeam
approach alone.

6. There was no statistical differences noted in the gender of students classified as
learning disabled and those not so classified based on the size classification of the school

district.

Summary of Conclusions

There appeared to be a problem with the use of the Ohio Severe Discrepancy Model
deviation score in that the vast rr;ajority of students presently identified as learning dis-
abled would not qualify if the formula became a vital part of Monta'na’s identiffcation
procedure. The discrepancy score used in this investigation was too high for the majority
of learning disabled students to be so classified as only 11 percent of the identified learn-

ing disability sample had a discrepancy score of two or more points. Perhaps a deviation
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less than two would be more appropriate. Another consideration might lead one to
examine the rig'idity with which Child Study Teams consider test data that leads to iearn-

ing disability identificafion. Those groups may be too lenient in their standards.

Additional Questions

1. What results would one find if the discrepancy score were reduced in % point
intervals? At what discrepancy score will a percentage of presently classified learning dis-.

abled students be so identified which would agree with the national average?

2. What information do Child Study Teams-perceive as necessary for consideration

of a learning disability? 'Is'there a difference between districts in the sophistication of the
assessment inférmation used for decision making?

3. Are larger school districts better able to progress through the learning disability
identification process? Are they more accurate in their assessment of students?

4. Do smaller c_iistricts do a superior job of preassessing students because of their

" ability to work on a more individual basis with students?

5. Do persons charged with the task of assessing for learning disabilities vary in their
qualifications among districts of differing size? |

6. Is achievement in the classroom affected When a student is referred but not classi-
fied through the traditional process, when in fact that student would have been considered

learning disabled using the discrepancy approach?

7. Was there any reason why the largest percentage with a discrepancy between -

njales and. females classified was shown in the Claés li districts?

8. Was there a reason why more males than females who had a discrepancy score of
two or more boints were not classified as Iea_rning disabled?

9. Does the fact that a district has a Director of Special Education contribute to

greater accuracy on the part of the assessment team?

~
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10. Was there some reason why students not classified as learning disabled by a Child

Study Team would have a sévere discrepancy score as high as two points?

Recommendations

As this study related only to data from within the State of Montana the recomnaenda-
tions can only relate to What is taking place there. However, it would seem that inferences
could be made to populations which are similar to those in Montana relative to geographic
location, composition of population, and learning disability identification procedures.

Because of the vast variations occurring in the identification of learning disabled
across Montana it would seem appropriate that an objective mathematical formula be
further tested for use as a part of the procedure for identifying these students. The Ohio
Severe Discrepancy Model formula would only seem to be appropriate if the discrepancy
score of two points was reduced to a more appropriate deviation. In ordar to do this it
wouldA be necassary to further evaluate student test data_ with the formula so that an
appropriate deviation could be determined which would identify the approximate four per-
cent of the population, as is the case nationally. Inservice in the appropriate use of the for-
mula and the place it has in the entire Child Study Team process would be essantial should
it be adopted as a part of the identification process in Montana.

In order to have usable test data for such a procedure specific evaluation instruments
need to be identified and state psychologists need to be instructed in their use. A pro-
cedure for record keeping and a process for rnaintaining those records from district to

district is absolutely essential.
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Recommendations for Research

Numerous questions were raised earlier in this chapter relative to the conclusions
basea onlthe statistical analyses. Those duestions provided the basis for the followinQ
recommendations:

1. This study should be.replicated in other states that use the Child Study Team
approach with no discrepancy formula to classify learning disabled students.

2. Further research needs to be conducted to determine the quality of the Ohio
Severe Discrepancy Model formula and other mathetical attempts to identify a discrepancy
between ability and achievement. |

3. A study should be conducted in brder to de;cermine w_hat a realistic severe dis-
crepancy for the Ohio formula ought to be.

4. There is a need fo determine what happens to the individual’s qchi‘evement Whén’
that‘stude-nt is returned to the ‘‘regular classroom’” after having been referred for learning
disability testing and found_not to have learning diéability characteristics.

5. A study to determine the characteristfcs of Child Study Teams in varying sized
districts would seé'm appropriate. .

6. A study is needed to determine the most appropriate assessment instruments for
assessing the potential of learning disabilities.

7. A study is needed to consider the preliminary activities which take place before a

child is referred to the Child Study Team for evaluation of a perceived learning disability.
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@@S GREAT FALLS PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Skyline Cenier-Special Education

3300 Third Street N E, 3
Great Falls, Montana 59404 Apl‘ll 10, 1984

(406) 781-2270

Charles Hideman
6 West Babcock, #23
Bozeman, MT 59715

Dear Chuck:

I was pleasantly surprised to -find that your idea of examining
the area of learning disabilities is a possibility for your dissertation. As
I discussed with you earlier this is a major problem, not only within Montana
but nationally as well. There is little agreement among the experts regard-
ing the identification and placement of these youngsters,

One of the major issues confronting the field of both regular and
special education is the inconsistency in diagnosing the learning disabled.
For example, a recent study showed that in a’normal population of 248
students, nearly 80% were diagnosed learning disabilities using one of
seventeen alternative practices. I belive that if someone could investigate
such things as the "Ohio Instrument" we might get a better handle on
this major problem.

I discussed with you that our district would be more than willing
to assist in your dissertation effort. Please get in touch with me once
your plan has been approved. .

' Sincerely,

bek

Ray Beck, Director
Special Education

RB:ls
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rn— O FF1CE OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION

‘STATE CAPITOL ’ Ed Argenbright
HELENA, MONTANA 59820 Superintendent
(406) 449-3096 ' . :

April 10, 1984

Dr. Leroy Casagranda

School of Education

Montana State University

Bozeman, Montana 59717 . A

Dear Dr. Casagranda:

1 have had several meetings with Chuck Hideman regarding his selection of a
dissertation topic. '

One area that has merit is the evaluation of students with specific learning
disabilities. The Federal Regulations for evaluating specific learning
disabilities have created comncern throughout our state and the nation. Schools
have experienced difficulties in developing definitive evaluation criteria.

Federal Regulations are structured around the concept of determining the
existence of a severe discrepancy between ability and achievement in specified
areas. Montana schools determine the existence of severe discrepancy using a
variety of procedures.

On February 27, 1984, the Office of Public Instruction mailed a draft guidelines
for determining severe discrepancy in evaluating specific learning disabilities
to special education directors and to other interested persons. Persons
receiving the guidelines were asked to evaluate them for possible consideration
for use in Montana.  The guidelines provide the process which the State of Ohio
has been using for several years. They report favorable results.

A dissertation to help us clarify the procedures in evaluating students with
specific learning disabilities would certainly be appropriate at this time.

Please contact me if 1 can be of assistance as Chuck's plan is formulated.

Sincerely yours,

KEN CARD .
Executive Assistant
Department of Special Services
KC-mco/17.20

occ: Chuck Hideman

Affirmative Action — EEO Employer
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4 KEITH L. ALLRED . TOM TRUMBULL
n usinats Manager

;!‘ "L KE SIOEAIUS B ARy AOSE
}h“‘ . A3l Superinlendent Adminletrative Asst.
R (ATRY

£3 0 :
A5 CFD o SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 5
Y v\ P AN -

",i ‘H‘ Phone XBB:50B - 233 1st AVE. EAST - KALISPELL, MONTANA 59901
'.h!”ﬁh‘“-=. e 755-5585 Special Services

FLATHEAD H10H 3CHOOL
Piingipe! Withiam Vogl
KAlll'!lL )\'N!OI Nmu

April 24, 1984

Frinesnn
GNDERMAN {runux

FEVEFION SeHDOL
Ipel Charig) H gpmen
JHeEooEt ackool
Ineigal Koty Jone!
EDataton sEHoOL
Principat Rich Devit

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

Re: Disgertation Topic By:
Mr. Charles Hideman

During the time he was an elementary principal in this District, Mr.
iitdeman has worked closely with the Special Services Department. He
is aware of the dilemma we have in properly identifying students with
learning disabilities (L.D.).

Special Education Directors across the country are still wrestling with
the problem of: (1) what constitutes a learning disabled child, (2) how
do you measure this problem from the normal or expected learninp process,
and (3) what educational models can correct or remediate the problem. ’

Montana's Northwest Council of Administrators Special Education recently
addressed this 1ssue as helng a concern, especially in the fact that many
students may not be truly learning disabled, but are placed in resource
rooms because of pressures due to low achlevement in regular classrooms.

A dissertation in this area could be a valuable resource to Montana's
public schools.

I, therefore, strongly support Mr., Hideman's dissertation topic.

Sincerely,

Kenneth R. TinFinéer/Assistant Director of Special Services
Chairperson of NWCASE

KRT:cve
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APPENDIX B

SURVEY




STEPS:

A. Please list the title, form/level, copyright date, and subtests of the achievenent/ds

TEST DATA SHEET

ic {instr

te utilized in the identification process.

A.1 Please list standard scores or percentiles and specify which norns were utilized (age/grade). If thess ocores are not available furnish grade

equivalent information.
D. Pleasa list the sama information requested in Stcp, A and A.l for mzasures of intellectual capabilities.
C. Pléase list other tests usad in the last columm such as: Bender Gastalt, VMI, G-F-W Auditory Discrimination Test, etc.

STUDENT IDENTIFICATION PROGRAM | LINE {{DIAG./ACH. TESTS sTA. | - l! 1Q/Cognitive STANDARD | SCALED “g@
Ioteial|B. Dare s.ﬂ wn@mR | Fou. ||T1cle For2f [pace] subtesd score 1G.2.[| Tic1e FS5Bi| pace|subcesc |score - Iscore |ro lzs1e ]
EXAMPLE .
Hryu-m ) 4 0987 |14 WRAT A 76 Reading 20 Biget (Lo 13 106
WISC-R Verb. %0 87
Key Perf. 102|102
{Hath 71| Math 3.7 rull 93 93
Woodco.} FS 89 -
Johns: Read 86 Read 95
Math 83 Math 88
Hx-i_r.un 72 Written | 90
Yoow. | 99 Koow. | 93

2.




TEST DATA SHEET

Districe Naca

5TZPS: .
5TEPS: Cooperative

A. Please list the ticle, form/lave!, copyright date, and subtests of the achievement/diagnostic {astruzents utilized in che identificacizn p:l):eu.

A.l Please list standard scores or percencilas aad speeify which norms were utilized (age/grade). If these scores are not avaiiable furaiszh 3rade A
equivalent information. ‘

3. Piease list the saze informatlon requesced fn Steps A and A.l for measures of incellectual capabilicies.

C. Pl2ase list other tests used in the last columm such as: Bender Gestalt, VMI, G-F-W Auditoryv Discrimination 'l.'utA. etec.

STUDENT IDENTIFICATION PROGRAM | LINE |]DIAG./ACH. TESTS STAMND. I1Q/Cognitive STANDARD | SCALED OTUIR
orm

t21zia]8. pace | sed winmer |suy. [[ricre JE255f Joace| suscesd score Jc.ef ricre [258({] vacelsubcese |score  [score [1q ri1e

VL




TEST DATA SHEET

Honclassified Students

Steps:

A. Select students on vhon a referral was made during the 1983 - 1984 achool year because of s perceived learning disability, but for some reason
that student was not classified as such by the Child Study Team.

B. Please select three students, one aach .from the beginning, niddle, and end of the alphabet.

C. Provide test infornation as requested on the reverse side for each of these students.

TUDEXT IDENTIFICATION PROGRAM LI.\"EHDIAG./ CH. TESTS STAND. 19/Cognit ive STAXDARD |SCALED OIHER
nizi21|B. Dare Sexl suser | s Hricae JES3E Date| Subresd SCORE {G.E.l| Ticte F255( ] pacelsuszesr Iscore  {scorr g frile

74
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BTATE CAPITOL
HELENA, MONTANA 59620
(408) 419-3085

November 7, 1984

T0: Participants Selected to Respond to
LD Research Study

7
FROM: Gail Gray, Director of Special. Education‘qéuxf.74;4
Department of Special Services

RE: Enclosed Request for Information

As many of you know, there exists a need to provide consistency
-in the identification of learning disabled children and youth
in the state of Montana. Experience from our monitoring of
local districts suggests wide variations in use of criteria and
procedures for determining the existence of a learning disabil-
ity.

The requested information will provide a better understanding
of current practices as well as information that will help us
predict the impact of policies that would clarify the criteria
for learning disability identification.

We support this study and look forward to the information we
will gain from it. I wish to thank you in advauce for your-
efforts in gathering the needed information.

cmwti7
Enc

Alfinnative Action — BEO Employer
k™1

Ed Argenbright
Buperintendent
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Montana Slate University
Bozeman, Montana 68717

Deparimenl of Secondary Education and Foundations Telephone (406) 894-4752
" College of Educallon )

. . . Office of Public Instruction
c/o Mr. Bob Runke!l
Department of Special Services
1300 Eleventh Ave.
Helena, MT 59420

"Mr, Vern Barkell, Cooperative Director
Yellowstone-West/Carbon

502 8th Ave,

Laurel, MT 52044

Dear Mr. Barkell:

As part of’a doctoral program at Montana State University I‘m
conducting a research studv to test the feasibility of applying specific
student test data to the Ohio Severe Discrepancy Formuia to assess whether
students presently classified as learning disabled would be identified if
the formula was used as a part of the identification procedure. Test
information and study conclusions will be provided to the Office of Public
Instruction for their use as they continue to examine various
identification/cldssification procedures., Confidentiality will be
maintained as the conclusions and recommendations will be reported by school
district classification and sex of the student only.

Your district was one of 14! randomly selected; therefore, appropriate
and accurate data from you is essential. I would appreciate your taking a
few minutes to complete and promptly return the attached form. A stamped
envelope is enclosed for that purpose. The information requested is based’
upon test data you have on file, The student samples on the attached form
were taken from the Special Education Child Count you filed with OPI in May
or June of 1284, For purposes of the ctudy youngsters will be identified by
program number, school district, line number, student initials, and
birthdate. Please provide the requested test information for each of those
students,

As a second part of the study. test information is being requested for
students on whom a referral was made during 1983 - 1984 because of a
perceived learning disability, but for some reason that student was not
classified as such by the Child Study Team. Please select three students,
one each from the beginning, middle, and end of the alphabet. On the back
of the accompanying form please provide test information as reguested.

Your cooperation is most important to the study and I shall be most
grateful for your prompt response.

Sincerely,

Chuck Hideman




Montana Slate University
Bozeman, Monlana 68717

Department of Secondary Educatlon and Foundations

Telephone {(406) 894.4752
College of Education ' ’ o

Office of Public Instruction
c/o Mr., Bob Runkel

Department of Special Services
1300 Eleventh Ave. ’
Helena, MT 59620

_Mr, Steve Smith, Special Education Director

* Biag Horn County Special Education Cooperative
522 N. Center C
Hardin, MT 59034

Dear Mr, Smith:

. Approximately two weeks ago vou received a survey which requested test
data on identified learning disabled students in your district or
cooperative. At this time that information has not been returned to me for
processing., In order to complete the study, it is imperative that I receive
a complete return of the survevs circulated throughout the state. 1f vou
have the information ready would you please return it in the envelope which
was provided with the original request. 1f, for some reason, you have been
unable to comply, and feel that you will be unable tc do so before December
21, woild you please correspond with me prior to that date by mail or call
me collect at 257-0018 in Kalispell so that 1 can make arrangements to
collect the necessary information. ’

I would be happy to be in your area and peirsonally gather the data
during the period between December 26 and December 28 if someone will be in
vour office. If it meets with your approval, please use the number above so
that proper arrangements can be made, ’

Thank vou. for vour consideration of this request. Your coopération and
prompt attention will be greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

Chuck Hideman
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