Joumal of University performance Development (JUPD) Q”L;.;\ ‘\3\/\(/3;3‘333.'

Vol.5. No.2, August, 2017 ISSN: 2090-5890
el 7 Yad! Al 7z Mald el |
e i1 Olagan $9d oAl il b 5Ll Dol S5 e’
¥o5 mml 0> . .|

i) el @ud . ol ) le Sl
B 335al s il daely  — ALl aglatly ola¥ ) Al

t gamttll|
Fsadll Usa - el 38 8- Joadl sy LEGY] C3Yonn Cin (o daalil) up ) ilid ST o alell il g (555 o0 4 se
L'—"LWJLM@M.AGJ? et 3 Discrepancy Model ¢SU15 Juasill G (i jledl] #3sai of A umy/ﬁuaumﬁﬂcﬁaw
Ll d 35 an gl o wonll £ gadll S8 im pad iy i pall alel i el Lile Cpasedl] 6 aledl] il gaa 553 JbSU il
il las Cppean] glan 8 Ay rilai e o pels bl AN S ginall iy s pol) Al (5 4aaiia] ] paicd o il e i)
OOl i o 3 g€ oyl Al 6 B Aiadaf a5 JRil] Alatin¥) 23 GILYS o o gl IS alell] il e pmiidls

Al 55038 Kuall adlell Jiaill e Sy 23 sais lellail g 200l gad Uaf o SOLERY) el Dngd —
Al Ol sria il
Response to  J3aill Ldainl) ziseis g jlie s Lleill aledll Clgrin (mdili ziled Ll Lisall 44,50 i pai il
ol s i e 255 il il iy el Ll 5 4hbas (S (IS5 355 ) s sl] Aslan 3 Intervention
53 a gl CLEMERY] 23 50i Low achievementuaisiall Juasill 3 sai iAptitude-Achievement Discrepancy Model S35
el yo Ao Ailad) S aleil] il sran ampiddil 4y ki 5ac 15 diianl] 45 ) o) 238 Jiad Antra-individual Differences Al ) pod 8
‘?LJJ/ QQMMJL.AA&@M/QLJUJ/} ci:l;gJJUCuuu_[c Lisall 48 ) ol 58 4796 WLAS’/
Abstract
The category of students with learning disabilities from special education classes more in terms of prevalence
rates. There is much controversy - in this area - about the optimal model for diagnosis. Where research suggests
that the discrepancy between the model and the collection of intelligence Discrepancy Model has dominated all
diagnostics practices for children with learning difficulties in the past fifty years in the Arab world. This model
has been subjected to many aspects of Western criticism in the environment despite the continued use in the
Arab environment. In the past few years, several alternative models in an attempt to improve the diagnosis of
learning difficulties practices emerged was the most famous response to treatment that has been applied recently
in the Western environment as a model for an alternative for the diagnosis of students with learning difficulties
and an alternative to the methodology for conducting the tests in order to identify and replace model focuses on
the therapeutic intervention treatment model Early first step to diagnose learning difficulties.

Therefore current research paper presents the diagnosis of traditional learning difficulties and comparing
models model response to treatment Response to Intervention in an attempt to reach an integrative model can be
applied in the Arab environment. The models include the traditional model of conflict between achievement and
intelligence Aptitude-Achievement Discrepancy Model, low achievement model Low achievement, model
differences in individual capacities Intra-individual Differences. This paper represents a theoretical base for the
diagnosis of learning difficulties in the first cycle of basic education, and research paper focuses on a survey of
the literature and recent studies in the field of diagnosis of learning difficulties.
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