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Triennial re-evaluations are currently 
mandated for children in special education. 
Furthermore, the current study demon­
strated that children in special education 
(Le., those with LD and ED) are no more 
likely to show unusual subtest proilles than 
the population at large. Given that unusual 
proilles are as prevalent among children in 
special education, it would be compara­
tively easier to test, and thereafter follow, 
large cohorts of these children. Groups 
with, and without, unusual proilles would 
be identified at the time of initial evaluation. 
Comparisons on important criteria would 
then be made durtng mandatory re-evalua­
tions. 

The proposed coupling of longitudinal 
research designs with available samples 
from special education constitutes a quasi­
expeIimental approach to investigating sub­
test proilles. Unfortunately, the use of avail­
able samples causes a loss of randomness 
important to expeIimental discovery, and 
results from nonrandom, available samples 
are subject to regression and interaction ef­
fects (Campbell & Stanley, 1966). However, 
our proposed quasi-expeIimental strategy 
has the benefit of being more pragmatic and 
cost effective than testing random groups 
whose background characteristics need to 
approximate that of the U.S. population. 

External validity, or generality, is the 
single greatest liability of quasi-experimen­
tation (Campbell & Stanley, 1966). There­
fore, it would be difficult to generalize re­
sults from the proposed quasi-experimental 
studies of children's ability proilles to the 
universe of children not attending special 
education. The overall effect is that the fmd­
ings may hold only for that unique group of 
children selected for special education in 
the first place. 

Efficacy of Group vs. 
Idiographic Data 

Group methods are required to imple­
ment the research strategies presented in 
the preceding section. However, employing 
group data to study children's ability pro­
illes is not without criticism. Each person 
represents a unique, intricate constellation 
of psychological functioning. Clinical as­
sessment is characterized by the fact that 

only one person is tested at a time, and the 
tests themselves are selected to provide in­
formation helpful to that specific individual 
(cf. American Psychological Association, 
Standards jar educational and psychologi­
cal testing, 1985, p. 45). Given the personal­
ized nature of clinical assessments, some 
professionals believe that research findings 
from group data may not apply to individu­
als. Specifically, according to this view, 
claims about the utility of subtest proilles 
are more meaningfully answered by direct­
ing inquiry to idiographic case-by-case 
analysis (see Kaufman, 1994, p. 36; O'Neill, 
1993, chap. 4). 

We would like to respond to the issue 
by paraphrasing Meehl (1986). If outcomes 
from group studies cannot be applied to in­
dividuals, there would be no point in con­
ducting randomized trials to determine the 
validity of various medical techniques. A 
case in point is the polio vaccine experi­
ments whose successful results are em­
ployed with individuals everyday - just as 
group findings from aU medical studies are 
inevitably transferred to specific people. 
Hence, it typically is the case that results 
from group data provide excellent insights 
into the functioning of individuals. 

In conclusion, our position regarding 
the merit of group versus idiographic data 
might be different if the constructs under 
consideration were amorphous, singularly 
specific to a given context, and/or difficult 
to measure (see Meehl, 1986, for a discus­
sion). Perhaps then an idiographic orienta­
tion would be superior. However, proille 
analysis begins with variables that, by defi­
nition, are measured in rank order and dis­
tributed under asymptotic normal probabil­
ities. Moreover, the hypotheses associated 
with subtest profiles are prognostic and 
testable. Thus, to infer under this latter set 
of circumstances that results from group 
data cannot be transferred to individuals is 
just wrong and tantamount to asserting that 
the science of Galilean multiple-case repli­
cation should give way to Aristotelian sin­
gle-case anecdote. 
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Footnote 
'Copies of computer programs used to calculate 

generalized distance (D) and rp(k) may be obtained 
from the senior author. Both operate in SPSS and can 
be applied to any sample. The programs read subtest 
standard scores from a data flle, match children to the 
WISe-ill core types, and print either (D) or Tp(k) val­
ues for each child (one for each of the 8 core types). 
The programs identify children who fail to fit a core 
type. They also can be modified to meet specific pur­
poses. 
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