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ACLD-R&D PROJECT: 
A STUDY INVESTIGATING THE LINK BETWEEN 

LEARNING DISABILITIES AND JUVENILE DELINQUENCY 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF THE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 

ABSTRACT 

This summary describes the planning, preparation and conduct of an 
academic treatment program for adjudicated delinquents identified as learn­
ing disabled. It was designed to assist in the development of informed 
policy and programs with respect to learning disabilities and juvenile 
delinquency. 

". 

HISTORICAL OVERVIEW 

Durin g the past several years, increasing attention and concern have 
been paid to the possibility of an empirical relationship between specific 
learning disabilities (LD) and juvenile deinquency (JD). In response to 
this interest and concern, the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention (NIJJDP), Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention (OJJDP), commissioned a study by the American Institutes for 
Research (AIR) that summarized the available data and made policy recom­
mendations. 

The AIR report 1 concluded that while the existing literature clearly 
indicated the learning problems of delinquents warranted further investi­
gation, it would be premature for OJJDP to fund -major service delivery ini­
tiativesas the evidence on a link between LD and JD was inconclusive at 
best. Nevertheless, the topic was deemed worthy of further, more' sys.tem­
atic exploration. The report recommended that carefully controlled re­
search be conducted to determine the incidence of LD among a few basic 
populations, including the. juvenile offender. and the non-delinquent. The 
report also recommended the conduct of a development project to assess 
the effects of diagnosing and treating LD among juvenile delinquents. 

In light of these recommendations, NIJJDP funded an LD/JD Project 
in October 1976. The purpose of the program was to obtain reliable data' 
that would assist in the development of informed policy and programs with 
respect to learning disabilities and juvenile delinquency. It consisted 
of three major components: (1) a study of the prevalence of LD among sam­
ples of officially non-delinquent adolescents and juvenile offenders (as 
defined by records of adjudication) in several parts of the country; 

1. Murray, C. A., The Link Between Learning Disabilities and Juvenile 
Delinquency: Current Theory and Knowledge, U. S. Government Printing 
Office, Washington, D. C., 1976 . 
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(2) a research and development effort aimed at the remediation of groups 
of delinquents with learning disabilities, located at the same sites as 
the prevalence study; and (3) formative and summative evaluations of the 
LD/JD remediation program. Thus, there were five major objectives set 
to be achieved through the project's three components. These objectives 
were as follows: 

1. The determination of the prevalence of LD in groups of adjudi­
cated delinquent and officially non-delinquent 12-to-15 year 
old boys; 

2. an exploration of some of the definitional issues concerning 
learning disabilities; 

3. the conduct of an instructional (remediation) program for 
selected groups of 12-to-17 year old boys and girls who have 
been adjudicated delinquent and classified as learning dis­
abled; 

4. an evaluation of the effectiveness of the remediation program, 
with respect to resulting changes in the participants' academic 
achievement and delinquent behavior; and 

5. the follow-up of youths in the officially non-delinquent pub­
lic school sample, to determine what changes in delinquent 
behavior have occurred, and the relationship of these changes 
to LD. 

Two organizations were funded by grants from the NIJJDP to conduct 
the project. The Association for Children with Learning Disabilities (ACLD) 
assumed the responsibility for the remediation program (development com­
ponent) targeted at the remediation of LD offenders in the metropolitan 
areas of Baltimore, Maryland; Indianapolis, Indiana; Phoenix, Arizona; 
and at the Arizona Yout~ Center in Tucson, Arizona. The Nation~l Center 
for State Courts (NCSC) was awarded a grant to conduct both the prevalence 
study and the evaluation of the LD/JD remediation program. The NCSC con­
tracted with the Educational Testing Service (ETS) to administer psycho­
educat~onal diagnostic assessments of the students. (See Table I). 

The firs't tasks to be initiated and completed were those involving 
planning and preparation. In the latter part of 1976 and early 1977, the 
NCSG evaluators and the ACLD proj.ect representatives met numerous times 
with a national advisory group of researchers and practitioners from the 

2. The first phase of the research program was conducted at Creighton 
'University and ended on 8/31/78. The two-year continuation of the 
research and evaluation components was conducted by the National 
Center for State Courts. 
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stage I 

Stage II 

APPROACH TO INDIVIDUALIZED REMEDIAL PROCEDURES 

I 

Creighton Institute/NCSC 

Research Design 

Subcontractors, ETS 

Provide Operational Definitions 
Identify Population - Incidence Study 
Provide Diagnoses - Pre-Test Procedures 

I 
Stage III National Project Director, ACLD 

Stage IV 

Stage V 

... 
, 

Stage VI 

Initiate, Maintain, and Coordinate Procedures· 
Program Methodology 

Program Director, ACLDI 

Selection of Objectives 
Tasks 
Procedures 
Materials 

I 

Design and Implement 
Prescriptions 

Learning Disabilities Specialists, ACLD 
I 

r- Implement-Remediation Program 

Evaluation 

Creighto.n Institute/NCSC ACLD Project Site Staff Subcontractor-ETS 

Formative Evaluation of 
Remediation Program 

I 

Periodic Assessment of 
Individualized Program 

Post-Testing 
Procedures 

• I Total Project Evaluation 

I 
TABLE I 
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Discussion at these meetings focused upon a wide range of issues. 
Researchers were concerned about the difficult definitional issues, the 
research design and the type of educational model selected. Practitioners 
were concerned with the restrictions of the model, due to research pur­
poses. 

tt any rate, at these early meetings, operational definitions of LD3 
andJD were established, a battery of psycho-educational tests was identi­
fied and an acad~mic remediation program was formulated. 

Agreement from key agencies (in educational and juvenile justice 
sy~tems) to cooperate was gained. Following this accomplishment, the 
most time-consuming task of all during this stage was that of obtain-
ing written informed consentS from the parents of the juveniles. The 
basic research and evaluation design as exhibited in Table II was adopted. 

There was a review of educational records of 12-15 year old male 
juveniles 6 for whom informed consent had been received. 

The process implemented by the ETS diagnostic assessors was based 
on the following: 

3. 

4. 

"At a conceptual level, LD is considered to be evidenced by a 
significant discrepancy ~tween a child's expected achievement 
(based upon'intelligence test scores) and his or her actual 
achievement. Additionally, the discrepancy must not be attrib­
utable primarily to mental retardation, physical handicap, emo­
tional disturbance, or ~nvironment disadvantage. The discrepancy 
is presumed to result. from interference in the processes of 

Barrows, T. S.; Campbell, P. B.; Slaughter, B. A.; Trainor, M. L., 
Psycho-Educational Diagnostic Services for Learning Disabled Youth, 
Educational Testing Service, Princeton, New Jersey, 1977. 

Greguras, F. M.; Broder, P. K.; Zimmerman, J., Establishing an Opera­
tional Definition of Juvenile Delinquency, Institute for Business, 
Law and Social Research, Creighton University, Omaha, Nebraska, 1978. 

5. Greguras, F. H.; Broder, P. K.; Zimmerman, J., The Impact of Legal 
Contracts on Human Subjects Protection: A Preliminary Case Study, 
Creighton University, Omaha, Nebraska, 1979. 

6. Study .criteria set age limits for the youths to be included and speci­
fied that the subjects be primarily English-speaking and not evi­
dence of mental retardation, severe emotional disturbance, or physical 
handicap as primary handicapping conditions. 



• 

• 

• 

Schematic Representation of Study Design 

Consenting 
Nondelinquents 

LD/Non-LD Classification 
and Interview 

Consenting Adjudicated 
Delinquents 

I 

LD/Non-LD Classification 
and Interview 

1------- Compare Prevalence Levels ____ ~,_--1 

Follow-up Interview 
Court Record Review 

(If Learning Disabled) 

+--~-__ -_____________ Random Selection __________________ ~ 

Remediation Group Comparison Group 

L p~sttest for Effectiveness of Remediation, 
Follow-up Interview and Court Review 

TABLE II 

I . 
. I 
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receiving information, using it ~n cognition, or communicating 
the cognitive result. 

"Two major procedures were used to operationatize this concept. 
First, a review of educational records was done to screen out 
children who obviously were not learning disabled. Second, the 
children who could not be screened out were given a battery of 
standardized tests. 

"In the review of each child's school records, trained reviewers 
searched for any evidence of discrepancies in test scores or 
school grades, any clin~cal or anecdotal observations suggesting 
LD, and evidence of factors that would rule out LD as a primary 
classification (e.g., mental retardation, emotional disturbance, 
etc.). The interviewers were trained to err on the side of cau­
tion; if there were insufficient records or doubt about the 
proper judgment, the child was to be referred for complete test­
ing. Children for whom sufficient data were available and who 
showed no recorded indications suggestingLD were classified as 
not learning disabled and referred only for interview. 

"Those children who were not classified as non-learning disabled 
on the basis of the records review were given a three-and-one­
half hour battery of tests. The main testing instruments used 
were a children's test of intelligence (Wechsler Intelligence 
Scale for Children - Revised), tests of reading and mathematics 
achievement (the Woodcock Reading Mastery Test and the Key Math 
Diagnostic Arithmetic Test), and a test of perceptual-motor abili­
ty (the Bender-Gestalt). 

"Based upon the test scores (and including ratings of observa­
tions of the child's behaviors during the testing session), each 
child was then classified as learning disabled or not. The classi­
fication decision was made by a computerized algorithm to ensure 
a consistent application of the decision rules. Briefly, a child 
was classified learning disabled when the protocols revealed three 
independent discrepancies among the following: a two-year or 
greater discrepancy among three WISC-R factor scores, (Witkin, 
1974), between the WISC-R scores and achievement scores, or be­
tween the achievement scores; a Bender-Gestalt score of three or 

\ 

more (Koppitz (1963) scoring); two or more ratings of pronounced 
difficulties on the WISC-R observations; and three or more ratings 
of pronounced characteristics in the behavioral observations. 
Finally, children whose achievement test scores were at or above 
age-appropriate grade levels and those having a full-scale IQ more 
than two standard deviations below the mean were classified as non­
learning disabled, rather than learning disabled." (Keilitz, I.; 
Saks, M. J.; Broder, P. K., The Evaluation of the Learning Disabili­
ties/Juvenile Delinquency Reme.diation Program; Evaluation Design 
and Ineerim Results, pp. 55-56, National Center for State Courts, 
Williamsburg, Virginia 1979) 

•• .\11 
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In addition, an interview was administered from juveniles whose 
records were reviewed, as well as from those who were tested. The inter­
view included questions about personal characteristics, family background, 
attitudes toward school, and self-reported deli~quent activity. 

Of the adjudicated delinquent youths who were classified as learn­
ing disabled, half were selected at random, by the evaluators, for in­
clusion in the remediation program, the remainder were assigned to a 
control group. Pre and post data were available for 120 membe~s of the 
remediation group and 110 of the control group. ~e ethnicity break-down 
was 45% white, 38% black and 17% other minoritl.es. 

A. ACLD-R&D REMEDIATION PROGRAM 

Design/Description 

The remediation program was conducted in three locales, each repre­
senting a different demographic focus. Baltimore represented an urban, 
high density eastern black community; Indianapolis, a mid-western area, 
rural/semi-rural community with an appalachian and minority population; 
and Phoenix, representing a southwestern geographical area and a multi­
ethnic population. 

Each site had a program team to implement and conduct the remedia­
tion program. The teams consisted of a Program Director, Learning Disa­
bility Specialists and Aides •. The program staff were certified teachers 
of Special Education in the states where they resided. The Program Direc­
tors held Masters or Doctorates in Special Education; they directed the 
program locally. Nationally, the Project Director was responsible for ad­
ministering the overall grant program. 

The program began in September 1977, and ran through July 1979, 
with the goal of providing at least the equivalent of one hour for each 
school day of a school year (i.e., 9 months) of remediation to each 
juvenile in the remediation sample population. The program was based 
on an academic treatment model in contrast to other models such as the 
behavioral-theoretical or medical. Remedial methods focused on school 
subjects and were written to ameliorate or compensate for students' de­
ficiencies in the basic academic skill areas. , 

There were three major program objectives. These were to improve 
scholastic achievement, reduce the juveniles' delinquent activities and 

7. Dunivant, N., The Relationship Between Learning Disabilities and 
Juvenile Delinguency, Brief Summary of Research Findings, (p .. 3), 
National Center for State Courts, Williamsburg, Virginia, 1982. 
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. h 1 . d Th 1 . 8. ~mprove sc 00 att~tu es. e program eva uat~on was des~gned to ex-
am~ne the data collected to determine if the remediation program achieved 
these objectives. 

Program strategies were established. The strategies were designed 
as a vehicle to facilitate conducting a successful program for a group of 
juveniles whose school records indicated that historically they had ex­
perienced school failure in the basic academic skills. The strategies 
were: 1) work on a level that increases proficiency in the functional 
areas; 2) use each juvenile's preferred modality; and 3) employ techniques 
for learning how to learn. 

The sample population at each site received hemediation whenever 
and wherever" it coul~ be .arranged - preferably during the time the juve­
nile was in an educational setting. Remediation sessions took place in 
school facilities, libraries, correctional facilities, detention centers, 
city jails, parks, plac2 of youth's employment, project site offices, and 
at times at the youth'Js home. The LD Specialists functioned as itinerant 
teachers. They traveled from location to location in order to conduct re­
mediation with their assigned students. The caseload per LD Specialist 
averaged from 6 to 12 students with 1 to 3 hours' remediation per week 
with each student. 

Goals and objectives were written to delineate the type of remedia­
tion that would be most appropriate for each youth. The following sequence 
of events became standard procedure once a juvenile was assigned to the 
remediation group: 

1. Review of student's diagnostic evaluation from ETS including 
recommendations. Review by site Program Director and full 
staff. 

2. Caseload assignments by site Program Director to LD Specialists. 

3. Locate and initial contact with student by LD Specialists. 

4. Administration of additional formal/informal testing, i.e, 
~ Written Language Sample, Slingerland, Malcomesius, etc., by 

LD Specialists. 

8. Dunivant, N.; Saks, M. J.; Broder, P. K., An Evaluation of the Effective­
ness of the ACLD Remediation Program in Improving the Educational Achieve­
ment of Learning-Disabled Juvenile Delinquents. 

Dunivant, N.; Saks, M. J.; Broder, P. K., Preventing Delinquency Among 
Learning-Disabled Juvenile Delinquents: Evaluation of the ACLD Academic 
Remediation Program • 
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5. Remedial prescription written us~ng all diagnostic evalua­
tion results. 

6. Student and Program staffing - remediation schedule and 
location. 

7. Writing lesson plans and identification of resource materials. 

8. On-going remedial instruction. 

9. Weekly staffing - Program Director with staff. 

10. On-going assessment and monitoring of individualized remedial 
prescriptions. 

The program model was based on the premise that learning disabili­
ties produces poor achievement; poor achievement creates str.ain; and the 
combination of LD, poor achievement and strain results in Juvenile delin­
quency. 

The program was initially three-dimensional in design. One dimen­
sion w.as to teach in a direct manner basic academics in the functional 
skill areas: language, reading, written language, and/or arithmetic us­
ing the juvenile's preferred learning modality. The second dimension was 
to stress continued learning gaining information in spite of low skill 
entry level. The third dimension was a focus on positive movement and 
modification in self-concepts. lbis latter dimension was deleted as it 
presented yet another variable to measure in an already complex research 
design. 

Also, initially, there was a planned formative (on-going) evalua­
tion to be conducted by NCSC. With a formative evalu.ation, program staff 
would have an objective, on-going, and up-to-date assessment of each stu­
dent's individualized prescription to provide a basis for redesign when . 
necessary. Unfortunately, the formative evaluation feed-back was not 
operational until a few months before the conclusion of the remediation 
program. All assessments and evaluations of this nature were made by the 
site ~rogram Directors and Project Director on at least a quarterly basis. 

The remediation model was a combination of two academic treatment 
programs: (1) ability (process) training, and (2) task analysis. 9 The 

9. Piazza, R. (Ed.). Three Models of LD. Guilford, Conn.: Special 
Learning Corp., 1979. 

¥sseldyke, J. E.; Salvia, J. Diagnostic-Prescriptive Teaching: Two 
Models. Exceptional Children, 1974, 41. 
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attempt was made to use the segments of the two models which would be 
. the most effective. and omit the segments which would not appear to be 
useful for 12-16 year old adjudicated delinquents with LD. A battery 
(Table III) of tests identified each juvenile's impaired perceptual 
processes and defined the juvenile's preferred modality (visual, audi­
tory, tactile or kinesthetic). The diagnostic evaluation also indicated 
each juvenile's basic level of achievement in reading and arithmetic, 
written language, and spelling. 

A thorough study of each juvenile's file was made. This included 
an evaluation of the juvenile's academic status to assist in decision mak­
ing. Informal reading, math, spelling, and interest inventories were ad­
ministered. Generally, prescriptions were written after the informal test­
ing. Lesson planning followed the completion of the prescription. 

Remediation sessions followed after completion of lesson plans. 
The sessions had specific goals and time limits. These were formulated· 
to facilitate success in learning. Each youth had a separate folder 
which contained the individual short term objectives, lesson planss 
materials and workbooks.. " 

Lessons were outlined in detail using a task analysis approach 
where each learning step was presented singularly. Mastery of each task 
was demonstrated ,before the next step was introduced by the Specialist. 
Informal assessment techniques were used based on the R&D Prescription 
Code to determine the entry level of remediation. Teaching in these 
small components helped to build a. better academic foundation. 

Affective considerations were incorporated in order to facilitate 
intervention strategies. There were three primary factors involved. 
They were the student capability levels, remediation setting and posi­
tive and negative reinforcement. 

Scheduling/Tracking and Managing Sample Population 

All personnel kept a detailed daily log of activities and events . 

.. GROUP 1 - LOCATORS 

1', The locators recorded in a log book all attempts to contact 
a specific client. 

2. After the client was located, a correct (current) address and 
phone number were recorded. 

3. The school schedule and work schedule were recorded. If the 
school counselor's name and phone number were known, they 
were also noted. 

4. The locator explained the Project, using a comprehensive 
script~ to the client. 

5. The locator scheduled an appointment with a member from 
Group 2. 



PROGRAM STAFF TESTING 

1. WRITTEN LANGUAGE SAMPLE 

2. MALCOMESIUS SPECIFIC LANGUAGE DISABILITY TEST' 

3. SLINGERLAND (:m SOME INSTANCES) 

, .. 
4. OTHER INFORMAL TESTS 

• TABLE III 

• ~ 4 _ ••• ~ _.~ 
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6. All completed data were sent to Group 2. 

GROUP 2 - TESTING DATA COLLECTORS AND REVIEWERS 

1. Reviewed the file data and compiled any questions. 
2. Determined any additional testing, such as Detroit, Malcomesius, 

Written Language Sample, other. 
3. Administered and scored additional testing. Kept all testing 

protocols together in the file. 

GROUP 3 - PRESCRIPTION WRITERS 

1. Wrote prescriptions according to form provided, complete with 
sample and easy to follow instructions. 

2 .. All prescriptions were written by the Learning Disability 
Specialists. 

3. Sent completed file to Group 4. 

GROUP 4 - SCHEDULERS AND COMMUNITY COORDINATORS 

1. At this stage, remediation was initiated. The scheduler and 
community coordinator arranged a place for remediation to 
occur. 

2. The clients were assigned to Specialists, mostly by geographic 
area. 

I 

ROLE OF PROGRAM DIRECTOR 

Every procedure required close supervision. The Program Director's 
responsibilities were: 

1. Oversee the effectiveness, ensure quality control and problem 
solve in all four aforementioned groups. 

2. Document any difficulties and develop strategies to effective­
ly remedy them. 

There ~s a bibliography of the remediation program's reports at­
tached to this Summary. The printed products of the remediation program 
include its resource materials catalog, curriculum guide and assessing . . 
wr~tten language sample procedures. To fully comprehend the program's 
methods and treatment strategies, it is important to study all the printed 
products in addition to this document. 

B. PROGRAM DIRECTORS FINAL REPORTS - SUMMARIES AND EXCERPTS 

BALTIMORE SITE 
Program Director, Belton Wilder, Ph.D. 

My major tasks consisted of hiring staff and making certain that 
• they maintained control of the data collection process that was clearly 

\ 

1 , I 

; .~ 
• I 
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outlined in the policy and procedures manual. I was also responsible 
for getting to know our caseload of students to make certain they were 
accounted for and that they were maintained in their respective groups 
(control and experimental). 

There were goals and objectives written by me in the beginning of 
my tenure. Of course, they were consistent with the policy and procedures 
established by ACLD and ACLD Project Director during the formation of this 
national study. The goals consisted of: 

1. Maintaining all students assigned to us by Educational 
Testing Service. 

2. Engaging the remediation participants in consistent remedia-
tion. 

3. Motivating the students to insure their constant participation. 
4. Reporting all terminations to the project office. 
5. Reporting all academic activities to the National Center for 

State Courts. 
6. Working with the control trackers as they monitored the move­

ment of the control group of students and as they question­
_ed the LD Specialists regarding the remediation experimental 
group's participation. 

There were also telephone calls with the Project Director on a 
weekly basis. These calls assisted with technical advice that was needed 
to insure an efficiently operated program. When there were decisions 
that needed immediate attention, the Project Director made herself avail­
able to assist me with making those decisions. 

The ACLD-R&D was commissioned by NIJJDP to document the possibil­
ity of a relationship between learning disabilities and juvenile delin­
quency. We were hired·by the ACLD-R&D to do the leg work in this study, 
collect and report data, track and control all clients for that purpose. 
We were responsible for involving these clients in a program of change. 
This program of change consisted of an academic treatment model. 

Looking back at the study, and the personnel who worked hard and 
diligently to make the study a success, I can say truthfully that there 
was an i~pact by all of us. I sincerely feel that we touched the lives 
of these young people. He made promises to each one and we were able to 
follow through on most of the promises. 

We became their friends as well as trusted confidants. We provided 
them with a service that made life an improvement for them. We could not 
change the total picture of their lives because of limited resources, but 
we were able to make a good impression • • . a gesture toward change in a 
very positive direction • 
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INDIANAPOLIS SITE 
Program Directo.r, Jamia Jacobsen, M.Ed. 

The Staff: Teachers were recruited who met the qualifications and 
guidelines of the project, who had the personality and perseverance to 
travel in good and bad weather, and track youths in areas that were not 
considered the best. Whenever possible, each teacher hired was assigned 
to an area of the city in which the teacher lived. Emphasis was placed 
on selecting teachers from each geographical area of the city during the 
first or initial hiring. 

The staff was informed on teaching procedures and utilized innova­
tive and expert reinforcement techniques. An intensive inservice program 
was presented and the teachers were exposed to a variety of materials. 
Materials were vital to each teacher. They desired to have input in the 
selection of the materials. This was a most positive aspect of this pro­
ject. 

Practicum students were also an active part of the program in the 
first year. All were in a Master's program within the Special Education 
field. Research Assistants (RA) were assigned to the project during the 
second grant period. The RA's were obtaining degrees in Education, Psy­
chology, Criminal Justice fields, or were retired teachers. 

PHOENIX SITE 
Program Director, Loretta Weingel-Fidel, M.Ed. 

Programmatic Guidelines: 
of the project was the writing 
this was the writing of: 

The primary task during the first month 
of programmatic guidelines. Included in 

1. remediation program objectives; 
2. a framework categorizing the functional areas involved in a 

learning disability remediation program; 
3. a discussion of the major modalities for learning necessary 

to achievement in the functional areas; 
~4. a classification of tasks both teacher and student; 
5\ suggested methodology and materials; 
6. a compilation of task checklists for the functional areas; 
7. a flow chart of individualized remedial procedure. 

Other duties included interviewing job applicants for the positions 
of Learning Disability Specialists. 

Telephon: One of the most time-consuming (December-March), as well 
as important activities was the telephon, whose purpose was to gain parental 
consent for both the adjudicated juvenile delinquent and public school popu-

~ I;!"--
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lation. Literally thousands of parents were telephoned and informed of the 
goals of the ACLD-R&D Project for the purposes of enlisting their child's 
participation. Volunteers to do the phoning were recruited from the 
(1) Courts, (2) Private Schools, (3) District Schools' LD staff, (4) Arizona 
ACLD, (5) Junior League, (6) University School of Nursing, (7) State Center 
for Law in the Public Interest, (8) University Department of Special Educa­
tion, (9) PTA, (10) Organization of Junior Women, (11) State Department of 
Rehabilitation and Vocation, as well as miscellaneous others. All of these 
volunteers were trained at intensive inservice sessions by both ACLD and 
National Center for State Courts. 

Community Support and Participation: The planning stage of the pro­
ject included numerous activities designed to create good public relations 
between the project and the community. These activities established a net­
work of support and public interest for the issues being raised by the ACLD­
R&D Project. Because of the extensive groundwork done at this time, an 
excellent community relationship was developed and maintained throughout 
the project. 

Inter and Intra Component Planning Sessions: The planning stage of 
the ~roject was a time for idea exchanging, procedure and policy writing, 
format development and overall structuring of the foundation and workings 
of the ACLD-R&D Project. Throughout this phase, the interactions between 
ACLD, Educational Testing Service and National Center for State Courts 
were characterized by high productivity and excellent rapport .. 

SUMMARY OF PROBLEMS FROM THE NATIONAL PROJECT OFFICE 

1. ADMINISTRATIVE 

The primary administrative problem was mainly in the realm of lo­
gistics. They were staggering from the initiation of the project. Most 
activities appeared to be of equal importance and equally complex. 

Gaining the cooperation of key agencies at each site consumed many' 
hours of travel and meetings. In most cases, each participating school 
district's Board of Education was approached by representatives of both 
gran~s. Numerous meetings were conducted with key individuals from the' 
courts \ corrections, educational agencies and advisory groups. In one 
school district, the School Board requested (and we acquiesced) the In­
formed Consent letters to parents be written in both Spanish and English. 
This was done to be certain that all paren~s would understand the purpose 
of their son/daughter's participation. The problems and solutions of gain­
ing Informed Consent were well documented in quarterly progress reports 
to NIJJDP. 

The assignment of case loads to LD Specialists by geographical area 
was the next 'major logistic. The sample popUlation was particularly 



• transient at the Phoenix site. Throughout the months of remediation, 
scheduling was an administrative headache. One practical aid was a 
Student Tracking Form devised for the LD Specialists to track their 
caseloads. 

2. PROGRAM 

a. A major program problem was one of circumstances beyond 
our control. The sample population, according to the project's design, 
was to be 12-16 year old juvenile delinquents. As it turned out, the 
average age ,of the sample population was 15.2 years when they started 
in the program. By the fall of 1978, most of those participating were 
16.2 - 18.0 years of age. 

Few of the juveniles had received special services for their LD. 
By and large, the LD adolescent who does not receive any assistance dur­
ing the elementary school years, develops severe emotional problems. So, 
the staff were faced with writing an academic treatment program for a 
multi-handicapped population. The difficulty was developing resource 
materials that could be adapted to the varying deficits; but material 
whose content would be interesting to the older adolescent. The point 
is, an academic treatment model is difficult to implement and conduct 
with the older adolescent especially when one is restricted to present­
ing, stri,ctly acade;nic intervention to a .population that has experienced 

• academic failure all their school years. 

• 

b. The second program problem was lack of feedback from the 
Formative Evaluator. The most constructive feedback would have been from 
the Monthly Activity Tally reports. Unfortunately, the data was not 
translated in any form from the researcher to the program staff . 

. Program modifications were made through the Program Director's 
assessments and evaluations of each site's on-going remediation pro­
gram. Additional technical assistance was issued by the Project Office. 
This assistance was produced by the Project Director's surveying the 
Monthly Activity Tally reports, site evaluations and making recommenda­
tions from the information available. However, more formal information. 
on th~ progress of the program from the evaluator would have been very 
benefic~al. 
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Program 
Component 

Student 

Teacher 

Instruction 

Program 

.. 

Setting \ 

Total 

Problems cited by Program Directors According to 
Program Component and Problem Category· 

Problem 

Attendance/Absenteeism 
Delinquency 
Behavioral Control 
Educational Progress 
Attrition 
Total 

Student Rapport 
Relationship with Others 
Morale 
Performance 
Attrition 
Personal Matters 
Total 

Quality (Overall) 
Scheduling 
Process/Content 
Materials 
Total 

Access/Coordination 
Management. 
Policies 
Physical Space 
Support Staff 
Public Relations 
Personal Development (Staff) 
Total 

Environment 
Social/Political Mileau 
Funding 
Research/Evaluation Reactivity 
Total 

Number 

27 
15 

7 
1 

30 
80 

11 
3 

11 
22 
39 

7 
93 

6 
73 
12 

4 
95 

22 
31 
25 
10 
10 
18 

9 
125 

8 
1 
6 

83 
98 

491 

aLess than 1 percent • 

*Based on a personal communication from the Evaluator. 

TABLE IV 

Percent 

5 
3 
1 
a 
6 

16 

2 
1 
2 
4 
8 
1 

19 

1 
14 

2 
1 

19 

4 
6 
5 
2 
2 
4 
2 

25 

2 
a 
1 

17 
21 

100 



• Ten Categories of Significant Events and Problems 
Cited Most Frequently by Progra:m Directors of the LD/JD Project* 

Significant Events Problems 

Sc~eduling Research/Evaluation Reactivity 

Research/Evaluation Reactivity Scheduling 

Policies Attrition (Teacher) 

Access/Coordination Management 

Performance (Teacher) Attrition (Student) 

Pul:llic Relations Attendance/Absenteeism 

Edu':ational Progress Policies 

• Attrition (Teacher) Performance (Teacher) 

Delinquency Access/Coordination 

Behavior Control Public Relations 

• 

.. 

*Based on a personal communication from the Evaluator. 

• TABLE V 

-- -- ....... 
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C. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

I. CONCLUSIONS 

Historical Summary: The remediation program was implemented to 
test the value of diagnosing and treating LD as a tool to prevent delin­
quency and/or as a rehabilitative treatment program. The ultimate pur­
pose of the project was to provide information to assist in the develop­
ment of informed policy with respect to learning disabilities and juve­
nile delinquency. The purpose of the remediation program was to create 
a vehicle (a) to measure the impact of remediation on the educational 
performance of school related attitudes of LD juvenile delinquents; and 
(b) to assess the effects of remediation on subsequent delinquency. The 
program model was based on the hypothesis that LD plus school failure 
plus social stress equals juvenile delinquency. Therefore, the remedia­
tion program had three major objectives for its sample population: (1) 
increase academic achievement; (2) change school attitudes; and (3) re­
duce delinquent activity. 

The results of the effects of the remediation program and research 
data have been thoroughly documented in a series of reports by Broder and 
Dunivant. Two of the reports are: An Evaluation of the Effectiveness of 
the ACLD Remediation Program in Improving the Educational Achievement of 
Learning Disabled Juvenile Delinquents, National Center for State Courts, 
Williamsburg, Virginia, May 1981; and Preventing Delinquency Among Learn­
ing Disabled Juvenile Delinquents: Evaluation of the ACLD Remediation 
Program, National Center for State Courts, Williamsburg, Virginia, July 
1981. 

Some extremely important results of the remediation program and 
research data are now evident. First, the data indicate there is defini­
tive evidence that LD youth engage in significantly more delinquent be­
havior than non-LD youth. Second, the school failure hypothesis was 
pretty much confirmed. Third, the remediation improved reading and 
arithmetic achievement test performance. The point of dramatic gains 
was where at least 55-65 hours of remediation had been received. Over­
all gains were found for written language expression skills. Remedia­
tion was most effective for younger delinquents with low performance 
ability\and for older juveniles with high performance ability. The de­
linquents with high pre-test arithmetic achievement scores gained more 
than did those with low pre-test scores. Overall, the remediation pro­
gram was more effective for the LD delinquents than the non-LD delin­
quents. Fourth, change in school attitude was minimal. Fifth, the 
remediation program participants evidenced in post-testing a signifi­
cant decline in delinquent activity compared to the control group. 
There was a threshold effect \i;r;:.,en the juveniles received at least 35 
hours of remediation. Finally, the program was conducted as designed. 

The ACLD-R&D remediation program results indicate that certain 
academic intervention will rehabil~tate LD delinquents. Additional 



4i' results suggest that with early identification and the same type inter­
vention future delinquency could be prevented among children with LD. 

• 

• 

The conclusions are of significant import in relation to the 
continuing increase of juvenile crime; the incidence of LD in both 
officially non~delinquent and adjudicated delinquent populations; 
and the serious social and economic costs of crime which could be 
drastically reduced by appropriate remediation programs. 

II. RECOMMENDATIONS 

Remediation Program Recommendations: 

Evaluate to determine specific learning disabilities and the 
adolescent's primary learning modality. 

Develop individualized learning plans. 

Develop a plan that focuses on the strengths of this modality, 
teach to the strength and not the weakness. 

Develop a plan that allows for at least 50 hours of remediation 
work in a school year. 

When possible, have remediation relate to school subjects and 
school activities. 

Provide lots of structure. Design a highly structured environ­
ment for the youth. 

Work in a neutral environment that is free of distractions. 

Work ~n short 20-minute sessions rather than in longer blocks 
of time. 

Design a variety of program modifications to the ACLD model 
such as social skills training, motivational development, 

~ vocational skills training and, where possible, work experi-
~nce/on the job training. . 

Develop techniques to avoid teacher and student "burn-out." 

Policy Recommendations 

The establishment of adequate psychoeducational testing programs 
in the lower school grades in order to diagnose learning disa­
bilities at the earliest possible age. 

Provision of appropriate individualized programs in the school 
systems that will correct or minimize the problems of learning­
disabled youngsters. 

___ ---'--__ .~ ____ _'__."---'-'-__ '"' _"' __ ~-"""_' ;"~.1f;';" o~ 
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Demonstration, evaluation and refinement of the ACLD remediat:';'on 
model. 

The development within court systems of clinical services which 
can detect learning-disabled children who have escaped earlier 
detection. 

The development of inservice training programs for law enforce" 
ment, courts and institutional staff to detect learning disa­
bilities and problems. 

The development of uniform policy and programs between the educa­
tional and juvenile justice systems. 

In sum, looking at our national school drop-out rate and recidi­
vism rate in the juvenile justice system, we seem to be compounding 
failure rather than building on success. In short, the old attitudes, 
cliches, myths, and dogmas are not working. Clearly, we need to take 
a new look at those factors that lead youth into trouble, failure, and 
an ever-increasing drain on their collective potential and on society.'s 
~bility to foot the costs. 

To effect~vely serve the LD youth, there must be a combined co­
operative effort of staff and pub.lic officials who can create, imple­
ment, conduct, and fund an appropriate service delivery program for 
this high risk group of youth. 
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• APPENDIX 

DIAGNOSTIC TEACHING S1ttATEGIES 
k~t: 

y~~t%C~tf¥'r':rON CODE 

DtAGN~gTIC TEACHING STRATEGIES 
~,.,-,..;:..-.~r:::-----'" -

Sequencing Instruction 

Make teaching decisions based on each juvenile's mastery of specific 
objectives. 

Attention 

The attention of some juveniles wander from time to time. Some may 
be prompted to day-dream more than usual because they do not understand 
the topic or the directions for the learni.ng activity. In these instances, 
revise instructions into simpler language. 

The way in which instructional materials are used may also produce 
unnecessary distractions for some. When this is the case, try using a page 
marker or a mask to hide all but the areas the juvenile is actually working 
on. 

• Perhaps the most frequent problem related to attention span is the 
actual length of time a juvenil~ is capable of giving to a particular 
learning task. Sometimes merely reorganizing the time devoted to various 
lesson activities will give a better learning experience. A 20-minute 
lesson might be divided like this: 

5 minutes 
2-3 minutes 

7 minutes 
5 minutes 

Develop a new concept or skill 
Discuss and give directions 
Drill or other reinforcement 
Game or activity related to lesson 

Organize lessons into mini-blocks so the student can give more of 
himself to the lesson. Adapt an approach that is comfortable for you 
and that the student responds to best. 

\ 

Concept Development 

Concept development is important in each academic basic skill area 
of the student's experience. You must decide whether the juvenile under­
stands the concept. One concept development sequence that has been es­
pecially successful with students who have difficulty understanding is 
to present the idea in three stages: The manipulative stage, the pictorial 
stage, and the symbolic stage. Special emphasis on the initial manipula­
tive stage helps students make the mental leap to the pictorial and syrn-

• bolic (look-see-say) stage. 
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After teaching a lesson, measure the juvenile's deficiencies, state 
achievement expectations for that lesson, and explain them to the juvenile. 
In this way, the juvenile can remove the deficiency and bring him or her to 
the level of expected performance. 

Memory 

Remembering is related to an adolescent's ability to pay attention and 
understand concepts and to his or her learning rate. Being able to retrieve 
basic facts quickly from memory is important to success in most topics. Many 
students' handicaps affect the speed with which they think or their ability 
to abstract must over learn basic facts and other memory-related information. 

Learning Rate 

Learning rates vary from student to student. What you can do is: 
.(1) keep him or her in mind when you prepare a lesson, (2) diagnose 
deficiencies and state expectations clear~y. 

·uelayed Language 

Juveniles whose language developmeut has been delayed for one reason 
or another will need more DO-SEE activities. 

Fine Motor Problems 

Juveniles with fine motor problems will have difficulty with mani­
pulatives and writing activities. A peer tutor or "buddy" can be es­
pecially helpful in these kinds of activities. 

TEACHING HOW TO LEARN TIPS 

Dictionary-Pictionary 

Help the adolescent make his or her own collection of examples of 
vocabulary or picture models of concepts. This will give the child easy 
access· to a reference model and make it possible to complete a task even 
if he~or she cannot remember how to b~gin. 

Visual Prompts 

Visuals such as charts, checkpoints of steps 1n a procedure, the use 
of color, etc., can help students learn. 

Overlearning 

Check after instruction for retention of concepts, facts, and pro­
cedures. 

____ --'~_' ...;.'---,--_' '_-___ -"--'.~-..... , ... _u.,," .............. '"~ .... ,!.a~ 



~ Competition 
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Avoid competition in timed activities. Instead use timed activities 
so that the juvenile races against his or her own best time. 

Practical Application 

Making practical applications of concepts makes learning easier. 
Use the classroom store or newspaper, sports statistics, etc. 

Strengths and Interests 

Focus on juvenile's strengths and interests. Begin a lesson with a 
topic of juvenile's interest or with a previously demonstrated 8tr~ngth 
to help develop.sel~-concept and to motivate him or her. 

Encouragement 

Use praise and encouragement to reward positive growth. When cor­
recting written and oral responses, indicate correct and acceptable work 
before revealing a strategy to deal with errors. 

Diagnostic Intervi~~ 

A diagnostic interview can help pinpoint the source of a juvenile's 
frustration, lack of understanding, or interest and put you in a better 
position to clarify, remed~ate, and provide instruction • 

. .. 



I • 

4ItPRESCRIPTION CODE - TASK ANALYSIS APPROACH 
(Breakdown of Basic Academic Skills) 

Language 

11.00 
11.01 
11.02 
l1.02A 
l1.02B 
11.02C 
11.02D 
11.02E 
11.02F 
l1.02G 
11.02H 
11.03 

• 

·1l.03A 
l1.03B 
l1.03C 
l1.03D 
11.03E 
11. 03F 
11.03G 
11.03H 
11.031 
11.04 
11.04A 
1l.04B 
l1.04C 
11.05 
11.06 

• 

11.07 
11.08 

12.00' 
12.01 .. 
12.02 
12.03 
12.04 
12.05 
12.06 
12.07 
12.08 
12.09 
12.10 

Receptive Language 
Phonology 
Morphology 

Nouns 
Verbs 
Pronol:lns 
Adjectives 
Adverbs 
Prepositions 
Possessives 
Conjunctions 

Semantics 
Word Association-Synonyms, Antonyms, Homonyms, Puns, Multiple Meanings 
Logical Statements 
Classification 
Verbal Analogies 
Inclusion-Exclusion (some, none, all, etc.) 
Detect Errors 
Non-Literal Understanding (idiom, metaphor, simile, proverb) 
Problem-Solving 
Use of Articles 

Syntax 
Word Order 
Types of Sentences 
Transformations 

Receptive Vocabulary (meaning of words) 
Oral Comprehension (facts, main ideas, concepts through listening 
activities) . 
Vocabulary Building 
Oral Recall 

Expressive Language 
Phonology 
Morphology (See 11.02 - A through H) 
Semantics (See 11.03 - A through I) 
Syntax (See 11.04 - A through e) 
Basic Word Definitions 
Articulation 
Vocabulary Building 
Discussion and/or Conversation Skills 

-Building Rapport Through Discussion 
Oral Reading 



• 
;Reading: 

21.00 
21.01 
21.02 
21.03 
21.04 
21.05 
21.06 
21.07 
21.08 
21.09 
21.10 
21.11 
21.12 

22.00 

• 

•• 

21.13 
21.14 
21.15 

22.01 
22.02 
22.03 
22.03A 
22.03Al 
22.03A2 
22.03A3 
22.03A4 
22.03B 
22.03Bl 
22.03B2 
22.03B3 
22.03B4· 
22.04 .. 
22.04A 
22.04B 
22.04C 
22.040 
22.04E 
22.04F 
22.04G 
22.05 
22.05A 
22.0SB 
22.0SC 
22.050 
22.0SE 

comprehension 
Main Ideas 
Sequence (time, place, ideas, events, steps) 
Comparison 
Inference 
Distinguish Fact and Fiction: Fact and Opinion 
Character Traits 
Sense Relationships (time, place, cause-effect, events, characters) 
Anticipate Outcomes 
Recognize Author's Tone, Mood, Intent--Interpret Emotions 
Draw Conclusions; Make Generalizations 
Critical Judgments 
Word Meanings (Antonyms, Synonyms, Homonyms, Multiple Meanings, 
Figurative Meanings) 
Basic Word Definitions 
Reading With Accuracy 
Specific Factual Information 

Word Attack 
. Sight Vocabulary 
Context Clues 
Phonetic Analysis 

Consonants 
initial, medial, final 
consonant blends 
consonant digraphs 
silent consonants 

Vowels 
short 
long 
digraphs 
diphthongs 

Structural Analysis 
compound Words 
Contractions 
Inflectional Endings 
Suffixes 
Prefixes 
syllables 
Stressed syllables 

Dictionary Skills 
Alphabetizing 
Use of Guide Words 
Definitions-Multiple Word Meanings 
Pronunciation 
Special usage (abbreviations, plurals, homonyms, etc.) 
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23.00 

23.01 . 
23.02 
23.02A 
23.02B 
23.02C 
23.02D 
23.02E 
23.03 
23.04 
23.05 
23.06 
23:07 
23.08 
23.09 

Spelling 

31.00 
32.00 

32.01 

• 32.02 
32.02A 
32.02B 
32.02C 
32.03 

Written Language 

41.00 
41.01 
41.02 
41.03 

42.00 .. 
42.01 
42.02 \ 

42.03 
42.04 
42.05 
42.0SA 
42.05B 
42.0SC 
42.06 
42.06A 
42.06B . • 42.0GC 
42.06D 

Study Skills 
Following Directions 
Using' Reference Sk~ls 

Table of Contents and Index 
Dictionary 
Encyclopedia 
Glossary 
Library 

Outlining 
Skimming 
Note Taking 
Reading Schedules 
Map Reading 
Vocabulary Building 
Applications and Forms 

Oral 
Written 
Sound Symbol In~egration (phonic) 
Structural Analysis 

Root + Affix 
Root + Inflectional Ending 
Syllabication 

Vocabulary Building 

Productivity 
Mechanics 
Appearance 
Copying with Accuracy 

Syntax 
Word Order 
Noun-Verb Agreement 
Verb Tense 
Descriptive Words (adjective, adverb) 
Sentence Variety. 

Simple 
Compound 
Complex 

Paragraph Formation 
Topic Se~tence 
Development (supporting details) 
Transitions 
Conclusions 
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43.00 

43.01 

43.02 
43.03 

43.04 

43.05 

44.00 
44.01 

Arithmetic 

51.00 
51.01 
5l.0lA 
51.01B 
5l.01C 
51. OlD 
51. OlE • 51.02 
5l.02A 
51.02B 
51.02C 
5l.02D 
51.03 
51.03A 
51.03B 
51. 03C 
5l.03D 
51.04 
51.04A 
5l.04B 
51. 04C· ~ 
51.040 ~ 

51.04E 
5l.04F 
51.05 
5l.0SA 
51.05B 
51.0SC 
51.050 
51.05E 
51.0G 

• 5l.0GA 
51.06B 
5l.0GC 
51. aGO 
51. aGE 

Abstraction - Ideation 
Concrete-descriptive (simple descriptions, names of objects 
simple sentences, denotation of size, color, appearance) 
Concrete-imaginative (infer ideas, generalize) 
Abstract-descriptive (stories dealing with time and sequence, 
characters assigned roles) 
Abstract-imaginative (stories with plot, imaginative setting 
figures of speech, moral values, continuity, relationships) 
~dvanc~~ Factual. Writing (summaries, book reports) 

Vocabulary 
Vocabulary Building 

Computation 
Addition of Whole Numbers 

No regrouping 
Regrouping 
Vertical 
Horizontal 
Columns 

. Subtraction 
No regrouping 
Regrouping 
Vertical 
Horizontal 

Multiplication 
No regrouping 
Regrouping 
Vertical 
Horizontal 

Division 
Even 
Remainder 
Set up for student 
Student sets up 
Averaging 
2 Digit Divisors 

Fractions 
Factoring Numbers 
Reducing to lowest terms 
Equivalent factors 
Decimal equivalents 
Percentage equivalents 

Addition of Fractions 
Like denominators 
Unlike denominators 
Mixed numbers 
Vertical 
Horizontal 

'1 

I' 
I 
I 
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51.07 Subtraction of rractions 
51.07A Like denominators 
5l.07B Unlike denominators 
5l.07C Mixed numbers r 

51.07D Vertical I, 51.07E Horizontal 
51.08 Multiplication of Fractions 

I 51.08A Simple fractions 
. 51.08B Mixed numbers ! 

51.09 Division of Fractions 
5l.09A Simple fractions 
5l.09B Mixed numbers 
51.10 Addition of Decimals I 

51. lOA No regrouping I 
! ' 

51. lOB Regrouping ! 

I' 5l.l0C Vertical , ' 

51.l0D Horizontal 
51.l0E Columns I. 

51.11 Subtraction, of Decimals 
51.llA No regrouping , ' 

51.11B Regrouping I. 

51.11C Vertical • 51.1lD Horizontal 
51.12 Multiplication of Decimals 
5l.l2A No regrouping 
5l.l2B Regrouping 
S1.l2C Vertical 
51.120 Horizontal 
51.13 Division of Decimals 
51.l3A Even 
5l.l3B Remainder 
51.13C Decimal in division 
51.130 Set up for student 
51.l3E. Student sets up . 
51.14 Percent 
51.14;\' Application 
S1.l4B , Changing percents to decimals 
5l.l4C Changing decimals to percents 
51.140 Changing percents to fractions .. 
51.15 Measurement 
51.1SA Linear 
Sl.lSB Liquid 
51.l5C Weight 
51.150 Dry 
51.l5E Metric 
51.l5F Temperature 

• 5l.l5G Time (e.g., Calendar) 



.' 
51.16 
51.17 
51.18 
51.19 
51.20 
51.21 
51.22 
51.23 
51.23A 
51.23B 
5l.23C 
5l.23D 
5l.23E 
51.23F 
51.23G 
51.24 
51.25 
51.26 
51.27 
51.28 

52.00 • 52.01 
52.02 
52.03 
52.04 
52.05 
52.06 
52.07 
52.08 
52.09 
52.10 
52.11 
52.12 

53.00 .. 
53.01 ~ 

53.02 
53.03 
53.04 
53.05 

54.00 
54.01 

• 

Telling Time (clock skills) 
Money 
Square Root 
Exponents 
Ratio 
Graphs 
Interest 
Geometry 

Shapes-Recognition 
Circumference of a Circle 
Perimeter 
Area 
Angles 
Volume 
Surface 

Accuracy in computations 
Solving mathematical equations 
Changing decimals to fractions 
Changing decimals to percents 
Algebra 

Concepts 
Counting 
One to one correspondence 
Numerals 
Sets 
Seriation 
Spatial relations 
Place value 
Odd-even numbers 
Properties (commutative, associative, distributive) 
Symbol/Abbreviations 
Roman Numerals 
Terminology 

Problem Solving Math 
Mental arithmetic 
One step word problems 
Two step word problems 
Problems with irrelevant information 
Problems with missing information 

Motivation 
General motivational activities 
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Perceptual Modalities 

61.00 Visual Perception 
61.01 Acuity 
61.02 Discrimination 
61.03 Memory 
61.04 Sequential Memory 
61.05 Figure-Ground Discrimination 
61.06 Form and Object Constancy 

62.00 Auditory Perception 
62.01 Acuity 
62.02 Discrimination 
62.03 Memory 
62.04 Sequential Memory 
62.05 Figure-Ground Discrimination 

63.00 Kinesthetic 
63.01 Fine Motor 
63.02 Gross Motor 
63.03 Laterality 

• 63.04 Directionality 
63.05 Spatial 

64.00 Tactile 

.. 

. . 
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