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BACKGROUND

· The golden standard prior to the introduction of RTI in 2004 was to assess a student’s cognitive and academic achievement abilities by means of norm-referenced, standardized measures, and then to look for a statistically significant difference (split) between the student’s cognitive ability and one or more academic subjects (Hale, Kaufman, Naglieri, & Kavale, 2006).  

· This split, along with the student’s poor classroom performance, would indicate a LD.  Hale et al. (2006) state that those on either side of this issue who call for either an RTI approach or a comprehensive evaluation of basic psychological processes need not create a “one or the other” situation.  Instead, both approaches’ strengths and weaknesses should be evaluated with the result being a model that incorporates the strongest features of both perspectives within a balanced model.  

· Combining psychoeducational testing within an RTI model will maximize the accuracy of LD identification and optimize educational outcomes for those in need of more intensive services.
STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF AN RTI MODEL

· One of the strengths of all the various RTI models is that students in need of more intensive services start receiving them immediately (proactive) as opposed to waiting until the discrepancy between their cognitive abilities and academic achievement is great enough to warrant intervention (reactive) (as is true within the discrepancy model) (Hale et al., 2006).  

· Furthermore, RTI enhances ecological validity, allows for efficient progress monitoring, allows data to be easily linked to curricular decisions, and eliminates the overemphasis on IQ scores that can lead to an over-identification of minority students in special education (Feifer, 2008).  Ecological validity involves taking the entire student into perspective, including his or her family, neighborhood, and community, in order to maximize the results of interventions.  Failure to do so can have detrimental effects on future interventions that are tailored from the current one’s results (Sattler & Hoge, 2006).
· However, multiple RTI models imply that there are multiple approaches for determining whether or not a student was responsive to an intervention (Fuchs, Fuchs, & Compton, 2004).  

· McBride, Dumont, and Willis (2004) challenge RTI proponents to identify the level of achievement deficit necessary to begin interventions, to formalize procedures for administering and interpreting a child’s responsiveness (to reduce variation in interpretation), and to specify what will occur after a nonresponder is classified as LD.  In terms of formalizing procedures, proponents of RTI may benefit from incorporating the structure found in psychoeducational measures.
STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF PSYCHOEDUCATIONAL TESTING
· A comprehensive psychoeducational evaluation’s greatest strength lies in the fact that results from these measures align with the definition of LD, which is defined as the presence of processing competencies and deficits along with unexpected failure in one or more academic domains. 
· Hundreds of sound research studies of psychoeducational assessments have demonstrated a consistency between cognitive and academic deficits coupled with a significant discrepancy between cognitive assets and deficits (Hale, Kaufman, Naglieri, & Kavale, 2006).  
· Feifer (2008) also states that a psychoeducational evaluation measures the National Reading Panel’s five core constructs pertaining to reading, can explain what functions can be remediated versus what functions need accommodations, and answers the “Why?” question pertaining to student underachievement. 

· However, as previously mentioned, if the deficit between cognitive abilities and academic achievement is not great enough, the more intensive services a student requires to achieve academically may be delayed.  
· This delay in services can have detrimental effects upon a student’s ability to overcome these academic deficits (Dombrowski, Kamphaus, & Reynolds, 2004).  
· Additionally, psychoeducational assessments do not reliably separate students with LD from those who are low achievers.  
· They can be costly and time consuming, and they are not useful for progress monitoring (cannot administer the same measure every few weeks) (Fuchs, Mock, Morgan, & Young, 2003; Feifer, 2008).
COMBINING RTI WITH PSYCHOEDUCATIONAL TESTING
· Combining RTI models’ ability to 

                    -influence curricular decisions, 

                    -provide intervention at an earlier date, and 

                    -use of evidence-based interventions 

· With the comprehensive psychoeducational evaluation’s ability to 

                    -provide diagnostic information in a structured manner and 

                    -allow for a differential diagnosis, 

· will minimize practitioners’ and researchers’ chances of committing a Type I error (mistakenly identifying a child as being disabled) or a Type II error (failing to identify a child as being disabled when indeed he or she is).  

· Combining multiple methods of data collection within a multilayered framework is considered best practice to accurately serve the greatest number of individuals (Feifer, 2008). 
