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What All School Psychologists Should Know About 
the PSW Method

Model Comparisons, Benefits Beyond Ability-Achievement Discrepancy, and 
Promising New Research

Dawn P. Flanagan, Ph.D.

St. Johnôs University, Queens, New York

Yale Child Study Center, School of Medicine, New Haven, CT

Purpose of Presentation

ÅTo present approximately 25 features of PSW 
models that I believe to be important to 
understand because they are either
ÅAcknowledged in the literature as defining features
ÅUsed by researchers to evaluate model agreement
ÅUsed by researchers to determine positive and negative 

predictive values (i.e., how likely is it that the model 
άƎŜǘǎ ƛǘ ǊƛƎƘǘέύ or
ÅNot considered by researchers, but should be because 

they are important distinguishing characteristics or 
features that would likely change the results of their 
conclusions
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Rationale

ÅHelp practitioners and researchers understand model 
differences
ÅAssists in better informed selection of PSW model for use in 

schools or private settings

ÅAssist researchers in operationalizing PSW models with the 
benefit of providing results that will lead to better models or 
better methods of SLD identification

There is not one true model of SLDébecause we do 

not know for sure what SLD actually looks likeé

ÅCompeting visions

ÅEach model captures the authorsô vision of SLD

ÅEach model identifies different people ïthere is not 
a lot of overlap
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Excerpts from the Foreword to Essentials of SLD Identification, 2e
Vincent C. Alfonso and Dawn P. Flanagan

Cecil Reynolds

Think abouté

ÅWhat is SLD?

ÅWhat should a child with SLD look like? 

ÅWhat does a child without SLD look like?

ÅPick a model that captures it best

ÅFollow the research

ÅUse it as a tool to inform diagnostic decisions, not 
to make those decisions for you

Thené
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Federal Definition of SLD

ñA disorder in one or more of the basic 
psychological processes involved in understanding 
or using language, spoken or written, which 
manifests itself in the imperfect ability to listen, 
think, speak, read, write, spell, or do mathematical 
calculations. Such terms include such conditions as 
perceptual disabilities, brain injury, minimal brain 
dysfunction, dyslexia, and developmental aphasiaò 

Alternative Research-Based Approaches to SLD Identification

Five PSW Methods

(listed in publication order)

ÅNaglieri, (1999, 2013); Naglieri and Feifer (2018)

ÅDiscrepancy/Consistency (CAS2D/C; used onlywith the CAS2; PASS score 
analyzers) 

ÅFlanagan, Ortiz, & Alfonso (2002-Present)

ÅDual-Discrepancy/Consistency (DD/C; automated by the PSW component of the 
Cross-Battery Assessment Software System ïX-BASS)

ÅHale & Fiorello, (2004, 2011) 

ÅConcordance-discordance model (CDM; not automated)

ÅDehn & Szasz (2018)

ÅPsychological Processing Analyzer(PPA)

ÅSchultz & Stephens (2018)

ÅCore-Selective Evaluation Process (C-SEP; not automated) 

Orange= Name of Method

Green=  Automation Available
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COGNITIVE 

STRENGTH(S)

ACADEMIC 

WEAKNESS/DEFICIT

Academic Skills 

Weaknesses

Consistent

Conceptual Similarities Among PSW Methods

COGNITIVE 

WEAKNESS/DEFICIT

Cognitive Ability and/or 

Processing Weaknesses

How Would You Operationalize This Pattern?

Federal Regulations 

ÅEvaluation documentation must consider whether the 
student exhibits a pattern of strengths and weaknesses 
ÅIn performance, achievement or both 

ÅRelative to age, State approved grade levels standards, or 
intellectual development

ÅThat is determined by the group to be relevant to the 
identification of SLD using appropriate instruments

(34 CFR 300.311(a)(5)), (34 CFR 300.309(a)(2(ii))
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Important

ÅAll model authors were contacted and asked to 
review how we represented their model 
ÅModifications and corrections were made accordingly

ÅTables are updated from their original presentation at 
NASP 2019

ÅWork being prepared from publication (Engler, Flanagan, 
& Pata, 2019)

ÅInformation in this presentation is subject to change

Models are listed in order of publication

D/C = Discrepancy/Consistency (PASS score analyzer)
DD/C = Dual Discrepancy/Consistency (PSW-A component of X-BASS software)
CDM= Concordance-Discordance Model (obtain reliabilities and calculate simple differences by hand using formula)
PPA= Psychological Processing Analyzer (software)
C-SEP= Core-Selective Evaluation Process (no software)

Information in this table is a ñwork in progressò ïif you wish to cite this information, please contact me to make sure you have the most 

current information: flanagad@stjohns.edu

WISC-V PSW aligns with CDM and, therefore, will not be discussed 
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Models are listed in order of publication

D/C = Discrepancy/Consistency (PASS score analyzer)
DD/C = Dual Discrepancy/Consistency (PSW-A component of X-BASS software)
CDM= Concordance-Discordance Model (obtain reliabilities and calculate simple differences by hand using formula)
PPA= Psychological Processing Analyzer (software)
C-SEP= Core-Selective Evaluation Process (no software)

Information in this table is a ñwork in progressò ïif you wish to cite this information, please contact me to make sure you have the most 

current information: flanagad@stjohns.edu

Overall model is based on current 
policy and definition of SLD, testing is 
theory-based and best interpreted by 

the design of the test.

Ed Shultz 
(personal communication, August 2019)

Evolution of PsychometricTheorieséCHC
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CHC Theory Revised: A Visual Graphic Summary of {ŎƘƴŜƛŘŜǊ ŀƴŘ aŎDǊŜǿΩǎ нлму /ƘŀǇǘŜǊ ƛƴ CƭŀƴŀƎŀƴ ϧ aŎ5ƻƴƻǳƎƘΩǎ ό9ŘǎΦύ Contemporary Intellectual 
AssessmentΣ ŦƻǳǊǘƘ ŜŘƛǘƛƻƴΦ b¸Υ DǳƛƭŦƻǊŘΦ  tƻǎǘŜŘ ƻƴ aŎDǊŜǿΩǎ MindHubMay 11, 2018

Progress in NeuropsychologicalTheories
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AN INTEGRATIVE FRAMEWORK BASED ON 

PSYCHOMETRIC, NEUROPSYCHOLOGICAL, AND 

LURIAN PERSPECTIVES

Functional Framework (2015)
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Flanagan, Alfonso, 
Mascolo, & Hale (2010)

D/C = Discrepancy/Consistency (PASS score analyzer)
DD/C = Dual Discrepancy/Consistency (PSW-A component of X-BASS software)
CDM= Concordance-Discordance Model (obtain reliabilities and calculate simple differences by hand using formula)
PPA= Psychological Processing Analyzer (software)
C-SEP= Core-Selective Evaluation Process (no software)

Information in this table is a ñwork in progressò ïif you wish to cite this information, please contact me to make sure you have the most 

current information: flanagad@stjohns.edu
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Exclusionary Factors Form
Systematic, Comprehensive, Accountability

X-BASS
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