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Grant No. 2597-1-75
Awarded by the California Office of Criminal Justice Planning

to the Sonoma Countj Probation Departmént;
Statement by the Project Director

The purpose of this report is to summarize the results of the research
supported by this grant and to make these results available to other agencies
and individuals who share our concernkfor youth who are handicapped by a
specific learhing disability.

‘The research conducted by the consultants to this project comprises
the largest systematic study ever undertaken to identify.youth entering the -
Juvenile Justice system who have a clearly diagnosed learning disability.
A test battery to identify learning disabilities was administered to 250 youths
and the resuits dramatically'eméhasize the high percentagé of those learning
disabled &outh‘in this group. ThiS'particular test battery developed by
Drs. John Podboy'and William Mallory will be especiélly valuable to anyone
concerned with séreening for learning disabilities. I am confident that
this model and the attendant procedures for administering and evaluating the
tests provide a giant step forward in our efforts to identify learning dis-
abled youth. They'will also materially enhance our abiiity to provide ap=
propriate remedial services expeditiously and in an econ0mical manner.

All thi$ was not easily accomplished. As has been pointed out by -

Mr. Mulligan, former Chief Probation,Officer, Sonoma County héd Previously
requested funds for this grant to proVide for a multi—year‘program. This

program would be designed to not only identify youth with learning disabilities,



but also to divert them out of the Juvenile Justice system and provide them with
services to remediate their prohlems. When funds were finally authorized fhey
were to be available for one year only and were to provide_only testing séry?ces -
no treatment, and no diversion'- not even money for support services. Ho%é{er, we

. o . |
were confident that even these limited funds couid provide a unique opporéunity

/A

to research learning disabilities in the Juvenile Justice system population aﬁd’
we proceeded post haste to get the program under way. At fhis time we overlooked
the néed to §hange the project title and'burpose! to more appropriately identify ‘
the work which could be accomplished with the limited funds available bﬁt this"
oversight was more than compensated for by éood fortune in attracting consultant
Psychologists to the projecte. We recruited from the most qualified and experienced
professionals available., The three ultimately selected were recognized in their
professibns,as premier practitionmers: Virginia Wiegand, Ph.D., research~psycholo~
gist, whose most recent experience inqluded several years with Stanford Research
Institute, Palo Alto, Calif.; John Podboy, Ph.D., clinical psychologisﬁ at‘So;oma'
- State Hospital, Eldridge, Calif.; with years of experience in thekaséeésment'and

treatment of the developmentally disabled while earnihg a well-deserved reputation

for professional competence and dedication on behalf of those patients eatrusted - 'ﬁf

to his care; and William Mallory, Ph.D., zlso staff psjchologist at Soroma State

Hospital, whose specialty is the neurologically handicapped youth; his’experienCe

and gualifications include an Assistant Professorship at~tﬁe Bféih4Beha;ﬁ6r Researchc>‘

Center at Sonoma State ifovspital, affiliated'with the Langlgx;%orte:.Neuropsychiétricf‘

Institute and the University of California at Saﬁ Francisco.  In fh; Vernaculérioff ‘7

athletics tﬁis‘is a varsity crew of proven championship caliber. J |
HOWeVer,'once thé project was'sﬁaffed, organized,kand téSting pro¢8dufesig

were operational, it became obvious to ail concefned thét}the,resgurces reQui:ed ",

R R Lo &
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to meet the ambitious goals of ail the project staff Werefnot available and

could not be made available with the constraints of time and the limited fund-

ing available to the project.

Therefore, during a meeting held at the Los Guilicos center in early

§7January 1977, vwhich was attended by the project staff as well as Mary Williams,

analyst OCJP Reglon E, it was unanimously agreed that the basic research being
pursued by Dr. Wiegand would be abandoned since it had been demonstrated to be
inappropriéte and inconsistent with the goals of the project and that the testing
of the youths would be accelerated to the maximum permitted by available re-
SOUrces;_that the number one pridrity of the project would be to develop a re-
vised battery which would provide reliable data but could be administered in a
Juvenile hall facility by probation officers or othérs with minimal training in
testing techniques and completed routinely within a limifed period of time -
ideally in no more than one hour. These revised objectives were fully achieved
due to the competence, dedication and perseverance of Drs. Podboy and Mallory,
together with the assistance provided by others such as Drs. Tom Cocke and Tony
qulloni of Sonoma State College. Also, Joyce Bol and Claire Delanty provided
qlérical support’ and Steve Northam served‘as special consultant to the project.
The@evindividuals all contributed many hours of unpaid overtime. However, special
mention should be made of Dr. Podboy who devoted every possible moment to some

aspect of thebprogram. In fact, Dr. Podboy has literally lived this project

“for'the past 15 months, and to him goes special credit for his outstanding work

~in achieving‘the goals and objectives of this project.

There are many others, too numerous to mention, who contributed directly

or indirectly to the proaect however, Dr. Francis Crinella, Executlve Director

. of Fa1rv1ewfstate Hospital, provided uniquely valuable advice at'varlous stages

of the program. We received essential,continuing advice from Mr. Ray Gfady and

idi



his staff at OCJP Region E, without which the project would never have - succeeded.
My own involvemenf with this project has been a very rewarding'experience. I
’ am especially impressed with the potential for the revised test battery and the
enthusiasm with which educators such as Drs. Cooke and Apolloni of Sonoma State
College and Dr. Robert Reiland of the Sonomaz County Superintendent of Schools office
endorse the concept of coordinated efforts to address the needs of learning dis-
abled individuals. |
wae;er, two facts concerningn"LD” youth are being conéﬁantly reaffirmed.
First,’although only a minor percentage of the totél pdpulation is "1earning
disabled" a disproportionately high percentagézof youth who are acting‘ouf their
frustrations are also learning disabled.’ Secondly; if in the foreseeable future
we are to provide remedial services to those LD youth who need help the most, theﬂ
% the leadership and incentives required to initiste and implement such prégrams
must be provided by the juvenile justice system. Only when the justice system
is providing the necessary leadership and all other respounsible agencies are co-
operating fully in coordinated programs to idéntify and remédiate the problems
will our conmunities meet the challenges posed hy the learning disabled in our
midst.
Finally, attention should be called to the fact that Drs. John Podgoy and
Williem Maliory are primarily responsible for the preparation of thislreport,
and credit should be directed to them for sPeci?ic matters of content.
To each and every one who contribufed,‘a siﬁcere“"thank you for your efforts!
and congratulations for the putstanding achievements of this projec?.

» Frarnes”™
Project Director
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Abstract
A relatively brief, inexpensive (45~50 minute) test battery was devised and vali=
dated to identify learning disabilities in a sample of 250 youths who had been de-
tained in Juvenile Hall. '"Learning disabilities" (LD) is a complex of disturbances
of behavior, most typically manifested in classroom or structured learning situa-
tions.
A rigorously constructed ¢lassification system was developed which considered IQ,
severalbreading factors, and various other language measures. According to this
system, it was found that 48.9% of the sample were learning disabled (ID), 13.3% ¢
were developmentally disabled (DD) and only 37.8% were not learning disabléd (NLD).
These findings do not firmly establish an "LD/JD Link'. They do offer, however,
clear support based on the largest sample to date in a study in this area, that
the incidence of learning disabilities in the delinquent population is consider-
ably greater ﬁhan in the general population}
Now that a quick, accurate means of identifying disabled youths among the delin-
quent population has been established, and having identified competent practi-
tioners in the area of remediation, it becomes a crucial next step to establish
a program of testing delinguent youth,’identifying those who are learning disabled,

and channeling them into appropriate programs of remediation.

.S
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Preface A

For approximately the past eleven years, I have had a personal
concern regarding the correlation between learning disabilities and
delinquency. In 1968, with the help of the Sonoma County School Guidance
Department, we developed a screening procedure to determine a child's
IQ and his specific learning disability. However, the children tested
were primarily those with a long history of delinquency or those who we
had reason to believe had a learning disability. Therefore, it was not
a truly controlled,experimental approach.

In an effort to develop a truly experimental approach, we applied
for and received a grant from the Office of Criminal Justice Plamning
in the amount of $45,333.00. These funds were used to employ three con-
sulting psychologists on a part-time basis, clerical support, testing
materials‘and other supplies. |

The psychologists were hired in July, 1976. It was soon evident
that standardized testing procedures were too time-consuming and were
not diagnostic for the juveﬁile delinguent population. Consequently;
considerable time was spent by the consulting psychologists to research
and develop a 1earning disabilities screening battery specifically de-
signed for the juveniie delinquent population.

It was neéessary to‘test children on a random selection basis and
a totél of 250 children were tested for learning disabilifies. We found
that this provided a good cross-section éf the total children detained
for delinguency and,;as you will note, the report amply demonstrates that

there is a high correlation between learning disabilities and delinquency.

.

- w:il]ﬁ Mulligan
Chi >‘roba§ §on?f 1iCer ﬁﬁed

i
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Preface B

The present endeavor has offered challenge, stimulation and reward
t; its participants from its inception. The challenges of the préject
have been as numerous as the multifaceted elements of juvenile delin-,
quency. The sources of stimulation have been as varied as the clusters
of characteristics we refer to as learning disabilities. The rewards
of the project, however, have beéﬁ its most notable accéméamiméﬁt. These
rewards have grown out of the Teeling of a job well;ﬁcné‘alﬁﬁg with the
hope that the results of the praject will contribute in some small w&?,
to improving what learning disabled youths in danger of becoming delin-
auent can expect from our legal and educational instituﬁions.

The cooperative professional interaction and blending of expertise
between the staff of the Sonoma County Probation Department and the Area
of Special Education at Sonoma State College has clearly contributed to
the overall exciting nature of the undertaking. We at the State College
eagerly accepted the invitafion of John H. Barnes and his colleagies
within the Probation Department to become involved in the project.
Certainly, the benefits accruing from our cooperation have been reciprocal
as they have been plentiful. The vast social significance invol#ed in
shedding additional empirical light on the link between juvenile delin-
quency and learning disabilities demands precisely the variety of inter-
disciplinary collaboration which has characterized the present project.
The time is past when singlé minded theories or intervention strategies
can be expected to sbl&e complex social problems. Certainly a population

about whom so little is known as that of the learning disabled potential
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~fjuvenilé offender merits the combined and wutually supportive attention

of special educators,; psychologists, and the entire juvenile justice system.

This final report on the project should add to what is known about
the learning disabled characteristics of youth in danger of becoming

delinquent. The concept of a strategically developed test battery to

- detect and diagnose learning disabilities in youths who appear to be

headed for difficulties with law enforcement agencies is timely and
promiging, When the learning styles of these youths can be validly
assessed, when their academic and social behavioralkrepertcires'can be

monitored in relationship to relevant environmental demands, only then

“can reliably effective and accountable intervention strategies be de-

veloped to remediate learning disabilities and thereby mitigate the

~probability that the learning disabled youth will resort to delinquent

behavior.

Thus, the present developmental period of the project, while re-
warding in its sénse of closure, contains renewed challenges and addi—
tional stimulating gquestions. The concept of a diagnostic battery as
thus far developed within the project represents ayvaluable first step
in plans to prevent and feduce juvenile crime.‘ The next significant
steps’must witness the development of innovative educationél methods

built upon the precseding diagnoses to remediate the learning problems

which seem so 1likely to contribute to juvenile delinguency. A valuable

test battery has been developed, field tested and modified during the

course of this project. Next, the external validity and predictive

‘power of the battery should be assessed through'additional pilot studies.



The test data become of even greater applied value if it can be

transleted into effective intervention strategles. Therefore, the

~ participants of the project reported herein are currently making concerted

efforts to secure support for this next step. Certainly there is good.
reason to believe that the remediation of learning disabilities in
potentially delinqﬁ;nt youth may ameliorate many of the envirommental :
conflicts which enhance the probability of a full delinquent fepertoiréa ;
In youths whb have already become delinduent, the remediation of learning
disabilities and the development of competent academic and social
repertoires Should vastly improve their future life:chances in virtually
all domains.

These then represent our next tasbﬁ? To develop sufficient educa-
tional methodology to provide learning disabled youthé on the apparent
path to social conflict with some surVival mechanisms with which to
adapt their course in a more successful and happier leECﬁlOn.“

N7 R oo //@

Thomas -P. Cooke, Ph.D.
Coordinator of Special Education
Sonoma State College
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Introduction

Review of Current Literature

‘Current status of learning disabilities. Interest in '"learning

disabilities" has developed relatively recently, most dramatically since
the early 1960's. The'field has antecedehts to some extent, however,
in children who have been studied and diagnosed by the following labels
(Cruickshank, 1966, 1977; Hallahan and Cruickshank, 1973):
| brain-injured,
minimal neurological handicap,
S hyperkineticy

hyperactive,

"organic",

perceptual disability,

special learning problems,

langunage disorders,

dyslexia,

maturational lag,

minimal brain dysfunctioﬁ,

 neurophysiologicé1 immaturity, and

central nervous system (CNS) dysfunctibh.

Although the term "learning disabilityﬁ was first given widespread

recognition by Kirk in 1963, the concept did not evolve in one decade.

Werner and Strauss (1938) were arong the first to study the learning

‘characteristics of children with brain damage. Their work stimulated

. others to investigate this field. Stevens and Birch (1957) proposed that

children with'learning disabilities,be designated as suffering from the
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Strauss Syndrome, named after one of the above-mentioned investigatqrs
(Strauss and Lehtinen, 1947). The term neurophrenia was suggested by
Doll (1951), and the minimal cerebral dysfunction syndrome was proposed‘
by Bax and MacKeith (1963). Bender (1946, 1959, 1961) made a major con-
tribution to the diagnosis of understanding children with behavioral
problems related to neurological dysfunction. ‘A modified version of

the Bender Visual Motor Gestalt test is one of the subtests of the
battery developed by this project.

The term "learning disabilities" has met a significant;educationai
and clinical need by distinguishing between those persons who exhibit |
behavioral difficulties most noticeably in structured learning situations.
These individuals do not, in most cases, manifest "hard" neurological
signs sucﬁ as spastiéity, motor weakness or gross motor dysfunction,
but rather "soft" signs mosf readily appareﬁt in the usekof spoken or
written language.

Within a few years, interest in these conditions became nation-
wide. = A& society was formed called the Association for‘Ghildfen with g
Learning Disabilities (ACID), academic involvemqnt was initiatéd at all

levels, and the majority of states adopted official definitions of
learning disability for purposes of dealing with this disorder at’the
‘classroom level, Cufrently, learﬁihg diéébilities ha&e arrivédkatia
secure yet controversial position in the disciplinéé bf“psyéhglpgy,
education ahd medicine. As would be expeCted'with'such afreceﬁt'entry ,
into established domains, %here‘has,been'littléuagréemeﬁtkamongJPeresH

sional opinions.  In fact, according to Cruickshankk(1977) the term has
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been poorly understood by many professionals who should be knowledgeable
conc;rning this problem.  There is a congruence, nonetheless, about the
definition, adopted by the National Advisory Committee on Handicapped
Children. . This definition has served as a guideline for the Association
for Ghildren with Learning Disabilities and for most of the individual
séate legislatures. The definition reads as follows:

Children with special learning disabilities exhibit a disorder

in one or more of the basic psychological processes involved

in understanding or using spoken or writben languages.

g These may be manifested in disordérs of listening, thinking,

talking, reading, writing, spelling or arithmetic.. They

include conditions which have been referred to as perceptuai

handicéps, bfain injury, minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia,

developmental aphasia, etc. They do not include learning

probléms which are due to visual, hearing, or motor handicaps,

to mental retardation, emofional disturbance, or to environ-

ment disad%zantages (Hobbs, 1975, pp. 301-392).

Ihis guideline has led to the creation of public school classes

for children with learning problems though the classes are given

“different names in different states. The classes may bevreferred to

as minimal brain dysfunction (MBD) classes, classes for the educationally

- handicapped (EH), and classes for the learning disabled (ID). ~ Others

are described as classes for emotionally disturbed and/or brain injured

- (ED/BI) (Koppitz, 1971). There appears to be little actual difference

in terms of the behavioral constellations which these various programs
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attempt to modify. Nonetheless, some speculateithat this label is a
non—pejorative way for middle class Americans to remove their mildly
retarded children from embarrassing classroom situations. Similafly;
the argument has been made that many learning disabled children are, in
fact, mildly retarded, and that the label "learning disability" is a
convenient way of avoiding an admission of congenital inferiority.

Symptoms and types. Currently, learning disabilities are invariably

associated with language difficulties, either written or spoken. Thisb
project has repeatedly been referred to as the "dyslexia project!
verbally, in print, and on local tele&ision.

This'popular conception of learning disasbilities as dyslexia
focuses on reading problems.  However, the term dyslexia can’denote
anything from reading retardation or what was once called "word blind-
ness' (alexia) to specific reading disabilities of a mild nature.

Aphasia is g lesser known but‘more comprehensive term‘thén dyélexia»
sinée it includes Aifficulty of language use in any of its hany ﬁorms.
This diagnostic term iz similar to. dyslexia in that the range ofléeVerity
is great and-extends from oécasional word Clumsineés to a total inability
to use language in a comprehensive fashion..

The word "hyperkiheSis" is a third term enjoying populaf ﬁsage in
relation toilearning aisabilifies, referring typically'to exceSSivei
muscular movement. Although it is ofteﬁ used synonyﬁously.;ith hyper;
activity, the two’are actually guite diffefent. ‘HyperkinesiSLis feltlﬁo
have an organic base, fhat is,ydamage to brain,tissué,‘but.due to:the

diagnostic difficulties this damage is‘génerallyknor fﬁrther'specifiéd-, 
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The staff of the Sonoma County Probation Department point to an
inability to attend or concentrate, hypoactivity, dyspraxia (or impaired
coordination), lack of impulse control, and dysphoria (or a blunted
ability to experience pleasure) as additional symptoms manifested by
those they consider "learning disabled'!.

Etiological factors. The etiological factors which contribute to

~learning disabilities are a source of considerable controversy. The

range of potential causative factors varies from little more than in-
adequate reading instruction to neurclogically based information-
processing difficulties.

A review of the literature on learning disabilities (e.g., Hallahan

and Cruickshank, 1973) reveals a substantial emphasis on the neurological

corigin of difficulties. Regardless of one's theoretical allegiance,

those concerned with learning disabilities invariably encounter dys-

functions of perception and perceptual processing. This realization

leads to at least a consideration of neurclogical factors, although one

may choose to dismiss them entirely or minimize their importance. We

feel, however, that it would be highly unwise to totally dismiss out of

hand neurological factors in favor of alternative explangtions. For
example, while a diagnbsis that perceptual difficulties are primarily
emotional in origin may have merit, it does not rule out the contribution
of neurological or structural defects. The term‘”learning disgbilities”
has been préférred by parents especiaily as it is not sﬁigmatizing for
the child. Parents are acutely aware that learning disabilities are

not necessarily due to brain damage‘or‘retardation as many of the
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earlier terms implied. ZFor these reasons, the term "learning disabilities!
is quite acceptable to them.

The list bf the most f;equent labels used to circumscribe this dis-
order clearly implies a neurological or structural base. However, this
remains only conjecture, because of our inabilﬁty to establish a definite
relationship between the behavioral manifestations and actual brain
dysfunction (Small, 1973).

It may well be that much of the contradiction and inconsistency
concerning the learniné disabled population is due to a failure to
recognize the need for agreement concerning definition and accurate
classification. The term "learning disabilify" is without question the
most widely recognized term associated with this coﬁplex of disturbances
of learning and behavior, and the process of delineation w}thin this
‘general concept remains éctive.

Contrary to some opinion, it is impossible to distinguish on the
basis of behavioral observation alone, between a functionally "disabled!
person and one who is experiencing transieﬁt learning problems., This
must be determined by standardized péychodiagnostic methods. If a
disablement of learning is diagnosed, it can be delineated by subgroup
on the basis of expressive, receptive or integrative dysfunctiqn.‘,This:
Stfategy acéepts the‘popular usage of the ambiguous term ”leérning
disability" and attaches to it a diagnéStic qualification.- For example,
the child who has been unable to achieve the visual ﬁotéf integration

" required by the Block Design and the Bender Visual Motor Gestalt Test

may have a dysfunction of the integrative capacities and this should



&

15

be noted.

The adjective "minimal'' which continueé to be used in reference to
bfain damage or dysfunction aggravates many persons in this field. The
term was apparently introduced to distinguish between children with minimal
involvement as opposed to diffuse complications. Bax and MacKeith (1963)
suggested that children with learning disabilities be categorized as
having a minimal cerebral dysfunction syndrome. However, efforts in
this direction have proven to be unwieldy and unsuitable for educational
and legal purposes. At any rate, the term minimal seems inappropriate
because once this problem is finally detected, it can no longer be
called minimal. |

Recent projects regarding the ILD/JD link. In April of 1976, the

American Institutes of Research prepared a comprehensive study on this
subject for the National Institute fgr Juvenile Justice and Delinguency
Prevention in“the Office of Juvenile Justice aﬁd Delinquency Prevention,
a diviéion of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. This
report, entitled "The Link Between Learning Disabilities and Juvenile
Delinquency -~ Current Theory and Knowledge," provided an excellent
review of existing literature, expert opinion, and current theory, as
well as é review of all related demonstration projects. This extensive
report provided a solid jumping-off point for the project staff. Many

of the authors cited were contacted for detailed summaries of their

"studies and results which proved to be of invalilable assistance in

the design of the project.

The American Institutes of Research assessment of thisvproblem was



reduced to two major conclusions, the first of which is as follows:

"The cumulation of observational data reported by professionals

who work with delinquents warrants further, more systematic

exploration of the learning handicaps of delinquehts."

(Murray, et al., 1976).

The above conclugion was entirely consistent with the approacﬁM
taken by Chief William Mulligan, Mr. John H. Barnes and other staff
members of the Sonoma County Probation Department. Over the years, Mr.
Mulligan and his associates had advocated the proposition that an
inordinaﬁe number of the juvenile clients they served suffered from
learning disorders which resulted in serious consequences,; both in
personal and societal terms (Mulligan, 1969). Mulligan (1972; 1974)
concluded that failure, frustration and conflict wefe caused by this
disorder, as was the alienation in school gettings, the increasing in-
volvement in antisocial delinquent behavior, and the devastating price
paid in personal suffering.

The price paid by the learning disabled and those immediately
affected becomes even greater when we recognize that théyearly identifi-
cation and successful treatment of these youths is within the grasp of
our present knowledg;; The authors of the present project have become
aware of a great deal of anecdotal and subjective data from numerous
practitioners interviewed during the project. While this evidence falls

short of the requirements of scientific decision-msking, the accumulated
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wisdom of these persons was carefully conmsidered when the design of the :

.

project was formulated.
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The American Institutes of Research (1976) report emphasized

| learning handicaps as opposed to learning disabilities. It was felt

~that this terminology avoided the assumption of causality; that is,

learning difficulties may be caused by learning disabilities which, if
undiagnosed and untreated, could result in delinquency.

The second major conclusion of the AIR report was that:

"The existence of é caﬁsal relationship between learning

disabilities and delinguency has not been established; the

evidehce for a causal link is feeble."
The report underscored the fact that there is a paucity of data con-
cerning the LD/JD link, and the research to date has been with small
samples and a minimum of scienfific rigor.

Some studies have been repofted which screened for learning dis-
abilities during the diagnostic phase of the youths' encounters with
the juvenile justice system. Varying percentages of youth diagnosed as
learning disabled have been reported ranging from 22% to 90%. In all
probéﬁility, such a wide range is due to such factors as misdiagnosis,
overgeneralization, unsystematic procedures and fundamental differences

in the definition of learning disability. In some cases, no testing

whatever was performed, while in other studies psychometric, neurclogical

and electrophysiological data were all considered. The lack of uniform-
ity regarding'the criteria for "learning disgbilities" makes it difficuit
to analyze these relationships.

In one véry large program coperated by the Co;orado Division of

Youth Services (Murray, 1976), juveniles committed to the state received
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diagnostic screening‘that begins with audiometric and visual screening
examingtions. Achievement tests weredadministered, and the results,’
along with handwriting analyses, served as the basis for decision-
making concerning other testing. A decision-making paradigm was used
such that if the youth does poorly on the reading, spelling, or mathe-
matics portion of the achievement test, or if his handwriting did not ’!
meet expected standards, further testing was conducted. Testingkwas
administered to evaluate non-verbal intelligence, visual factors, .
visual memory, visual-motor integration, etc. Learning disability was
defined gs "anything which prevents the child from achieving successfully
in a normal educational sétting." Unfortunately; such a definition
without an accompanying operational definition; seriously limits the
meaningfulness of the study.:.Furthermore, learning disabled youths’were
classified by type, such as auditory, information procéssing, social/
psychological, and visual, and then were further‘classified by degree |
as mild, moderate, or severe. It is interesting to;note‘that this
project did not use standardized tests which had been validated for
their diagnostic value for learning disabilities., This poses pfoblems
for those’who wish to duplicate these efforts, qne wduld suspect, even
within the same facildﬁy. However, it was felt by personnel of the‘
Colorado Division of Youth Servicesythat Standardized tests do not

distinguish between retarded and learning disabled youth. This decision

was made in spite of the fact that an impressive body of neuropsychologiéal '

and methodological data exists which readily distinguishes the two

‘clinical entities (e.g., Clausen, 1966§ Crinella, 1972, 1973; Tryon .~



" and Bailey, 1970).

Project Approéch to Juvenile Delinquency

Juvenile delinguency is’a global concept that is used to describe
‘a broad spectrum of qualitatively diverse youth. From a behavioral
perspective, the term includes a wide range of behavior which varies
sufficiently‘betWeen jurisdictions to render a general definition
exasperatingly vague.

Technically speaking, a delinquent youth is one who has been so

detérmined by a juvenile court. However, this study was limited by

“time constraints that did mot allow the investigators to follow the
compiete process of adjudication, thereby reducing the heterogeneity of

the population in the study. For the purposes of this study, it was

necessary to consider as delinquent all of those youths who were
ﬁ;ought to and detéined at the Sonoma County Probation Department
Juvenile Facility at los Guiiicos.

It was recognized that there aré types of youths who are both
under and over-represented in the juvenile system and that ih this
study the curfew violator as’well as the armed robbef are included
without qualification as juvenile delinquents. The only distinction
that was made was on thé basics of the type of offense with which the
youth was‘chargéd. A 6o M offense was a lesser or ''status" charge that
is peculiar to juveniles; This most typically referred to a charge of
“beyond parental control, "runaway', and:the like, ‘A ”602”, on the
other hand, was the nnmeriqal designation for those youths charged with

more serious offenses that are typically seen with adult offenders as
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well. For example, grand theft auto, receiving stolen property, and

drug offenses were common under the "602" designation.
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Methodologz
Site of Study |

The study was conducted gt the Los Guilucos Jﬁfenile Detention
Facility, Santa Rosa, balifornia. Los Guilucos consists of sevefa1 
buildings on approximately 300 acres, of which 35 acres is the fenced
campus, in a rural area 10 miles southeast of the heart.of Santa Rosa,
the county seat. It includes the Jﬁvenile Detention facility, the
Juvenile Dependent facility, the Juvenile Di#ision of the Probation
Department and the Juvenile Court Referee for the County of Sonoma;

At the time of the study, three of the buildings were in use‘asbliVing
units for the approximately 50 youths who were detained at a given time.

ParticipantvSelecfion

The subjects were youths who were detained at  the Los Guilicos
facility for a period which varied from a few hours to several mdnﬁhs;;
during the period of August; 1976, through April of 1977. The intention
was to make the sample as‘random as possible,fi;e.; to obtain a trué'
cross section of all youths processed thrdugh the faciiity duriﬁg;the‘
period of ‘the study. ’ |

It soon became apparentkﬁhat any‘attémpt'to"schedule examination
periods with specific yoﬁths was doomed to failufe.' The’psycholégiStsf?,
were available during Qértain weekday‘hours, certain'e§ehing_ﬁours,;and;"‘
on weekeﬁds; However, youths at the:fécility‘Were subject to rélease‘-?
due tokparental, judiciaivor probation factors andriﬁiwas difficﬁit to ‘1
gauge their period of detention.vany ?eéting sessibn.éxaminati¢h Was'}1 \’

voluntary, and naturally sports and recreation activities or visits from .. ° -
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pareuts and relatives took precedence. Additionally, visits from pro-
bation officers, attorueys, physicians and nurses were priority situa-
tions.k In Short, it was virtually impossible to schedule the examination
procedure due to the voluntary nature of the project and the large
number of varlables Wthh effected a youth's time involvement.
~Typically, the examining psychologist would receive from the
correcﬁional counselors a list of 4 to 10 youths who were available.
The youth was then asked if he would take the test at that ti ime, or
kwhen he would be able to during the next 2-3 hours. ' Three to four
youths were usually examined in succession, and the youths and cor-
rectional’counseldrs found that this method of selection was the most .
acceptables
- There were several other factors which’mitigated against attempts
.to accomplish complete randomization procedure.
(a) An effort was made to evaluate those youths who were definitely
scheduled to leave w1th1n a short period of ti ime, in order
- that they be included in the sample. These youths were not
necessarily minor violators, as there were at times out of
town or out of state violators awaiting ﬁransportation to
another detention facility within their jurisdicfion. Three
parficipants'in this study were miliﬁary persuhnel’who were
AWOL (absence without leave) and were 17 years of age.
~(v) There was a change in the juveniie detention law on January 1,
1977, sfatiug*thaf only "602's" (those charged with a major

offense) were to be detained at the Los Guilicos facility. In
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~actuality, many "601's" (minors or status offenders)kremained s
at the facility affer this date because of logisﬁical‘probleﬁs
with interpreting and implementing this new law.

(c) Those youths detained could refuse to participate without
adverse consequences, although the project was positively
reeeived by‘youths and there were only tWo outright refusals.

In retrospect, there would have been no way fo scientifically

- randomize the selection process any better thah circumstances‘had,pre;

’ videdu A conversation with a girl friend, an interesting movie on TV;

a ﬁing pong contest or an unexpected visit ell contributed to,meking>

the selection of subjects a very,happenstance or random event thatf‘

actually reinforced the volumtariness and'nonthfeatening aspects of

the proaect.

In all there were 250 subjects, 183 males and 67 females. \One i
mndred seventeen were considered "601's! and 433 were "602's''.  The age
range’was 11’years 7 months to 18 years’1 moﬁth, with a median agevdf‘16~
years 8 months. There were 5 youths who were over 18 years of age; They
had committed offenses as juveniles but were allowed'to serye their .
commitments in a juvenile facility after they turned 18.

Consultent Staff

Thls progect was carried out from June 1, 1976 through June SO |
1977, by staff and consultants of the Sonoma County Probation Department
Santa Rosa, California. It was dlrected 1n1tlally by Wllllam Mulllgan,’
Chlef of the Sonoma County Probatlon Department.; Upon his retlrement 1nl

January, 19/7, John H. Barnes assumed the dlrectorshlp of the proaect 1
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until its completion. Drs. John Podboy, William A. Mallory, and Virginia
Wiegand weie responsible for the development of the diagnostic battéry,
the testing, and the clinical diagnosis of the 250 partiéipants. Dr.
Francis M. Crinella, Execﬁtive Director of Fairview State Hospital, and
Drs. Tony Apolloni and Thomas Cooke, Professors of Spécial Education at
‘Soﬁoma State College, provided technical assistance and consultation.
| The examiners were three Ph.D. level Psychologists. Examiner A was
~a 34 year old male who evaluatéd 177 of the participants. ZExaminer B
. was a 36 year>old male Who evaluated 38 of the participants. Examiner C

was a 47 year old female who evaluated 35 of the participants.

Approach to Participants
Prospective participants were approached with a standard informed

consent statement that included the following:

VI would like to give you a few tests which have to do with your
learning abilities. TIt's a normal part of the procedure here, but
) will not effect the outcome of your case in any way.!

A11 quesfions were answered. Approximately 99% of those approached
agreed to participate; One reason thaf there was such a high ﬁefcentage
bf parﬁicipation Was that in some cases a youth who refuséd to partici-
péte‘for'one examiner agreed to participate for another examiner‘on a

later occasion.

Testing Conditions
.. The participant was taken into one of six rooms, depending on (1)
~ which of the three living units to which he or She was assigned, and (2)

space availability. Three of the rooms were smali, approximately
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8' x 10'. The other three were larger interview rooms. All rooms had
a desk and two chairs and were well lit. While rock and rolli music was
being'piped into the hallways -- and could be heard in the backgrdund  “
in the testing rooms during’some of the sessions -- nbne of the sessions 
for which the data were retained for analysis contained major distracting .
. [ '

factors.

Interview and Demdgraphic Information

The first five to seven minutes were intended to serVe a two-féld;’ 
purpose: (a) to gain rapport and to allow the youth’to feel comfoftable
with the procedure, and (b) to gainvas‘much informationkasvpossiblefwhioh‘§
could be later agnalyzed in terms of predictive relationships. A check-
list with coded categories was utilized (see Appendix A); .Briefly, the
information requested related to %he following areas: |

(a) typekof offense and prior record;

(b) family situation, number of siblings, ete;

(c) schdol attendénce and performance, especially in English class;

(d) physical condition, medications, ilinesses, accidents. |

After the above information and any other relevant clinical obseré“
vations were recorded, the éomplete battery was administered.

Selection of Initial Battery

Original 1eérning disability battéry;"Oné géal,Of fhisVStudy was
to deVeloP,a’bétﬁery of tests‘Which‘wouldlinVOlve,as‘many areas és: ’,ﬁ
fpoésible'relating to learniﬁg disability. ,This’batfery Wduld bevdne %’
’whiéh éqﬁld be administered in a "rééSonable period of*time",;iaéallyrfjg f

45 minutes, but not longer than one hour, and which would be sufficiently




stimulating to engage the interest of a potentially resistive youth.
Purthermore, the battery had to allow for ease of administration in a

setting that is potentially difficult for testing. This was, of course,

a difficult order. Based on our review of available tests and consid-

eration of previous batteries, it soon became apparent that some degree

~. of compromise was inevitable. ©For example, one needs to take into

account the relationship between general intelligence and whatever de-

ficiency might be observed in reading ox other processes. - However,. the

“most highly reputed intelligerice tests such as the Wechsler Adult In-

telligence Scale (WAIS), thé Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children

~ (WISC), and the Stanford Binet Intelligence Scale (8-B), normally take

in excess of one hour to administer. The Peabody Picture Vocabulary

Test (PPVT) (Dunn, 1959), which takes ten to fifteen minutes to admin-

ister, though tapping only limited aspects of intelligence, has been

found to have a‘high degree of correlation with the WAIS and the S-B.
Therefore, the PPVT was chosen as the IQ measure. By way of providing
a rationale for each of the other measures of the battery, a listing of
the processes that the measure is intended toelicit, and summary of

the procedure, is given as follows. (Gopies of the materials them-

selves are provided in Appendix B.)

Bender Visual Motor Gestalt. Designed to Mmeasure visual

perception, fine motor coordination and to detect gross indicators
of brain damage. The participant is asked to copy each of “pins"
designs, ranging from simple to complex, on a single piece of

white paper.



Dictation. Designed to provide‘a measure of the ability'to
transfer the spoken word to the written word. It also acts as a
megsure of spelling, punctuation, capitalization, and peamanship.
Correlates well with reaéing level. A short three sentence para~-
graph is read to the participant who is asked to Qrite what has
been heard the way he or she usually writes. The paragraph is read
slowly enough so that the participant will have no trouble keeping
up. |

Copying. This is employed if the participant is unable to
write from dictation and is designed to identify whether basic
visval perception.and graphic abilities are present. A_participant
who is completely--or almost completely--unable to write from
dictation is shown the same paragraph,and asked to copy it directly
beneath. | |

Babcock Story Recall Test. Designed to provide a measure of

both immediate and delayed memory for auditorially-presented prose
material and to investigafe ways in which the actual material might
be diétorted in recall, After explanatory instrﬁctions, a short
653 word) story is read, after which the partiCipant is asked to
repeat it word for word, giving the general idea if the exact

words are not rémembered. The story is then read again angd, tenby
minutes after the sécOnd reading, recall is once agéin requested
according to the same instructions. The ten,minute period is

utilized by giving another test.
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Wechsler Adult Tntelligence Scale (WAIS) Block Desipn. Given

to all participants ‘¢ixteen years of age and older. Designed to
provide a measure of visual-motor integration; i.e., the way in
which visual perception and motor dexterity systems work together.
The materials consist of nine identical blocks which are red on

two sides, white on two sides. and both red and white on two sides,

‘and a booklet with pictures of designs which can be made from the

blocks. The task is to put the blocks together, within a time
limit; so that the blocks will match the picture. The designs to
be matched successively increase in complexity. There is pro-
gressive use of four blocks to nine blocks.

Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-Revised (WISC-R)

Block Design. Given to all participants fifteen years, eleven

months of age and younger. The purpose is the same. The designs

are different but the procedure is very nearly the same.

Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children (WISC) Digit Span.
Designed to provide a measure of auditory memory, also has been
shown to be a good indicator of concentration ability, and where
performance is especially poor, is an indicator of brain damage.’
Sets of humerals of successively increasing length (e.g., 3,2,6;
5,4;ﬁ;7; 6,8;9,2,7) are read aloud to the participant at a rate of
one numeral per second. After each set, the participant is asked
to say aloud the numbers heard, in the same order, i.e., forward.
After the limit of forward recall is reached, backward recall is

sought for similar sets of numerals.

28
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Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test. Designed as a quick (10-15

minute) measure of intelligence. The IQ used in this study was
derived from this measure, with a cut-off score of 80 which was
used to differentiate the Developmental Disability group. This
pafticular test was chosen for eazse of administration, the high
degree of positive correlation with other measures of general
intelligence, and the applicability to the overall purposes of the
battery. The Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test was found to be a
meagsure which could be gquickly explained to potential testers who
may not have had special training in test administration or
psychology. Xach page of the téSt booklet consists of %our
pictures. The examiner says a word which names, or designates a
concept, for one of the pictures. The parficipant is asked‘tq
point to the picture which best goes with the word.

Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT) Reéading. Designed to pro-

vide a measure of the grade level at which the participant reads.
The participant is asked to readfaloud as many words as he or she
can from a page of words of progressively increasing difficulty.

Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test: Vocabulary Grades 10-12 Version.

Designed to provide a measure of reading vocabulary. The partici~
pant is asked to read silently groupskof five words; one standard
and four matching choices. The choice which most c¢losely resembles

the standard is toé be underlined.

GateséMacGinitie Reading Test: ,Cémnrehension,Gradés 10-12

Véréigg. Designed to provide a measure of the degree to which the '
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particiﬁant understands what is read. The participant is asked to
read silently a Segies of short paragraphs. Each paragraph has
two blank spaces répresenting missing words. For each blank spacey
there are five choices. The participant is asked to underline the
wbrd which best fits in the blank space.

Draw a Person. Designed to provide an overall estimate of

general intelligence and one's self-image. Certain types of .

drawings are indicators of emotional disturbance. The participant
is simply asked to draw a person. If questions are asked about
the kind of é person, sex, "head oﬁly" or "whole body", etc., the
examihex responds that it can be any kind of person desired.

‘Need for revision of batﬁegy. As the sample size began to reach and

exceed 200, three conclusions became apparent: (a) a substantial sample
had now’been tested and the results could be analyzed; (b) the battery
had some shortcomings which could be corrected; and (c) there was time
to revise the battery and to’test it on a moderéte,sample equivafént o
the bulk of previous studies in this area. Accordingly, after a sample
of 2{4 was completed with the initial battery, testing wés temporarily
suspended while the battery underwent minor revisionms.

Some of the major considerations that led to the specific revisions
‘are as follows.’ First, the initial intentvhad been to de#elop a battery
‘which could be administered in about 45 minutes. In fact, the initial
battery took about 65-80 minutes. Sufficieﬁ% Bender Viéual Motor Gestalt
tésts had been administered so that the basic patterns weré emerging with

5 out of the 9 cards: Cards A, 3, 6, 7, and 8. Tt also became apparent
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that much addipional informatién could be obtained in a shoit périod

of time by giving five performance tasks with the same cards. A measure
of immediate memory could be obtained by showing the participant thé card
for 5 seconds then requesting that it be copied. As aimeasuré of delayed
memory, the participant could be asked to reproduce as many designs as
possible after a pause of 90 seconds. Immediatelypfollowing this,
recognition could be tested by showing each of the five designs on a .’
sheet with pwo "distractors", asking the participant to mark the one
;remembered. Finaliy, visual sequencing could beé measured by aéking the U
participants to indicate ﬁhe order in which they recalled having seen

the designs.

It also became apparent that the Gates-MacGinitie Vocabulary and

Comprehension Tests were hot’adequately discriminating in the population‘ ,

being tested. The grade 10-12 version of these measures was administered

since it was appropriate to the‘vast majority of the sample,pWho were

old enough to be in at least the 10th grade. On the other hénd,:a
significant proportion of oﬁr sample performed at no greatéf than éhaﬁce‘
level on those measures. Iﬁ these cases, 1t was nof clear‘exaétly gt
which grade .evel these subjects were reading. Therefore, a teét,which
could more accurately discriminate the actual gfade leveliwaslneeded,

énd seiected comprehension itéms ffom all grade leveis °?,th¢ WRAT‘wérgu‘

chosen. pAdditionally, the correlation between spelling and reading was‘

considered. The dictation paragraph was basically afmeaSurel¢f~spélling,j‘i

but this paragraph, too;rcontained matérial which was~uniformly pitchéd .

_at about the 10th grade level. It was decided to take single words of
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known grade level (i.e., from the WRAT Spelling section).

| Finally, while the Draw A Person Test was an interesting measure
‘which had proven to be a "therapeutic" final test in many cases

(all§wing the participants to vent their feelings), preliminary analysis
of the data had shown that it was not an indicator of leérning disability.
Therefore, it was considered a&n inappropriate investment of time to in-
clude this measure.

Refined Battery

In accordance with these considerations, the revised battery was
Adevéloped and presented as follows (those measures which were the same
and administered in the same manner as in the initial battery, are
‘re%isted,with remarks: The procedures for those measures which differ

from the initial battery are described in detail):

Bender Visual Motor Gestalt Test. This measure was found to be
the most appropriste initial subtest for the béttery because it is non-
ﬁhreaten?ﬁg as well as brief.

 3 (a5JImmediate recall: Cards A, 3%, 6, 7;‘and SgWere each pfesented
‘fo; five seconds. - Immediately upon removal of each card, participants
- were asked to reﬁroduce what they had seen.
(bzkgirect copy:. Cards &, 3, 6, 7, and 8 were presented indivi-
dually énd a direct'reproductidn was requested.
| () Delayed recall: Upon completion of (b) the éarticipant was
‘engaged\inv9o seconds of general‘conversation,~and then requested to
‘ reproduce as many of the designs as possible from mémory.
f ,: (d) Recognitioh: The subject was’shown five shéets of paper each

-
.
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containing three designs. One of these designs was "oorrectﬁ—-the same
as had appeared on one of the cards. The other two were distractors“‘
The participant was asked to mark which of the three &esigns had been
seen befofe. e
(e) Sequencing: The participant was requested to arrange'the five

cards in the order originally presented.

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test. This measure was retained because

of the reasons previously listed. However, there are a@knamledgéd
problems with the PPVI. Some of the items are Qut of date and-represent
unusual pieces of informstion. Furthefﬁore, the PPVT represents white
middle class values and experiential systéms that some minority persbns,
may find objectionab$¢.> |

Babcock Story Recall Test. The Babcock Story Recall Test was. re- -

. tained as a subtest in the final battery since it has been reporfeﬂ to“

be an excellent test of memoryk(Rapaport, Gill and Schafer, 1?68§4and

it haé been demonstrated in clinical éxperienceé fhat‘disturbances of

memory are of diagnostic significance. Thevimmediate‘and,delayed story

sections of this subteét directlj test for the'reéall of meéningful

material; and ah‘analysis‘of the qualitative factors is aﬁailable.

Satisfactory performance requifes.attention,and Cbncentrafion, the -

éa?acity tg méintain sets, and intactness pf lingﬁiSticifuﬁction és a.

whole. quthermore, the short,Stbry that iS‘thé”b§§iSifor fhe;test'wQs"’

‘found to.be populaf with'this;age group. EEh | » . o
Digit Span. The Digit Span subtest of the Wechsler Adult inteiligeﬁéefl‘t By

Scale (WAIS) and the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children (WISC) is '
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" a measure of auditory memory for digits or supposedly meaningless
material. This is quiﬁe different'from the purpose‘df the Babcock Story
Recall Test. The Digit Span is a good indicator of attention. . Where
performance is unusual or poor, it has been shown -to indicate emotional
disorder and/or brain damage. For example, the rélation of digits
forward to digits backward among normal and neurotic people is typically
one of more“digits forward than back or perhaps the same number. How-
ever, an e%éggération of the usual relationship of digits forward to

" digits backward has been found to occur{primarily ﬁith depressive

" psychotics and schizophrenics.

WAIS Block DeSign.‘ This was found to be the most popular subtest

in the battery and was sfrategically placed to sustain interest in the
battery. It is important to note the fact that the Block Design subtest
demaﬁdé synthetic and analytic skills as well as visual-motor  coordina-
fion, a set of skills that provides the basis of concept formation, a
higher order intellectual function.

Wide Range'AchieVéﬁent Test (WRAT) Reading. This megsure was ad=

ministered according to the standardized procedure, as described in the
initial battefy, except that festing was discontinued after five’con-
 secutive errors instead of twelve. ‘It was found that almost withoﬁt
exception, those persons who missed five wordé were bound-to miss twelve -
és well. Therefore, it was both expediént andkmerciful to ferminate
fafter five errors.‘r

This Wide Range Achievément Test (WRAT)kReadiﬁg subtest was included

~in the final battery because it was found to beldiagnostic'and relatively
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easy and brief to administer. This measure, taken with the WRAT spelling"
subtest and the Gates-MacGinitie Comprehension subteét was found to meeﬁ‘,
the need for an accurate assessment of the persoms ability to prOCess: |
the written word. It is important to note that the PPVT was:foﬁnd tob
have & correlation coefficient of .536’with the Wide Rangé Achievement
Test (WRAT) Reading Level at the’.OO1’level of significance. »Thiskis»of
particular interest to those who are concerned with the relationship of
intelligende gnd reading ability. This battery, of course,‘includes‘a

number of other factors in addition to general intelligence.

Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT) Spelling. According to the
standardized procedure, one word at a time was read;té the participanf
and used in a sentence. Testing was eifher‘begun with the,first (éimplest)
,» word, or a baseline of five consecutive correct spellings was éstablished,{
Testingrwas~discontinued.fqllowing five consecutive errors. fMeasureﬁent
is in termsxof grade level performance and can be compared to‘éxpecfed ;v.
grade level performance.

Gates-MacGinitie Comprehension. At 211 grade levels, the partici-

‘pant was asked to read silently a series of short paragraphs, then indi-
cate which of four choices was most’correct based on the‘content‘of the -
paragraph. The exact task 1s slightly different at »differ’entgzjade_ i
~levels, e.g;, at grade 1, the participantrmerelyVmarks which’phé.of’fouf
pictures illustrates what happened in fheﬂstory. _Aﬁygfadeé 7—12,5thek ‘
subject is asked to underline the &ord wﬁich‘besf fits int@ tﬁékblénk;‘

‘space on the paragraph.
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The folloWingynumbers of itens were administered at each grade

level:
| Grade 1‘ 2
Grade 2 » 2
Grade 3 8
Grade 4 - 6 8
Grade 7 - 9 10
Gradé.10,— 12 _1o
TOTAL ko

Since time was an important factor, the subtest was reduced to the 40
items indicated sbove.  Every attempt was made to include items that

" maintained the interest of this juvenile ?opulation.






Analysis and Results

The comprehensiveness of the data analysis is largely due to the

skills of Steve Northam, a statistical consultant to the project. 1In

addition, Drs. Tony Apolloni and Thomas Cooke of the Department of

Special Education, Sonoma State College, provided valuable assistance.

Demographic Variables

There were 27 variables that composed the demographic dataj; these

were based on the participants' self-reports in the initial portion of

the learning disabilities examination. This broad spectrumbof infor-
mation was felt to be necessary not only to develop a base of important
historical data, but it was also realized that it is disinhibiting to
a potentially resistive péerson to exhibit close attentibn and detail
concerning essentially nonthreatening personal data.

The demographic variables are listed below, with more specific
information available in Appendix A.

Variable 1 Age in months

Variable 2 Position in family; e.g., if the subjeet was the
second oldest, a "2" was entered

Variable 3 Total children in family--the number of children .born

to the partiecipant's mother (including step-children)

Variable 4 Ethnicity——baséd on interviewer's obServation, one
of the following was marked: White, Black, Spanish
surname, American Indian, Oriental, or Other

Variable 5 Present status--601, 602, 600, or don't know
Variable 6 ’Prior record-~yes or rno
Variable 7 Current living situation--natural family, foster home,

group home, or other

Variable 8 Other family member(s) ever institutionalized? yes or no



Variable

Variable

Variable
Variable
Variable
'Vaiiable
Variable

Variable
Variable

Variable

Variable

Variable
Variable

Variable

Variable

Variable

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

38 -

School attendance~-'"yes'" if currently attending
school; no if not ‘

Reason for no school attendance--if the answer to
10 was "no,"™ one of the following reasons was en-
tered: 'graduate," "dropped out," or "expelled."

Highest grade completed--if the answer to 10 was no,
the highest grade previously completed was entered

Type of school--if the answer to 10 was "yes,'"
"public" or "private" was entered

Attitude toward school--"like," "indifferent," or
"diglike" , ;

General school performance--"above average,!" “average,"
or “below average"

Grades in English--"above average," ''average," or
"below average"

Remedial Reading=--if the participant had ever been
in a remedial reading class, "yes'" was entered;

if never, "no' was indicated

When in Remedial Reading—--if the answer to 17 was

"yes," then "currently," "formerly,'" or "both" was
entered '

Currently teceiving professional help--"yes" or “no"

Type of'prcfessional help-~if the answer to 19 was

“"yes," "psychologist," '"psychiatrist,'" "counselor,"

“physician,'" '"speech therapist," or "other" was
entered

Currently taking medication? "yes" or "nho'

Currently using sensorimotor ailds-—"yes" or "no"

Type of sensorimotor aid--if the answer to 22 was:

"yes," "glasses,' "prosthesis," "hearing aid'" oxr
"other" was indicated :

Notable illnesses/accidents in the family--""yes" or "no"

Whose illnesse-"self;" "others," or "both"
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Variable 26 "Digturbance' was entered if in the opinion of the
examiner the participant obviously manifested a
serious emotional disturbance; if a disturbance
was felt to be possible; or if there appeared to be
no disturbance at all, this was noted

Variable 27 Sex

Participant Profile and Characteristics of Sample

Based on a preliminary analysis of the above demographic variables,
a profile of fhe typical participant in the study would be the following:
a 17-year-old, white, male, younger child living with his natural (fela—
tively large) family. He was currently enrolled in school and reported
either being indifferent to or disliking school. However, he reported
average or above aveérage school performance. He had a prior juvenile
record.

Thirty percent of the participants reported that at least one other
member of their family had been in a correctional facility, and 267%
reported that at the time of the examination at least one other family
member was currently in a correctional facility. In three cases, two
children from the same family were being held at the Loé Guilucos Jﬁven—
ile facility.

Of those participants not currently enrolled in school, the majority

had been expelled. Furthermore, the highest grade completed typically

~did not reflect the level of academic achievement. That is to say,

notwithstanding attendance or achievement, the results indicated that
students were carried on the school‘records and promoted thrbugh the
grades.

Sixty-one percent of the participants informed the examiner that
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their grades in English were average or above. As a point of contrast,
38% reported that they had at one time attended special or remedial
reading classes, with only 197 being currently enrolled in a class of
this type.

Eighty-nine percent of the participants were not receiving any type
of professional help, but of those few who were, it was invariably
psychological or psychiatrics In additien, medication was not pre-
scribed in 91% of theicaées, and only 20% used a sensorimotor aid.

The sensorimotor aids wére limited to eye glasses. (89%) and hearing
ailds (117%).

A notable illness or accident to themselves or another family member
was reported for only 167 of the participants. 'Of this proportion, the
’majority revealed that the misfortune had occurred to them rather than
another family member .

Finally, the examiners had made a notation of any obvious form of
emotional disturbance manifested during the examination or volunteered
by the'participant. Eighty~three percent did not evidence any obvioué
signs of disturbance. This consideration was limited to unequivocably
bizérre behavior, or reports of hospitalization due to Psychiatric rTEeasons.

Performance Variables

The major pefformance variables of interest are listed below, with
a complete listing of all variations and transformations of these scores
in'Appendix C.
Variable 28 Story Recall--the total number of correctly'récalled’ o i
“segments on the Babcock Story Recall:Test: the sum ' e

from Trial 1, general idea; Trial 2, general idea;
Trial 1, verbatim; and Trail 2, verbatim. .

a.

4
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Variable

29

31

47

51

54

64

65

66
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Bender Gestalt-—-the score according to the Koppitz
scoring method on Designs A, 3, 6, 7, and 8 of the
Bender Visual Motor Gestalt Test (BVMG).

PPVT IQ--the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT)

IQ score,

Digit Span-~the total number of digits correctly

recalled, both forward and backward.

Block Design-~(scaled score) the standard score is

based on the raw score such that the mean of the
normative population (with age considered) is 10
and the standard deviation is 3.

Reading Grade Level-~—the grade level, to the nearest
decimal, at which the partieipant performed on the
WRAT Reading Test.

Vocabulary--the number of Gates--MacGinitie Vocabu-
lary items (out of eight) correctly identified,

Comprehension~-the number of Gates-MacGinitie Com-
prehension items (out of seven) correctly identified.

Spelling (Errors)--the number of words incorrectly
spelled on the dictation paragraph.

Classification of Groups

As discussed earlier, the diagnosis of "learning disabled” or not

learning disabled is in many cases not a simple one. A number of factors

muet be considered; e.g., how far behind expected grade level must a

youth read to be diagnosed as learning disabled? Shcald the rules apply

equally at all ages? For example, it is more serious for a nine~year

old fourth grader to be three years behind in reading than it is for a

17-year old 12th grader to be three years behind. What is the relation—

ship of intelligence to learning disability? ‘If a child with an IQ of

120 is reading well below grade level, he clearly has a learning disa-

PR ) ‘ bi1ity or at least a learning problem. If a child with an IQ of 70 is

reading well below grade level, this is at least partially due to low
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intelligence. Finally, if reading is a child’s sole area of deficiency,
is he or she learning disabled or reading disabled? Must other "indi-
cators" or additional areas of deficiency be present to consider this
a true disability?

With the above considerations in mind, and with full recognition
that diagnosis and classification have a number of shortcomings, for
purposes of analysis, the participants in our sample have been classi-
fied as Developmentally Disabled (DD), Learning Disabled (LD), or
Not Learning Disabled (NLD) on the basis of the following variables:

Variable 1 Age in months

Variable 54 WRAT reading grade level

Variable 86 Expected minus actual reading grade level

Variable 90 Story Recall Percentile (a transformation of Variable
48 based on norms from the sample of the present
study)

Variable 87 Bender-Gestalt Percentile (a transformation comparable

to Variable 90)
Variable 31 PPVT IQ
Variable 51 Block Design Scaled Score

Variable 88 Reading Vocabulary Perc¢entile (a transformation com-
parable to Variable 90)

Variable 89 Reading Comprehension Percentile (a transformation
comparable to Variable 90)
If the PPVT was found to be below 80, the participant was classified
"developmentally disabled" (DD). It is recognized that some of the
individuals,ﬁould attain a higher IQ score on more broadly based mea-

sures than the brief culturally-involved PPVT measure. It was decided,
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however, that the inclusion of individuals with PPVT IQs below 80 could
potentially confound reading disability with low inteliigence. IQs -
below 70 are in the range of mild retardation. Those with PPVT IQs

between 70 and 79 were reviewed on a case by case basis for a possible

special disability,' i.e.,learning difficulties which are more serious

than what would bé predicted on the basis of low intelligence alone.
This area is elaborated upon in the discussion secﬁion. For the pfe—
sent, those with PPVT IQs below 80--no matter how pborly they read--
ﬁere not considered LD but were classified as DD. Each individual
with a PPVT IQ of 80 or above was classified "learning disabled"” (LD)
or "not learning disabled" (NLD) as follows:

1. If the age of the participant was 180 months (15 years, O months)

or greater at the time of examination,'ﬁhe following rules applied.

a. If reading was above grade level, at grade level, or nbt more
than 2.0 years behind grade level, s/he was classified as NLD,
nothwithstanding any other performance c¢riteria.

b. If the reading was more than 3.5 years below grade level, s/he
was classified as LD.

¢, If the reading was between 2.0 and 3.5 years below grade level,
the protocol was éonsidered as follows: TIf both the reading
Vocabulary and Reading’Comprehension scores were'ébove the 75th
pérpentile in oﬁr sample, the participant was considered to be
adequately "compensating" for word calling below grade level and

. s/he was claséified NLD. - If théée compensators were not satis-
yfied, the following "indicators" were examined for pefformance

at or below the indicated level:
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(1) Story Recall--25th percentile

(2) Bender Gestalt--25th percentile

(3) Digit Spai+~Scaled Score 6

(4) Block Design—#Scaled Score 6

If two or more scores onkﬁhese indicators were equal to or less
' than the levels mentioned above, the participant was classi-

fied LD, If fewer than two scores met these criteria, the

participant was classified NLD.

2. If the age of the participant Wés less than 180 months at the
time of testing, thé following rtules applied:

a. If the reéding was above grade level, at grade level, or no more

than 1.5 years below grade level, sihe was classified NLD.

b. If reading was more than 2.5 years below grade level, s/he was
classified as LD, -

c. If reading wés between 1.5 and 2.5 years below grade 1eve1, thev
'decision was made accoréing'to the same rules as for the older
-participants.

Thus, a cléssificatory system has been developed which tékes into
account age, IQ, reading grade level, "compénsatcrs" (otherfreadigg |
abilities), and "indicators"’(other language-related abilities). This
is presented graphically in Figure 1 for_thbse‘participants who Weré
15 years of age or older.’ Figure 2 similarly depicts‘the system. for
those participants who were less than 15 years of age. |

Table 1 presents the results of this classifidatory technique f9r
’ ‘ : , =
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FIG.2 ILLUSTRATIVE MODEL FOR CLASSIFICATORY SCHEME:
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Boys
Girls

Total

Table '1

Distribution of Sample.by Classificatory Group

bp LD NLD
20 (11.72) 90 (52.6%) 61 (35.6%)
10 (16.1%) 24 (38.7%): 28 (45.2%)

30 (12.9%) 114 (48.97%) 89 (38.27)

L7

- Total

171

62

233
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boys, for girls, and for the entire sample. Thus, 48.9% of the‘sample
was found to be LD, while this proportion Wés somewhat higherffor boys
(52.6%)‘than for girls (38.7%). It is also important to note‘that 211
of ‘the 233>participants (90.6%) were found to Tead below grade level.
Reading below grade level, however, is quite different from being diag-
nosed er classified as learning disabled.

Analysis of Demographic and Interview Data

Thé,interview questions and demographic scores that significantly o
separated the three classificatory groups (DD, LD, and NLD) are~illus?
trated in Tablé 2. These results indicate that DD énd LD participants
. tended to come from larger fémilies; have poorer échool performance;
poorer English grades, and are more likely to have been‘ig‘a remedial
reading class than their NLD couhterparts. AlY other demogréphic and

interview variables showed nonsignificant group differences. Group
differences in the number of children per family may be seen graphicaily
in Figure 3. |

Table 3 illustrates those demographic and interview scores which -
‘were found to be significantly différént fo: males and females, 601s
and 602s, and those with a prior récord as opposed t¢‘no prior récord.
The reéults from Table 3 demonstrate a‘numberqu significant differgnces
in the reportéd backgrounds of the boys and the“girls;« Name1y, the boys.
in our sample tended to be oider,ymbreflikely to have been éharged_with
an offense and more likelyitb have had a prior record. BoYs‘had‘com—V
pleted mére'ééhooi, although girls were~moté‘1ike1y to be curféntly‘

‘attending school, Girls reported better English,g:ddes and were less



Table 2

Significant Classificatory Group Differences on

Demographic and Interview Scores

Variable
"3 Number of Childrep
15 School Performance
16 English Grades

17 Remedial Reading

>

al!

>4

>l

4,27

2,37
2.41

1.54

>

el
n

>l

>

5.20

2.38

2.32

1.53

ta] I

el

(o]

NLD

3.68
2,22
2.12

1.74

|

8.81

1.51

5.39

3.83

b9

jro

.001

.001

.005

.023
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Table 3

Significant Group Differences on Demographic and Interview Scores

A+ SEX
Age in Years
Status (601 or 6€02)
Prior Recofd'
Highest Grade
School Attendance
English Grades
Remedial Reading
Sensorimotor Aid
Type of Aid

B. STATUS
"Age in Years

English Grades

C. PRIOR RECORD

Family Institutionalized
Current Institutionalization

Sensorimotor Ald

MALES
X = 16.36
X = 1l.64
X = 1.18
X = 10.32
X= 2.01
X = 2.38
X = 1.57
X = 1.83
X = 1.16
601
X = 15.94
X = 2.16
YES
X = 1.66
X =1.63
X= 1.82

FEMALES
X = 15.65
X= 1.22
X = 1.34
X = 9.74
X = 1.68
X = 2.03
X = 1.74
X = 1.68
X = 1.00
602
X = 16.38
X = 2.40
NO
X =1.81
X =1.8
X =1.66

t~-VALUE

3.63

6.56

-2.38

2. 12

2.41

£-VALUE

-2.62

~2.90

t=VALUE

-2.17
"2030

$2.09

>1

o

.001

001

.019
.007
.006
.001
,018
.037

.023

.009

004

o

.033
.023

.04Q
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likely to be in remedial reading classes. Girls were more likely to be
using some kind of sensorimotor aid and these teﬁded to be glaéées‘

The 602s were found to be older and had poorer English grades than
the 601Is. Those with a prior record reported more family members insti=
tutionalized, past and present, and were less likely to employ a sensori-
motor aid. |

Analysis of Performance Variables

An Analysis of Variance was performed on those major performance
measures which were either given on both Battery Akand Battery B, or
those measures given on Battery A only. Table 4 presents the results
of this analysis, comparing the classifilcatory groups on these measures,
Figures 4-<12 depict those group differences graphically.

Particular attention may be drawn to Figure 5, which deals with
reading grade level by classificatory group. It may be recalled that
reading grade level i1s based on age, and not grade in school. Therefore,
it is significant that the mean reading grade level of the learning
disabled group was only at the sixth grade level when as a function
of age the expected reading level was almost the 11lth grade. Therefore,
Figure 5 extends the mean reading grade level to grade 14 due to the
fact that this project included participants who were high school gradu=
yates’and college students in a few cases. These‘persons were over 18
years of age, but were allowed to serve their sentences in a juvehile
facility for offenses commiteed prior to: the age of 18.

The majority of the measures significantly separated the classifi~

catory groups with the non—learning disabled (NLD) performing at a‘level



g”/'Ij'able 4

Scores on Major Performance Measures by Classificatory

Measure

PPVT IQ

Readiﬁg Grad s Level

‘Bender Gestalt

“Digit Span

Story Recall
Block Design
Vocabulary
Comprehension‘

Spelling (errors)

T NS B I S I I S S R e
I

P4l

DD

74,00
v’4.60
3,09
9.84
13,97
8.26
1.82
1.48

4.83

bl bl B4l b4l | Bl b4 b
R} it

>

89.87
6.03
2‘56

10.43

17.76

9.58
3.40
1.83

3.66

L B S B o S I I o I B S
[ i

>l

Group

14

69.06
78.12

2.94
.8.51

8.98

8,01

33.74
31.34

16.64

53

o

.001

001

.055

.001

<001

.001

.001

»001

+001
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superior to that of the learning disabled (LD) who in turn performed

‘at a level superior to that of the developmentally disabled (DD). It

is important  to remember that high scores on the Bender Gestalt and

' Spelling tests indicate poor performance, whereas on the balance of

the measures, high scores are associated with good performance.  Mean

" scores for all variables for these groups may be found in Appendix D.

The next analysis concerned the comparisons of these measures
between the 60ls and 602s, as illustrated in Table 5, It will be noted
thét only the test of spelling errors showed a sigﬁificant difference;
the 602s made more errors than did the 601s.

In similar fashion, males were compared to females on these major
méasures. These data appeaf in Table 6. It will be recalled that a
greater proportion of boys than girls had been classified as LD. Girls
read better than boys and. had significantly fewer spelling errors than
boys.  No other measures showed significant sex differences.

| Fin&lly, those with a prior record were compared to those with no

prior record. ‘These data are included in Table. 7. The performance of

" those with no prior record was superior to that of those with prior

records on the Story Recall Test and the Reading Comprehension sub-
tests. The balance of the differences were nonsignificant.

Table 8 presents the intercorrélations on the major variables for
al} participants. It is seen tﬁat most of the correlations were signi-
fiéént that that the highest correlations were among‘IQ and the various
readiﬁé measures. Bender Gestalt, Story Recall, Digit Span,kand Block

Vo

Design tended to correlate less with one another than they did with
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Table 5

Scores on Major Measures by Offense Status

Measure 601 602 E P
PPVT IQ X = 91.29 i = 90.14 0.69 493
Reading Grade Level X = 7.48 T o 6.89  1.56 121
‘Bender Gestalt X= 2,48 K= 2.45 0.12  .907
Digit Span X =10.16 ¥ =10.63 -1.26 .210
Story Recall T =17.93 T 18.64 -0.66 .512
Block Design T = 9.66 X =10.02 =-0.91  .363 N
Vocabulary X = 4.48 X = 4.39 0,21 833
Comprehension X = 3.12 X = 2.74 1.09 4.279
¥ 2.32 ¥ = 3.28 -2.49  .0l4

Spelling Errors

e




Scores on Major Measures by Sex

MEASURE

PPVT IQ

Reading Grade Level
Bender Gestalt
Digit‘Span

Story Recali

Block Design
Vocabulary
Comprehension

Spelling Errors

>

o] B | I ] B o)
N nooo

il

el I o Bl
il

b

‘Table 6

MALE

90.89
6.91
2.53

10.36

17.87
9.98
4.29
2.77

3.12

EST I - -~ I ~-1 - (-] I
I

|

IS

i

FEMALE

90.06

7 .82

2.26
10.39
19.46

9.49

4.79

3.31

2.08

0.37
-2.00

1.06
-0.06
-1.21

1.04
-1.16
~1.33

2.53

e

.710
<049
«290
.950
.229
.300
«251
.188

.013

65



Scores on Major Measures by Record

PPVT IQ

Reading Grade Level
Bender Gestalt
Digit Span

Story Recall

Block Design
Vocabulary
Comprehension

Spelling Errors

RERRT

Table 7

FRIOR

X = 90.48
X = 7.10
X = 2.48
X = 10.48
X = 17.58
X = 9.88
X = 4,29
X = 2.73
X = 2.83

=
i

>
i

NO_PRIOR

>4
]

91.34

>
I

7.33

>
il

2.38

20.68

9.74

Y
1]

5,09

>
I

3.71

|
[}

.2.80

¥l
]

et

0.42
0.50
0;35
0.90

-2.45
0,26

-1.55

"'2-17

0.06

o

. 677
. 617

718

4371

016
.793
+127

.035

"« 951

O




PVVT IQ

Reading Level

Bender Gestalt

Digit Span

Story Recall

Block Design

Reading Vocabulary’
Reading Comprehension

Spelling Errors

Intercorrelations of Major Variables:

PVVT
'IQ

1.000
461
-.285
.138
.332
. 251
411

.359

bl } 23&

Read
Level

461
1.000
~.253

.270

.243

.252

.558

- «522

_-460

Table 8

Bender
Gest.

-.285
-.253
1.000
.048
-.196
~.227
-.153
-.118

Digit
Span

»138
«270

.048

A1l Participants

Story Block Read.
Recall Design Vocab.
.332 .251 411
243 252 .558
-.196 ~.227 -.153
.058 140 .156 “
1.000 '.271 .229
271 1.000 .168
.229 . .168 1.000
.198 +.098 .828
-.138  -.084  -,103

r'=.130, p<{ .05; ¢ =170, p< .01

Read.
Comp.

.359
522
-.118
‘;1§4
.198
.098
.828
1.000

~.100

Spell.
Errors

-.234
- 460
217
~.166
138
~.084
~.103
-.100

1.000

29
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68
réading level. They each correlated with‘reading level at close to
.250 (p<.01). Thus, each of these measures may be seen as relatively
independent "indicators" of reading disability.
"Tables 9 and 10 present the intercoirelations on the same set of
performance measures for the LD and DD participants taken as a’single
group, and the NLD participants, respectively. Esséhtially the varia-
’bles cofrelate to the same extent for .each of these groups, suggesting
that basically the same processes are at work at two levels; i.e.
similar~abilities go together and are associatéd With reading perfor-
manée regérdless bf whether one is a good reader, é poor reader; or
has a low IQ.
 The analysié for those participants who received Battery B follows.
Table 11 shows the mean scores by classificatory group on each of the
major performance varisbles and on those new measures which were given
only on Battery B, On most of the major performance measures there
was a clear and significant trend for successively increased performancé
from DD to LD to NLD. = The trend waS'usually’in the same direction for
the new measures; i.e. additional Bender-Gestalt variables and the
Variéus types of Digit‘Span error ScoTes. However, the sample size
(n§36) of all three groups combined was relatively small for a detailed
analysis of this type~to adequately test for significance.
Table 12 presents the intercorrelations of major performance mea-~
suréskfor those 36 participants who received Battery B.’ Some of the
neﬁ variables correlate significantly with one anothef and aTe associated

with reading ability. A complete analysis of the extent to which the
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Intercorrelations of Major Variables:

PEVT 1IQ

Reading Lével‘

Bender Gestalt

Digit Span

Story Recall

Block Design

Reading Vocabulary
Reading Comprehension

- Spelling Error

PPVT
1Q

1.000
.229

-.210

.198 .

w217
223
+208
.096

~.190

r = .164; p < .05;

Read.
Level

4229
1,000
~.239

231
186

.173

.359

.29

.367

Table S

Bend.
Gest.

-.210
-.239
1.000
-.339
-.165

) 270

~.116

-5124

. 229

r=.212, p .01

Digit
Span

.236
.082
.115

Story
Recall

e 217

.186
-.165
. 244
1.000
. 254
<243

163

=.173

LD and DD Participant$

Block
Design

:223

.173

) '_0270

.236
254
1.000

034
~.008

Read.
Vocab.

.208
.359
-.116
.082
«243
.034
1.000
.747

.049

‘Read.

Comp.
.096
.294

-.121
+115

+163

-.008 "

47

1.000

.048

Spell.
Error

~.190
~.367

.229
-.150
=.173
-.116

.049

048

1.000

e



PPVT 1IQ

Reading Level

Bender Gestalt

Digit Span

Story Recall

’Block Design

‘Reading Vocabulary
Reading Comprehension

Spelling Errors

Table 10

Intercorrelations of Major Variables:

PPVT
9

1.000
279
-.323
.636
«352

.086

.240

-.012

Read.
Level

«279
1.000
-.229

.03h
-.035
-.033

<331

.308

'_f.280

Bend.
Gest.

--325
-.229
1.000
-.493
~-.195
-.094

~.109

-.038

.22

Digit
Span

.636
.03k

-.493‘

1.000
. 289
- 071
.015
068

-.071

r=.207, p¢ .05; r = .269; p ¢

NLD Participants

Story
Recall

352
-.035
-.195
-.289
1.000

168

.050

112

‘,141

Block Read. Read.
Design Vocab. Comp.

086 .276 -240
033 331 .308
-.09%  -.109  -.038

=071 .015 .068
168 . .050 112
1.000 119 -.00k
.19 1.000 793
- .00k 793 d.ooo

.250 .095 - .077

Spell.
Errors

-.121

-.280
122

-.071
L
250
.095
077

1.000"

ol



- ; Table 11

Scores on Major Performance Measures by Classificatory Groups

Battery B
DD LD NLD F P
(n = 2) (n = 24) (n = 10) '
(31) PPVT IQ X =64.50 ¥ =90.52 X =97.36 13.46 .001+
© (54) Reading Level ¥=4.80 ¥=5.85 X =1.91 9.09  .001+
(29) Bender Gestalt. X = 6.50 X =217 X =9.39 6.11 .006+
(46) Digit Span X =12.00 X =11.04 X =10.73 0.12  .88%
- (28) Story Recall X =17.00 ¥ =20.78 X =22.55 0.82  .451
(51) Block Design X=7.00 ¥=10.76 X=09.82  1.95  .159
(56) Spelling Raw X =10.50 ¥ =14.91 = X =26.18 5.22 013+
(57) Spelling Grade Sc" =3.85 X =4.75 X =7.84 4,87 017+
(58) cdmp. # Correct X =16.00 X =17.30 X = 28.91 3.36 .052+
(59) Comp. Level X =200 ¥ =5.8 X =8.29 2'.33 .119
(60) B-G 5 sec. ¥ =4.50 X=4.44 X =4,55 0.35  .706
(61) B-G 90 sec. X = 4.50 ¥ =439 T =446 0,02 .983
(62) B-G Recog. X =4.00 X =23.8 X =4.64 2.01 .151
(63) B-G Seq. . ¥ =3.00 T =265 X=23.27 0.76 .478
(73) DS Int Fwd X =0.50 X=0.09 X =0.18 1.43 . 254
(74) DS Omn Fwd X =0.00 X =0.65 X =0.91 | 1.13 336
(75) DS Nr Rwd ¥ =1.00 X=0.46 ¥ =0.55 0.56  .578
(76) DS Rev Fwd X =1.50 X=1.06 X =1.18 0.19 .831
(77) DS Add Fwd - X =0.50 X =0.26 X =0.09 1.07 .355
(78) DS £Err Fwd ¥ =3.50 X =2.48 X=2091 0.85  .435
(79) DS Int Bkd ¥-0.50 ¥=0.22 T=0.27 012 .88
X =0.65 X=0.55 . 1.26  .298

(80) DS Omn Bkd ~ - X = 1.50



Table 11 (continued)

DD LD © NLD F /fp
(81) DS NR Bkd ¥X=0.00 T¥=0.48 ¥=0,91 1.86 {‘/.172
(82) DS Rev Bkd ¥=0.50 X=0.8 T=0.73  0.20  .823
(83) DS Add Bkd X = 0.00 X =0.04 X =0.,00 0.27  .764
(84) DS; £Frr Bkd X = 2.50 X = 2.26 X = 2.46 0.14 869

>
i
sl
]

(85) DS Err Fwd + Bkd X = 6.00 4.71 5.36 0.82  .449

+ .05 level or better




Table 12

Intercorrelations on Major Performance Measures

Battery B
Story Bend  PPVT  Digit . Block Read  WRAT  WRAT  B-G B-G B-G B-G DS

Rec Gest  1Q Span Des Grade = Spell Comp 5 sec .90 sec Recog  Seq Errors
Story Recall ~  1.000 =-.167  .271 . .204 .140 .204 .334 .098 155  -.048  ,273 .216 —.022
Bender Gestalt -.167  1.000 =.256 =.210 -.402 -.281 -.283 -.262  .043 -.093 -.344  -.038 .165 |
PPVT IQ .271  -.256 1.000 .062 -.082  .482  ,529 .313 .082 .067  .181 .102 -.110
Digit Span ~  .204  -.210 062 1.000  .198 .035 044  .024 .190 004  -.012 .023  =,396
Block Design 140 -.402 ~.082  .198 1.000 .183 ~ .208  ,086  .102 -.115 .10l 147 -.038
Reading Grade .204  -.281 .482  ,035 .183% 1.000 810 .726  .271  -.131 .220 .074 . ~.168
WRAT Spelling .334  -.283 .529 046 .208  .810 1.000  .545 .085 .010  ,376 .125 ~;045‘
WRAT Comp, = . .098  -,262  .313  .024 .086  .726 .545  1.000 .253  -.033 ,228 219 -.051
B-G 5 sec .155  .043 .082  .190  .102 .271 .085  .253 1.000 ~.004  .216 .349 ‘—4085‘ 
B-G 90 sec 2048  =-.093 067 .004  -.115 131 .010  -.033  .004 1.000 .375 116 4.149u 
B-G Recogn .273  -.344  .,181 -.012 .101 .220 376 .228  .216  .375 1.000  .540 ~.208
'B—g Seq .26 -.038  .102  .023 147 074 125,219 .349 116,540 1,000 ‘—.293N

DS Errors =022 ) 165  -.110  -.396 —.038 ~.168  -.045 -.051 -,085 ~.150 .208 .293 "1.000 :
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scores unique to Battery B are independent indicators of reading disa-

bility would requitre a larger sample size,
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Discussion

Review of Background and Purpose

As was reviewed in the first chapter, the past several decades
have Witnessed an interest on the part of psycholégists and educators
in atypical learning patterns in otherwise normal youth. This finding
has been known as "minimal brain dysfunction," "hyperkinesis," "dyslexia,'!
and most recently, "learning disabilities.' The concept has attracted the
attehtion of numerous juvenile justice personnel who have pointed to the
disordered learning behavior of many of the youfhs who become involved
with the juvenile justice system. It has been proposed by some of these
field persénnel that there is an unusually high proportion of juvenile
delinquents who manifest grossly disordered learning that upon inspec-
tion may be the "learning disability" syndrome conceived of by theoreti-
c¢lans.

Although this as well as other speculation has been proposed con-
cerning the causes of juvénile delinquency, very little meaningful re-
search has evaluated the contribution of learning disabilities to delin-
guent behavior. The postulated relationship has been referred to as the
LD/JD link and some have assumed that this supposed causal relationship
has been exhaustively studied. This is not the case. On the contrary,
it appears that most of the research in this area is of little help in

formulating conclusions concerning the incidence of learning disabilities

‘among juvenile delinquents.

By way of contrast, the present study has been a systematic endeavor

to identify delinquent youths who have a clearly diagnosed learning
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disability. The study took the position that if a learning disability
was substantial enough to contribute to a serious acting-out, compensa-
tory behavior pattern, then a standardized clinical examination would
diagnose this disability without difficulty. Furthermore, the purpose
of this study was to develop a diagnostic battery that could be adminis-
tered by paraprofessional personnel, gnd did not require a formal psy-
chological, psychiatric or neurological workup. The definition of
learning disabilities that served as a conceptual backdrop for the study
was that adopted by the National Advisory Committee on Handicapped
Children.

The diagnosis was to be made on the basis of a severe discrepancy
between achievement and expectation that was not due to a developmental
disability (mental retardation), severe psychological disturbance or
physical disability. In addition,kthere were multiple indicators which
were taken into diagnostic consideration if the youth was found to have
at least normal intelligence. Operationally, every effort was made to
be diagnostically conservatives; that is, to have considerable evidence
to support the diagnosis of learning disabled.

Review of Approach and Method

This study was conducted with volunteer youth participants at the
Los Guilicos Juvenile Facility, Santa Rosa, California. Approximately
250 youths were randomly selected from 3500 who were detained at Los - '
Guilucos the yeér of the study. The volunteers weré examined by one of
three doctoral level psychologists who modifie&:and refined the battefy

during the course of the year'iong examination schedule. E%pert technical
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assistance was provided by persons uniquely qualified in this area.

: | There ﬁas a standardized approach to the prospective participants,
and the study.was generally met with acceptance on the part of the youths
'andvstaff alike. Extensive interview and demographic information was
'requested; and the battery itself was presented in a manner to sustain

- interest and maximize performance. The initial examination was found

- to take approximately 65-80 minutes.
To ensure standardization of administration by the three examiners,

examination rehearsals were conducted and critiqués were presented until

a;uniform procedure was developed that allowed for a wide variety of
Weekly case conferences were held to discuss ques-

response variation.
tions of scoring and otherwise maintain standardigation.

Summary of Battery A Results
According to our classificatory system, it was found that 13.3% of

kthe sample was Developmentally Disabled (DD), 48.9% was Learning Dis-
abled (ID), and 37.8% was Not Leé.rning Disabled (NLD). While a non-

] delinquent sample was not directly compared in this study, the figure

of approximately SO%ylearning disabled is Cléarly higher than most

estimates in the general population, which cluster around 10-20% (e.g.,

Myklebust, 1968). o
A few of the demographibVcharaéteriétics differentiated the three
'groués,‘although most did not. It was notksurprising thaf‘the DD and ID
participants would tEnd;fo fepoft doing more poorly in school than the
NLD'jouth. It was interesting'that the LD youths tended to comé from

~ "larger families than DD youths, who in turn came frdmflarger'families

o
P -




B
than NID youths. It is clear then that family size was a significant
factor that was associatedfﬁith a discrepancy between expectation and
achievement.

There were a number of démographic characteristics on which boys
differed significantly from girls. Generallyﬁthg boys were older, more
likely to havethad a prior recofd,'and performed less adequafsly in school;
On the performance measures girls read better than boyé and had fewer |
spelling errors. R

The.onlyvdemographic variables that distinguished the 601'5;from
the 602's were that the latter tended to be older énd received pOCrer
grades in Englishbthan thev601's. Interestlngly, whlle 602°s made more
spelllnv errors than 601's, ‘the groups éld not dlffer on any other
_ performance varlablés; ’

Similarly, those with a prior record showédvféw demographic differ-
ences. The differences‘were limited to the fact thét those with a ﬁridr
record reported mére family membérs institutionalized’past‘and present
and were less likely té employ a sensorimotor aid. ThOSeVWith’nokpridr
Vrecord‘wére éupefior to those with a prior'recqrd on the Sfory Recall
Testkand the Reading Comprehension Test. |
| 411 majdr.pérformance’meaSufeS'separatedxths élassificaﬁory grpups,
with NLD performing‘superior to LD, whé performed sﬁperiOr tc bD Thls , 
1ndlcates that each measure in the battery was an 1mporuant 1ndlcator of
learnlng dlSablllty.; ’ |

The 1ntercorrelatlons among all magor varlables for all partlclpants

‘were statlstwcally slgnlfloant, prlmarlly in the range of 20 to .30
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with the exception of the reading measures which correlated more highly

with one another. To summarize, the measures are all deemed to be

appropriate "indicators" that are sufficiently independent to be useful

-in their own right.

" When the intercorrelations were computed.separately for the ID and

DD participants and for the NLD participants, it was found that the
‘correlatidns were of essentially the same order. Thus; it may be bon—
¢1uded that basically’the same pattern of performance trends are associated

with reading abilities at two different levels.

The Need for and the Process of Revision

4 "reasonagble period of time" was considered to be L5 minutes, and
it was obvious that the initial battery failed to‘meet this criterion.
It was apparent that a modified Bender Motor Gestalt Test could be
deVeloped utilizing only 5 of the 9 available Bender cards, but using
the 5 cards in a novel fashion to check immediate and delayed memory,
recognition and visual sequen01ng. |

Furthermore, the Wlde Range Achievement Test (WRAT) Reading subtest
was modified to discontinue testing after five consecutive errors rather

than twelve. Likewise, the Wide,Range‘Achievement Test (WRAT) Spelling

-subtest was modified to allow for a quicker screening determination;

again, five consecutive errors rather than twelve.

The Gates-MacGlnltle Comprehen51on Test was especially arranged to

,allow a total of 40 items, screening from grades 1 through 124 However,
‘grades 7 through 12 were emphasized because oi the age and expected

;reading‘level of the majority of the participants.
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The dictation paragraph which was a graphic representation of‘the
level of written language function was relucfantly’droPpéd. This Qea~~k
sure, primarily concerned with spelling and dictation, had been pitched
at the 10th grade level.

The Draw AkPerson (DAP) test is a fascinating measure and while if
did not correlate significantly with any of our other findings, it can
be recommended as a worthwhile and therapeutic conclusion to an exam-
ination or testing session. | | :

This revised battery was reviewed by our conSultants;aS'weli as by
field persdnnel who were asked to respond to the batterykwithout detailéd
introduction. It was decided that the revised Battery wés diagnoétically
sound and well-suited for thé unusual and demanding clinical ap?lication
for which it was intended. With consistenf endOrsemeni; it was evalﬁated‘
as ‘a battery which could readily be grasped from an administrative and
diagnosficvperspectivekby persons with little or no training or exper- -
ience in assessment. ’It was pointed out that there had been cOhSiderablev

~ skepticism on the part of probation personnel surroundihg thé use of some
’elaborate psychodiagnﬁsticktools; however, this pattery was felt'to be
obvious in purpo;e‘and lent itself to brief‘explanétions éoncerning’the .
details of administration. s

Summary of Battery B Results

 In a limited sample of 36 participahts; it wa$ found that}mdst;of~"

the same performence measures which were part of Battery A continued to-

‘differentiate the three groups. In addition, the new‘Spélling“and Compre—_f .7«7?"‘U

hension subtests not given on BaﬁtefyjA were found tozsigqificanti%pu B
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yseparate'the groups. However, the expanded variables from‘thé Bender-

 Gestalt and the additional error scores from the Digit Span, did not

separate the groups.

It has been previously discussed that this revised battery is more

=,

diagnostic and parsimonious than its predecessor. This was achieved
W :

by the revisions mentioned wiiich included deleting entire subtests as

. . \\‘?:: / .

well as modiinng subtests that were-retained.

;*%A larger sample would be needed to adequately test the contribution

of all of the new measures. It may be concluded that such a revised ,

‘battery shows promise for future research in examining the incidence of

learning disabilities among the juvenile delinquent population.

The Issue of Definition

Neither the term "juvenile delinquent"” nor the term "learning dis-

Vability” have readily agreed upon definitions. For the pﬁrpose

of this study we have defined a juvenile delinqueﬁt = or g youth in

danger of becoming a delinguent - as one who was temporarily detained

~at the county Juvenile Facility. The position could be taken that some

601's or those charged with minor juvenile offenses such as beyond par-

ental control, or even some 602's who may not have vet been proven guilty

or are first offenders, are not in fact "delinquents". Case work exper-

ience has‘shbwn,'howeﬁer,vthat youths who are placed in the Detention

’ Facility quite'often‘aSSbciate,with or in some way identify with the

delinquent subculture. Unfortunately, a number of these youths, if they

- ‘are not already,”aelinquents",'share many characteristics with the de=

‘linquent population and‘the;probabilityrthat‘they have engagedfor will

Stk

i
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engage in illegal acts, is high. Thus, while there is some foom for
discussion, we 1limit our definitioh of delinguency to those currently
legally detained pending further Juvenile Justice system prdceedings-’

As was detailed previously, the definition of “learniﬁg disability'" is in
the process of evolution. The definition most frequently encountéred’isf
the so-called "national definition! or that adopted by the previously
menti&ned National Advisory Committee on Handicapped Cﬁildrén.i It
reads .as follows: | |
Children with special learning disabilities exhibit a disordér‘ YR
in one or more of the basic psychological processes involved in
understanding or using spoken or written languages. Thesé may
be manifested ih disorders of listening, thinking, talking, ,.
reading, writing, spelling, or afithmetic. They include con-
ditions which have been referred to as perbeptual~dis§rdéfs,
brain injury,’minimal bfain dysfunction, &yslexia, déVeIOPmental 
'aphasia, etc. They do‘not include learning problemsvwhiCh\are due
primarily to mental retardation, emotional disturbance, or to‘:
environmental,disadvanfage. |
Our definition is in keeping with this general statemént and is anyqth
growth of it. This definitién is explained in'operational,terﬁsiin ‘
Chapter III Ahd takes into account age, IQ score, years 5éﬂind;in:,’
reading, and pefformande on measures‘ofhethhan reading. Acccrdiﬁg'£o7;

our definition, it Wwill be recalled, we have classified 48.9% of éuf

‘;ample as learning disébled,\B?.S% as not 1earnihg diSabled,_aﬁd 13;3% ‘

as developmentally\disabled.’lThis is avconservative/éppréachg‘i.g.;’if;~,’ f fiig9>’;
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could be argued that the actual proportion'of learning disabled youths
.in our sample is higher. Certainly the vast majority of those examined
(90.6%) read below grade level and performed below average for their age

on other measures as well, In any case, this study has provided solid

evidence, in a large sample, that the proportion of those with learning
disabilities is greater in delinquent youths than the proportion reported
in the generai population., Furthermore, theére are very real learning-
relatéd problems with many youths who- may not be classified as learning
disabled. For example, consider the 16-year—old‘eleVenth grader who may
have,"gotten by! thus far in school. Although he has had a negative
attitude towards school for several years, he managed to receive passing,

if mediocre, grades with little effort because of average or above

- average intelligence. While he is not "learning disabled", he is sig-

“nificantly behind gradé level, Such youths, along with the learning

disabled population, are prime candidates to drop out of school and pose
high risks for delinquent agctivity.

Previous studies that have investigated the incidence of learning

disabilities among juvenile delinguents have been beleaguered by defini-
~ tional, procedural, diagnostic, analytic, and conclusional problems.

" These shortcomings have been serious enough to render most of these

studies difficult to interpret and virtually impossible +to replicate.

While this current study 'was unable to compare the ‘incidence of

. learning disabilities among a group of youths in the general population,

many points of gontrést can be made between the 601 population and the

602 population.
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The 601 offender tended to be younger and from a less delinquent
background. The examiners encountered shorter delinguent hiétories,
less verbal agression and less uniform behavior patterns among the 601 L
group. The typical 602 offender was found to be more characteriétic of
the delinquent profile. Specifically, these youths often had extensive
delinquent backgrpunds, and not uncommonly made verbal threats to‘the
examiner. It ‘was not unusual for these youths to exhibit tatoos and
refer to recent fights and weightligting achievements as frequently nbted
among institutionalized adult delinguent pupulations. As an interesting
clinical nbte, this study encountered three military enlisted juvenileé,
one marine, one névy, and one army person.  All three were AWOL from
California militéry bases, and all three were readily diagnosed'as‘
learning disabled. |

This is &ll to say that while there are admittedly significaﬁt‘
differences betwéen the general population and those who come into éqn—

tact with a juveﬁile detention facility, it is clear that there are spe-

A

cifiable subgroups of this delinquent population.

Implications from the Evidence

variate and complex, but much of the data generated by this‘projéct is -

‘The real impact of this project_will be realized by the extent to

which such a battery is implemented in juvenile justice decision-making

and remediation. The causes of'juVenile delinquency are clearly multi-

significant: nonetheless.

The idea that approximately 13% of those who enter the jﬁ#enile

_justice system may béksubstantiatiélly substandard from an ihtéllectual '
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perspective is certainly ala{ming. No less disconcerting is the fact that

‘ a little less thén 50% of the juvenile delinquent population in Sonoma

County may very well be learning disabled according to rather rigorous

guidelines, i.e., efforts were made to be diagnostically conservative.

What'does this reflect about our schools, the probation department and the

vcourts? Now that we recognize this fact, what can we do about it?

The anéwers to these questions are beyond the purview of this report,
and require the participation of a wide variety of community personnel.
While no reduction in delinquency can be immediately predicted, iﬁ does
segmvapparent that alternatiVes to standard juvenile justice processing
can be devised and, armed with diagnostic information, more knowledgeable
dispositions can be made in juvenile cases.‘

At this juncture, it is ‘the hope of the project consultants that

widespread dissemination of this data will be achieved. This is due to

‘the fact that little solid evidence has been previously presented con-

cerning the incidence of learning disabilities among this particular
population. It is felt that this effort is an important achievement in

filling this gap. It is also important to note that it is’not difficult

_ to learn how to administer this battery, and pilot runs indicate that a

person with no prior experience can become thoroughly familar with the

~battery in a relatively short time. Furthermore, field utilization appears

to be possible due to the low cost and minimal timekinvolved.'

Recommendations

There are a number of specific recommendations for future researchers

~_to consider if this project is complemented by additional investigations.-
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First, it would be helpful to consider an inmer-city population that
would be répresentative of a broader cross section than that availablé
in Sonoma County. Second, a comparable school population could be e;al—
uated with the same battery. It would be important for investigations
of this nature to address themselves to the still unanswered quesfion of
the "LD/JD" link.

The present projecf should prove sufficiently provécative to stimu-
late juvenile justice personnel to systematically'invéntory the learning
status of the major sub-groups which they serve. For example; status
offenderé and chronic offenders should be evaluated and on the basis of
this data, dispositions as well as rehabilitation efforts would be well
served with this available information. |

It has, of course, been repeatedly shown in freatment efforts of -

~many different types that it is an absolufe ﬁecessity to’have precise
diagnoses precede attempts to remediate or corresct.  This has been frue
ﬁiﬁh those specific problems categorized by the amorphous tefm of learn-
ing disabilitiésQ It now appears thaf we hgve an effective and reasonable
diagnostic capability with the added bonus of wide=spread applicability;"

The timing for this project has been serendipitous due to the fact
that "learning disabiiities" have captured considerable congressional
atténtion of late.’ Rep. Claude Pepper (D.k- Fla.), fbgmér chair of the
now‘defunct House Select Committee on Crime, iﬁtrpduéed a bill:this &ear
providing $5 million for a national canfefenCé on learning disabiliﬁies'
and juvenile,delinquency. In'addition, Sen, JacobyJavits;(R. - N.Y.);“

Sen. Edward Kennedy (D. - Mass.) and Hﬁbert Hﬁmphréy,(D. - Minn.) have



1

=
i

all called for increased funding for research in identification and
theory testing as well as the development of model treatment and inter-
vention ﬁrograms: .

Against this backdrop of accelerated national interest, it is
fortunate beginning with Chief William Mulligan and currentlxﬂwi@h
Project Director John H. Barnes that Sonoma County has had éhe_pgr—
‘spicacity- to pursue this area over the years. The county is now pre-
pared and has committed itself to the next stage of remediation of

.specific learning disabilities.
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Appendix A

Checklist for Interview and Demographic Data

9
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1. NAME 2. I.D. NO.
| 3, TESTER ' 4. DATE

'S. AGE 6. DATE OF BIRTH 9. BIRTH ORDER

8. ETHNICITY: 9. FPRESENT STATUS 10. PRTOR RECORD:
Vhite =1Ek 601 =1 [ Yes =1 [
Black = 2 602 = 2 [ No =2 [J
Sp.Sur. =3 B 600 = 3 [] DK =9 [
Am.Ind. =4 X =9[]
Oriental = 5[]
Other =g

CURRENT LIVING SITUATION:

13. OTHER FAMITY MEMBERS

Netural Family = 1 ] CURRENTIY INSTITUTIONAIEZED7
Foster Home =2 [
Group Home = 3 [] Yes =1 [
- 7 Other = 4 No =20
11(a). If Yes, exPlaiﬁ: | 12(a). If Yes, relationship:
12. .  ANY OTHER FAMIIE MEMBERS EVER
‘ BEEN INSTITUTIONALIZED?:
Yes =10 | 1&. SCHOOL ATTENDANCE:
. No =20 ; ;
, Yes =10
l2(a). If Yes, relationship: . No =2 [

14(a). 1If Nc,.reason:

Graduated
Dropped Out
Expelled

.

14.(b). If Not in School,
' - Highest Grade:

TR T
il NI

5w




20, CURRINTIY RECEIVING
PROFESSIONAT, HEID?:

Yes
No

o
00

- 20(a). If Yes, type:'

Psychologist,
Psychiatrist,

- Counselor
Physician
Speech Theranlst
Other

L [ e |

Foino e
oo

20(b). If other, ezplain:

15. TYPE OF SCHOOL:
Public =1 []
Private = 2 [
15(a). If public .school,
type of program:

16. ATTITUDE TOWARD SCHOOL:
Like =1
Indifferent = 2 []
Dislike =3[

17. GENERAL SCHOOL PERFORMANCE:

Above Average =1
Average =2 []
Below Average = 3 []
18. GRADES IN ENGLLSH: -
Above Average =10
Average =2
Below Average = 3 []
19. EVER IN REMEDIATL OR SPECIAL

READING CLASS(ES)?:

Yes = 1 0
, No =2[]
19(a). 1If Yes, When?:
‘Currently, =1 O
Formerly = 2 []
=3

Both

21. 'CURRENTIY TAKING PRESCRIBED -
MEDICATION?:

| Yes
No

won

1.[];
2

21(a). If Yes, name of
medication:

21(b). For what condition(s):




22. SENSORIMOTOR AIDS REQUIRED:

Yes =1 0O
No =2 [ 23. NCTABLE ILINESSES/ACCIDENTS
| | | . PO SELF OR FAMILY?:
22;(‘3)’ If Yes, tiype: _, Yes < 1 D ,
Glasses =1 E} No =21[]
Hearing Aid = 2 |
Prosthesis = 3 [] 23(a). If Yes, involved:
Other = 4 ] Self -1
el | Others =2 [
22(v). If Other, explain: Self & Others = 3 []

23(b). . If Yes, explain:

CIINICAL OBSERVATTONS:
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SCORE SHEET—BENDER-GESTALT TEST e

NaME +ovveivenerensesvasasssncaasasonnces Age Loeen. Sex ...... G

Education .......... LQ. ...... Diagnosis ....c.ceviiiieiiiienen. :

DESIGN 1 DESIGN 4 DESIGN 7 g

1. Wary line (2 weeee. - L Asym. Cvo (3) ...... L. Ends no. join, (8) ...... 2

. 2.Det, dush, cir. (3) .eoeee 2 Break erv. (4) aeeee. 2 Angles ext. (3) ... THi 8

3. Dashes (2) weoses 3, Crv. not center. (1) ...o..” 3 Angles miss. (3)  ...... * : :

4. Circles (8) cssees & Curls (4) ciesse 4 Ext, scat. (3) ;

r " 5 No. dots (2) each ..... . 5 Not joined (80  ...... 5.DbL line (lew) ...... &

: 6. DbL row (8) Cveesss 6. Crv. rotation (3)  ...... & Tremor (4) <

7. Workover (2) - esesve 1. Touch-up {(8) "wsssee 7. Distortion (Bew)  ...... - 3

8. Sec. attempt (3ea) ...... 8 Tremor (4) ceeres 8 Guidelines (2)  .u..e. a3

, 9. Rotation (8) «reees 9. Distortion (8) eeevee 9 Sec. attempt (3en) ..o....

" 10, Des. miss. (3} ...... 10. Guide lines (2)  ...... 10. Rotation (8) . o

: ‘ Design Total  ...e- 1L Sec. attempt (3ex) ...... 11, Des. miss. (8) %

' ' 12. Rotation " (8) Design Total ~ cu..oe

13. Des. miss. (8) 3

) Design Total  ...... . ] :

= & DESIGN 2 DESIGN 5 DESIGN 3 i
N 'L Wayy line (2) veessy L Asymmetry (3) . ...... L Ends no. join. (8) ......
¥ 2 Dash or dots (3) ...... 2 Dot, dash, cir. (3) ...... 2 Anglesext. (3)  ......
] 3 Shape cir. (3)  ececie 3 Dashes (2) veeeee 3 Angles misa. {3} ...co.
4 Cir. miss, ext. (3) .o.... 4 Circles (8) .. 4 Extosest (3)  .o.eel ¥

$ & Cir. touch. (5)  ...... 5 Ext join. dot (2) ......’ 5 DbL line (lew) ......
¥ 6. Der..slant (3) ceesse 6 Ext. rowtion (3) ...... 6 Tremor (4)
0 7.Necok (2en)  icee. 7. No. dots (2) «seese T Distortion (8ew) ,..... B

© 8 Fig. oo 2 lines {8) ...... & Distortion (8) cveses 8 Guide lines (2)  ...... ¢

9. Guide lines (2)  ...... 9 Guide lines (2)  ...... 9. Workover (2) 5

10, Warkover (2) veises 10, Workover (2) sesces 10, Sec. attempt (3ea) ...... A

: 1L Sec. attempt (3ex)...... 1L Scc. attempt (3ee.) ...... 11. Rotation (8) cemase
: 12. Rotation (8) <veess 12 Rotation (8) sesces 12 Des. miss. (8) o
- 13. Des. miss. (8) secees 13. Des. miss. (8) ... Design Total - ...... %

" Design Total  ...... © Design Total  ......

. DESIGN3 DESIGN & CONFIG. DESIGN 1%

L Asymmetry (3)  .ee... L Asymmetry (3)  ...... L Place. Des. A. (2) ......

2. Dot, dash, cir. (3) ...... 2 Angles (2) veeess 2 Overlap (2ea)  .uiee. .

3. Dashes (2) wsiens 3. PU croming (2en) ...... 3. Compression (3}  ..eeee ' :

4 Circles (8) .~ wecoee 4 Covoextra(8) - .ceioe 4 Lines drawn (8) ...eo. 5

+ 8 No. dots (2) eeeses 5. Dbl line (Tea)  .ee.o 5 Order (2) ¥

B ' 6 Extra row (8) wesrss 6 Touchup (8) . “viee.o. 6 No arder (8)
§ - 7.Blunting (8 - eeco.. T.Tremor (4) - ceeeen 7. Rel size (3) 21
f ° & Distortion (8) vesss & Distortion (8) Total ¢
¥ . 9 Guidelines (2)  ...... 9. Guide lines (2) ....... DESIGN TOTALS
oo 0 10 Workover (2) 0 aoeees 10 Workover (20 ieeiie Loeeeis Saiaeel ) <
o F 7 1L Sec attempt (3ea) .....o 1L Sec. attempt (3en) ceene 2 iieeis G cveene i
4 12 Rowtion (8) 7 ...... 12 Rotation (8) PPN, Y AN Nig
o 1% Des mise. (8) ' .eeeee 12 Des miss. (8) SO e S )
~ Design Total' ...c.o  Design Total ...... Config. * - ...... - |

. Total Raw.Score coceee . Standard Scors ..-... i

3
S e R e e TRl o i5?

\O
oN.

*
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Dictation

In the far north there is a frozen river
which winds between two high mountains.

It does not melt even in summer. A rTiver
like this is found conly in places that are
very cold. - ‘

Y T ek e o i ek S e
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December 6 / last week / a river / ovgrflowed / in a small town /
teg‘miles /"from Alvany. / Wat;r covered the streets / and entered
the houses. / ~ Fourteen persons ( were drowned / and 600 pgrsons /
caught’cold / ?ecause of th; démpness / and cold wea#her. / In Sav%ng /

a bqy’/ who was caught / under a bridge, / a men / cut his hands.
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9. BLOCK DESIGN
; Time: SCORE
™
k60" 7 024
i
y B o2 *
3. 50| o 4
4. 40" o4
5. -60" a4
& 40" o 4 '
3140 =30 -
7.120" 04+ 3 ;
? ” 48=70 JedX
8. 120 04 &
N 1=40 4@
9. 120" 0 4 5 :
. .80 1+48 .
10-120"} - - e & & ;
h WISC-R - =
&, BLOCK DESIGN Discontinue after 2 chﬁw fdilurt;.
) ] v " Score ’
Design Time .. | Pass-Fail | (Circle the aporopriata score for each design.)
| R R ——— ——— = ‘
; 1. 437 1 9 1 B
. A s e 1 2
3 ;2. 45" 7 o 1
g . " 1 . v2‘
oIS | 5. o [ . |
: e | S 2148 164200 1115 110
: 44 o v 4 5 & 7
e - 2075 1620, 1118 1210 |
3. 75" 0 £ 5 & 7
, ‘ 2175 146-30- - 11,150 110
& 75" 0 ap o oNgs
A e 2175 1620 1115 -1.10
7. 73 a i 5 &
g e - 26757 2135 16107 . 145
'8' 75" 0 RN § 5 6.7
1 af S 56-120° 3455 26.35. 128 |
2. 120 E T R weeg
‘ Cyope S 78120 56.78 4185 1.0 |
10..120" 0o 4 50.6 7
— ey R R 41-120 56:80 - 41-55 . 1-40
—prrrzor . 20 g, sy i
! Tremt]
SER ..._*\\,,..._ : e inaa i N «;J:...,w.,., : S e 1
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Score

Digits Backward

Score
Circle

Digits Forward

NV S A

Ql

Ql

(X9

3-8-6
6-1-2

5=tk
2-5-9
8-4-9-3

6-3

B=ti=1-7
8elfu2=3-9
2~1-8-5

N

4-1-3-5-7
9=7-8-5-2

3-8-9-1-7~4
7-9~6-4-8-3-~

3-6-7-1-9-4

1-6-5-2-9-8

 5el-7-t_2-3-8

N

8=5-9=2=3-t-2

6-9-1-

9-8-5-2-1-6-3 -

8

~2-5-8

\0

3.1 -7~9-5-L4-8.2
Highest # Circled

B e e e e T e pm 3 R e e s it it 2 s st

A R apn a4 e

s Vs ok
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Directions: TLook at the sample test word VI below. The word
is rush. Now read the five words just below rush. Find the
one word in this group that means most nearly the same as
rush. The word hurry means most nearly the same as rush.

Draw a line under the word hurry.

Now look at test word number V2.

Find the one word in the

group below it that means most nearly the same, and draw a :
line under it. DPicture means most nesarly the same as 1llustrat10n.fxv

You should have drawn a line under the word plcture.

For each numbered word on this page and the next page, draw
a line under the word that means.most nearly the same. There

is no penalty for guessing;

no points are subtracted for

wrong answers. Even if you are not sure of an answer, make the

best guess you can.

SAMPLES

Vi. rush
. back
grab

grow
hurry

spend

V2. illustration
picture
brightness

. gickness
daring
unreal

1. reduce
send
construct
doubls
decresass
discuss

2. aegment

- radius
swamp
multiply
clay
portion

5.  infinite
‘ : deep
‘limitless
. tiny
- majestic
“binding

meddlesome

interfering
exacting
tuneful
tradesman
average

controversy

journey
muddie
dispute
scheme
reversal

mapnikin
bowl

wild
dummy
tidbit
cloth

' larceny

theft

- nonsense
decency

delight

‘burning

outlandish

starry-eyed
fantastic

'mlgvatory
~seaward
noisy




102

COMPREHENSION

‘Directions: Read the sample parsvraph below. It has
numbered blanks in it. The first blank is number CI

Look below the paragraph at the line of words with CL in
front of it. Flﬂd the word in line CI that mskes the best
sense in blank CI. The word hurricene from line CI mekes

. the best sense in blank CI. The word hurricane is the
answer to number CI. Draw a lire aander the word hurricare.

Now look at the words in line C2. Find the word in line C2
that makes the best sense in blank C2, and draw a line under 1it.

SAMPLES

The Weather Bureau gives each hurricane a girl's neme.
Zach year the first __ CT is given 2 name that begins
with A, such as Cz2 . : ‘

CI. month hurricane name Bureau start

C2. HMHary Betsy Linda Jusan Alice

The word Alice makes the best sense in plank 02 Touw should
have drawn a line under the word Allce.

When you are given the signal to bevin, draw a line under the
best word for each of *he blanks that follow on uhls vage and
the next page. There is uno penalty for guessing; zno 901nta
are subtracted for wrong answers. Even if you are not sure
of an answer, make the best guess you can.

All human communities employ some kind of lenguage.
Language ﬂhanges through the 1 ___of new words and the
dropplng of old ones. These cnanges in langilage often
changes in conditions w1uhﬂn the community.

L. deleting ‘return spelling lengthening' adding
4 ,

end prevent reflect plan - forego

He11um is among uh° lightest of the elements. Helium
is often used instead of hydrogen in balloons because, liks
other noble gases, it does not readily react with other
substences. With __3 _, on the other hand there is

,always the danger of explosions because of its hlgh -4
of reactivity. 4 , LT

3.  helium ~ hydrogen  atoms oxygen atmosphere

4L content  method combination stability degres
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COMPREHENSION 103

Page 2 Continue Working

The development and preservaticn of __ 5 space in
urban areas is a growing concern. The problem arises because
the growth of ___6  ordinarily decreases the available
area at the same time that it ___ 7 the need for parks
and playgrounds. ‘

2. renewal open - city classroom crowded
6. pollution noise freedom - population space

7. increases plans decreases overlooks proves

i
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ADMINTSTRATION OF THE BENDER VISUAL MOTOR GESTALT TEST

1. Present cards A, 3, 6, 7 and 8 for 5 seconds per card
and request a reproductlon from memory.

2. DPresent cards A, 3, 6, 7 and 8 1nd1v1dually and request
a direct reproductlon. Time limit is a "reasonable™
time.

3. Upon the completion of number 2, engage the cllent in
90 seconds of general conversation and then request
that he produce as many aeclgns as Doss1ble from
memory.

4, ZRequest that the cllent select the 5 BVGT cards from
a predetermined mix with lO supplemental cards.*

5. kRecuest the cllent to arrange the 5 BVGT cards in the

order orlclnally presented.
L}

'SCORING
1. Check the cards completed:

A 3 6 | 7 8

2. Check the cards completed: ’
A 3. 6 7B

z. List‘the“cards;completed,in order:

| TOTAL CORRECT

‘4. List the five cards selected inyorder:

Twucwmm 1‘;f
5. IList the five cards selected in order:

% Order of presemtation: 7,6 3 9 1o 5 8,1, 11 12 14 15 2, 4 15:«;[?*ﬁ7” i

S
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BENDER MOTOR GESTALT RECORD

NAME o o SEX  DATE

CAGE o S CASE

 GRADE____ | | , EXAMINER

'ERRORS
LR TOTAL |
DESIGN DISTORTION OF SHAPE ROTATION _ INTEGRATION ., PERSEVERATION _ERRORS

A a2 3

“ 1b__ - T

[ S . T RS [0 : 11 122
B , 12b

5 15 | 16 17a
- | 17b

6 | 18a 19 20
L 18b : : : ’

7 1 21a G 22 23
o S 2lb_

— gt

8 | 24 | 25

STANDARD DEVIATION .~ TOTAL ERRORS__

'PERCEPTUAL MATURITY

 REMARKS___

o PSRN e e . ; K S : .
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T1.

" BABCOCK STORY RECALL

(). 'Immediete _

(2). 10 Minute Delay

TOTAL

~ * Degrees OfrDistortiOn*

‘Recombination of parts of the story.

B. Introduction of new material of strong emotlonal tone,

<arbitraxy materlal, relatively unrelated.

. Te-
December 61 last week ! a river! overflowed! in a small town ten miles! from Albany
T1. e .
-T2, ; '
Water covered the streets and entered the houses. ,Fourteen persons were drowned
Ti.
T2. . B
and 600 persons | caught cold because of the'dampness and cold weétheﬁ, T R
1. | '
T2,
In saving| a boy  who was caught | under a bridgey ;a'man, cut his hands.
‘General Verbatim | " Total

’; Distortions?fl

i iy
II.

A [ B




WAIS

9. BLOCK DESIGN

| Time SCORE
Iy

2 4o +

3. 60"

4. &0

5. &0

& 60"

7. 120" Ry

8. 120" AR

9. 120" T
|1e: 1207 S

112
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* Discontinue after 5 consecutive errors.

25
READING

LEVEL II*--Ages 12.0 and over

milk toughen predatory peculiarity centrifugal
city aboard alcove pugilist sublety

in triumph scald ‘enigmatic - beatify

tree contemporary mosaic predilection succinct
animal escape municipal covetousness regicidal
himself eliminate decisive soliloguize  schism
between tranquillity contemptuous longevity  ebullience
chin - conspiracy deteriorate abysmal misogyny‘ ,
split image stratagem ingratiating beneficént’;
form ethics benign oligarchy desuetude
grunt deny desolate coercion egregious
stretch rancid protuberance  vehemence heinous
theory fhumiliate prevalence sepulcher internecine
contagious bibliography regime emaciated ‘synedoche
grieve unanimous JArascible evanescence ‘

IEVEL I*--Through Age 11.11 5
cat deep struck recession digscretionary
see even approve threshold ~ persevere
red spell plot horizon anomaly

to awake huge ‘residence rudimentary
big block quality participate miscreant
work size sour quarantine - usurp

book weathar imply luxurious novice 0 :
eat “should ‘humidity rescinded audacious o
was lip urge emphasis mitosis -
'himm‘ ;finger bulk aeronautic ‘iseismograpﬁ‘~W ’
how tray _ exhaust ~intrigue . §purious*« o
then felt | abuse 'repugnéntk "idiosyncragy
open  stal% collépse : putativg’ , ‘itiner%£§ ;ﬂ
letter cliff glutton - endeavor = pseudonyhm
jax lame clerify  heresy  aborigines

PSR
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Name LEVEL I G
- LEVEL II (]
,' 24 |
2 g5
3 26
4 27
5 28
6 LB
7 30
A 5 ‘,
o ¥ -
10 33
11 34
12 - +35
3 36
14 37
5 38
(6om 3.
17 40
18.. o4l
19._i 42,
20, 43
21 44
2. 4
73 - 46 N
= A v |cia
5 1 ] .
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FORM A

23

NAME. :

item Resp. Key Word tem Resp. Key Word Item Resp. Key Word

1 - (4) car 51 ————(4) submarine 101 ———(3) graduated

2 e(3) cow 52 e (4) thermos 102 —__(2) hieroglyphic

3 ———(1) baby 53 ————(3) projector 103 (1) arate

4 (2) girl 54 —(4) group 104 —— - (3) cascade -

5 (1) ball 85 e (3) tackling 108 e (4) illumination ~

6 —ee—(3) black 56 — (1) transpdrtation 106 —— (1) nape

7 —— (2 clown 57 — (1) counter 107 ——o (2) genealogist

8 (1) key 58 .(2) caremony 108 (2) embossed

9 (4) can 59 e (3) pod 109 ——_(4) mercantile
10 ———(2) chicken 60 (4) bronco 110 (2) encumbered
11 (4) blowing 61 - (3) directing . 111 o _(4) entice

12 (2) fan 62 —— . (4) funnel 112 (3) concentric
13 (1) digging 63 — . (2) delight 113 —— _(3) vitreous

14 (1) skirt 64 . —(3) lecturer 114 (1) sibling

15 (4) catching 65 e (2) communication 115 —ei(2) machete

16 ——-(1) dium 66 . (4) archer 116 —eme(4) waif

17 (3) teaf 67 e (1) stadium 117 (1) cornice

18 (4) tying 68 (1) excavate 118 —i(3) timorous -
19 (1) fence 69 o (4) assaulting 119 (1) fettered

20 (2) bat 70 (1) stunt 120 — o (2) tartan

21 (4) bee 71 (1) meringue 121 e (3) sulky

22 (3) bush 72 e u(3) appliance 122 (4} obelisk

—— (1) pouring . 73 i (4) chemist 123 (2) ellipse

24 (1) sewing 74 ___(3) arctic , 124 —(2) entomology .
25 (&) wiener 75 —e——(4) destruction 125 o _(4) bumptious
26- (2) teacher 76 ——(3) porter 126 —(2) darmer
27 (3)  building 77 ——(2) coast 127 (2) coniferous .
2'81 —(3) arrow 78 ——mu(4) hoaisting 128 . (4) consternation -
29 (2) kangaroo 79 (1) wailing 129 —(3) chese

30 (3) accident 30 {2) coil 130 —c(4) gauntlet

31 (3) nest 81 —— . (3) kayak 131 — (1) inclement
32 (4) caboose 82 (2) sentry 132 (1) cupala

33 (1) envelope 83 e (4) furrow 133 ——2(2) obliterate
34 (2) " picking 84 . (1) beam 134 (3) burnishing
35 (1) badge 88  mcim(3) fragment 138 ——(1) bavine

36 . (3) goggles 86 —~2-(2). hovering 136 (4) eminence
37 o (2) peacock ] 87 i :(3) bereavernent 137 (3) legume.

38 (3) queep 88 .. _(4) crag 138 . (4) senile

9 (4) coach ‘89 _(2) tantrum 139 ————(2) deleterious
40 (1) whip 90 (1) submerge 140 - —(4) raze '
41 . (4) net 91 . (3) descend 141 —(2) ambulaticn
42 v (&) freckle 82 (2) hassock 142 (1) cravat k
43 _(3) eagle 93 (1) canine 143 e (2) impale

44 (2 twist o4 _(1) probing 144 —__(#) marsupial
45 e (4) sh’ining N 95 ;....._.._.(1) angling 145 -(3) predatory

46 ——(2) dial 96 . (3) appraising 146 —— (1) incertitude
47 - (2) yawning 97 ~(4) confining 147 -(2) imbibe

43 . o (2) tumble. 98 L (4): precipitation 148 —(3). ho‘mmculu; R
49 (1) signal 99 _— (1) gable 149 —— - (4) cryptogam
50 (1) capsule 1100 (1) amphibian 150 _(2) pensile.

A
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2 S A NAME _ p
Through Age 11.11
Py x
LEVEL I
) 2 B B Children go to school........ ceresresuen ceveiiaeeds S -
PR 1 .The cat has fur...... Vesieese A RIS ceeeneenos. KAt
3. in.......'............Wearemtheroom........’.............,... ..... . vees Im
4. boy.......... veessae.The boy plays ball...... ......... . bal
5. and....... ienaieeens Bill gnd Bob play together.......... s e iiane e ceneae ind
6. willsierneivivesnswss They will wait for you..... Veseiieines PP 2 (|
7. makell .. oenurennnnn.. She can make a dress....... Cheeeeaes PP P raeciesaee miak
8 hxm..\i.\.......;.....‘..Theysa.whzmmtown ................. PR senseinss ... him
BT P Sayitslowly...ovviiunin. et i tecciereseiie e ieenens vee. A
10 CUt. ., kweeesieeas . Mother will cut the cake..oovnviiiiivniinnenrnnenens coops kit
11. cook..... ?\\.,....,...Wecookourowndxnner..'.;.,...........................’".. kdok
12, light.......0.. .o ... The light is bright.......... Ceeeesiaeans R bessaeaers Iit
13. must, ... .0 en.n Ceeen We must do our work........... RO to e e e e .. - miist
14, dress........... veeo..Thedressfitswell....oo...... v eveeeeetaaeiensanaeeeae,. dr¥s
15. reach. .. ....i.. vv.s..Hecouldn't reach theball .o .ovon ivinaiaaisn ceeiiseneaeaes réch
16. order................The captain’s order was obeyed...oiiiieiiiiiiiannas vevesn. Or dér
(17, watcho.....auls SRR My wafchisfast.c.oiieiiiieineiiinnnnn. eaaiae eveveasas woch
18. enter ..o viveers.. . Enterthisway. ccovivunninnaen, R Ceivedvesais &n’ tér
19, BrOWN. e, .nvnecievenns Potatoes are grown in the Beld e v voeese e e e eanns grén
20. natUre. .. .vouereansss . The study of naiure is Interesting. . .vveeieneeeteraenneaenas nd’ chér
21, explain....... 000l Explain how it happened. ...c.oivvinenneinennen. veieeiean ks plan’
22, edge...... widvsvesss.Hesaton theedge of thechalr.....vvvevencuanan cereeeenn e &j
23, kitchen...o.eeivinia.s Our Eifchenissmall........onieivnunas Vehseskarassnessien kich’ &n
P24, surprise, .. iieiia e s He may surprise you. i . e nivnyanssonnasiananns e sér priz’
25 result ., e viohanian ... The result of your work is good .............................. ré zilt!
T26. adVICR i i si s e eas My advice was forgotten. .. v vei et v isisiinseeensonineenions
27. purchase.....oveesse.. We did not purchase the car ‘ i
28. brief..... aieieseaedn I received a brigfnote.....c.ouvus. B T
29, SUCCESS....:osevcsos.. Success makes people RAPPY « . e v ves s ieaennanraeraeiiaanns stk s&s’
30. reasonable............ - His request was reasonable and just,....... beseseieaseeaness rEZ'n A DY
R ‘i,'rnaginary........'....He told usan imaginary story. ... .. .. Cee e veeeeese, Itm3j Indrl
32, OCCUPY v i i s We occupy asmall apartment..,.....oiivevriiinnnnsse-vas.e Ok’ Api
33. character,............ Her fine characier was praised............. Cideena veeviee.s kir" 3k tér
34 s0cietY . e e ey .Every sacuty has rules..... R A e s5 s’ & tI
35. official..... Ceweei e An official invitation came today. . .... rb it aeen abees ... & fish’ Al
36, recognize,...... S He did not recognize me .. .v .o iviveiiecaniniananess vean T8k 8 niz
37. familiar.. ... ...c00l . We are famzhar with the news. . ...oviveennennnnn. reea e f4 mil’ yér
38. commission..,........The commission reported to the mayor...... iva e iaee «.. k& mish’ iin
-39, beneficial..... cieb e Goodfoodxsbeneﬁcuzltohealth...............,.....,..;‘..., ben & fish’ 41,
Z 40, appmpnatxon + vus v o« . Congress made an gppropriation for schools. . ... PR ANy ‘. & prdpela’ shiln
41, enthu51asm 8 SR People showed enthuszasm for the hero B &n thi’ zl 3z'm
42, criticize or” e ;
criticise. e iinea.n krit’ 1 siz
= 43, prejudxce,.a.,.‘...k...._, pr&j’ &6 dis
. 44, belligerent.. . .... coas b& 11" &r &nt
. "% 45, oceurrence, RS ee & kér' éns

  51$ 6 or fever words are spelled correct;y, glve Marks
. Subtest to Subaects‘ ages 8 through 11.11. ;

f D1scont1nue tes a¢ter 5 consecutlve errors.
"k?O p01nts added 1f Marks subtest is not glven.

Ll
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.48, puclllammous in
‘46 xndescence.. ...... PR . cnd 1r 1dgs’ énsy{ e

*. If 4 words or. 1ess are cor ect, gn.ve the Marks subtest to Subj‘ectsﬂf';z.:j s

j
|
|
|
|

AGES 12 and OVER ‘ ' NAME
LEVEL II*.
l.aato:. i vieevunaes Thecathasfur....‘ ............................. cesseasses kit
A o | SRR Bobigin run fast........... dreieeaaia. fee e aenain seee. TR
Joamne. . iiiinnaes cwae Hxsarmhurt..,...~., ............. PR AP Rt seses Arm
4, traif. . vesieiaoivennas The trgin was crowded.......oovvun.s T PP SIS o ¢ . |
S.shout........... +«...1f you shout, he’ll hear you........... bei e sieseweassaas shout
6. correct. .. ..v.iienn. . Put down the correct answer.......... eeree s eviesann k& rékt!
7. crcle........ veesseoThecircleisa round drawing. .. coovenirsenivensarininnness sé&c’ k']
8. heaven...... veveses..Heaven surrounds the earth. ... .oveveecennnn e enbeearaes . ha&vién
9. educate......... .+ ...Parents educate their children. ..........ccosurunniiennee... 2d° 0 Lkat
10. materal.i............ The material Was eXpPensIVE (it venererinnsivinensioteisnss ‘mi ter’ 14l
B UEE 2111 SN The house was in ruizn after the fire........ IS .- 5 .- SR
12, fashion............... The dressis now in fashionm ... .. . . oiceeiin.es R woev..: f4sh’n.
13. believe..... eveeenena I believe you are right., .. ... . ... A chesimvaeyen iy be iav’
14. suggestion....: e My suggestion was followed.........: [ O slig'jés’ chiin
15. equipment............ The office got iew equidment............ ieecesessieeiisadan & kwip’ mént
16. majority...oouein. oo The majority voted for the bill. ..........oa i i, majart T
17. institute..............The art institute held an exhibit........ W et e e ierean In’ stl tit
18. literature............. Some literature is worth reading. ..... e Cereieen ceesees It Er ¥ tir
19. reverence............. Old people are treated with reverence........ i ieeeeeesis.. T8V & éns
20. MUSEUM......\.... ... The art museum held an exhibit............ Verieas e et .. miz& im
21. preciouS......c.c.eas, Health is preclous ..o oovvnnn o, Freeeiavie A présh’ ds
. 22. illogical ... ..nou i Hxsthxnhngwasz’llogmal ...... P N TIPS | 8 {3 L o <1 |
: 23. decision......ocvvunn. Your decision was accepted by all.............. caeeaseneei o dBsizh’ B0
24, quantity.......... i...He ate a large quantity of food.....cociniiniaa.., veerecnes. kwon’titl
25. executive.....veuvinn. The governor is a state execulive. oo vveseriva i e ERTRR P, Todgzgk! 4 tlv
26. necessity .. .ivyieeiunan Food isa necessity of life. o ooeivreiviiiieeinansnniass e nd s8s’ Lt
2. opportunity...........He had no opportunity for success. . . ... R A 8p &r td’ ol tl
28. anxiety...... .« ««...Floods create anxfety among PeOple. st o ohae e - Ang 2z’ & 1
29. conscience. ... ......: His conscience was clear . ... visoierninevins B ~kdn’ shéns
30. physician........... . Our family physicien examined me.........oioviieniiivaean ft zish? 3n
31. courteous............. Let's be courteous to everybody . .vvieviniiian PR kér’ t& Gis
32. possession. .. ......... He took possession of the house. . ....oveiiveiiiniinans vos - p& zesh! dn
33. lucidity........ i .. We think best in moments of lucidity. . .... weme s e TR . lasd i
34. exaggerate............ Don’t exaggerate your accomplishments............... N &g z4j’ &r &t
35, privilege . oo, «onoIt was a privilege to meet the astronatit .. vovvenevuyenasnees privi it 1!3 :
36. loquacious.......i.... He was loguacious during the interview......o.von .. il g - 16 kwd’ shils
37. medieval............. Medieval times were long ago...n. ... A oy wasesy e dlE vil
38. effeminate......... ...Helisan effemingte person. ... ..oueuieinerasasaraseauisen.. &fém’ Inlt
39. resilient. . .... R Steel is more resilient thanlead. ... . oovviivnnevieneian.. 18zl T &nt
'40. sovereignty........ ... The country Kept Its Soveretgnly .o i voicivinesimavoneas ceis SOV ErIntl
41. assiduous...... vouis . Assiduous effort getsresults. .. .. iuan. P e e <. Asidiuds
42‘1rresxst1bfe‘.,.,';...,.Hls1deawas1rreszstzble.‘.k ..... Irré zis’ t1 b1
43. acquiesce.......ovuin. .To acguiesce is to comply with a demand Ceiviennirees . Ak wids!
44, charlatan. . ....... ... A ckarlatan isa pretender. . .‘ b i et re ey eeseesesesaens ShiT 1 thn

‘5 DOlnts aaded if Marks subtest 1.s not gn.ven. s

pii sl Jan’ Tmits

Thoe



Digits Forward

WAIS

| - DIGIT SPAN
(Circle Number Correctly Recalled)

bigits Backward

118

o o ] I & , =)
3)  326-8 & % gl 3 8] 2-5 E% Al 2lc2)
3) B=lz2 | 6-5 (2)
(4)  Bl-1-7 574 (3)
(4) ©-1-5-8 2=-5-9 (3)
5) ¢ 8-4-2-3-9 0-2-9-6 “les)
5) B=2-1-8-6 8=4-9-=3 (&)
(6) 3-8-9-1-7-4 4-1-3-5-7 s
(6) 7=9-6-5-8-3: 0-7—8-5-2 (5
(7)  5=1-7-4-2-3-8 1-6-5-2-9-8 (6)
(7) 9-8=5-2-1-6-3 3-6=7-1-0-% (&)
' (8) 1-6-4-5-9-7-5-3 8-5-9-2-34.2 ()
(8) 2-9-7-6-3-1-5-4 4-5-7-9-2-8-1 ~{7)
(9) 5-3-8-7-1-2-4-6-9 6-9-1-6-5-2-5-8 /)
(9) 8-2-6-9-1-7-8-3-5 3-1-7-9-5-4-8-2 (8)
~ ERRORS BY TYPE
A o Forward ; + Backward ~,’ =
TOTAL ERRORS: Fo-ward + Backward =
1. INT (Intru51on(s)) SubSultutlon of oﬁe or more incorrect

: digits for a correct digit.
2., OMN (Omission(s)): Omission of one or more dlglts from any
' portion of an otherwise >correctly produced set.

3. IR <§O Recall)): No digits produced (e. g., "I can't remem-,
- ber"

4, REV (Reversal(s)) All correct digits produced, but one or
- - more reversals of order.

5. ADD (AddlulOH(S)) 411 correct digits produced, but one or
‘ 'more dlclts added to any portion of the set.



COMPREHENSION SAMPLES

Find the row of pictures that shows a man, a baby,'a bat and a’

tree. Below the row of pictures, it says, "Where is the baby?"

Look at the four pictures right'above the question "Where is the‘baby?ﬂ

Cne of the four pictures answers the question. Now take your pencil‘and

make a big X on the picture of the baby.

Read the follow1ng story to yourself as I read it to you. Right'

AL Where is the baby?

wnder the story there are two guestions about it.

‘question, the question with the letter & in front cfiit.
question, asks “Who will go with Eddie and his father?"
The four answers are "his mother," "BillY,

.question are four answers. 7
The story says that Blll will go with Eddie

"Sally," and "an uncle.”

Look at the first

The first

‘Below this

~and his father. "Bill" is the best answer. Now, take your penc1lg,

and draw a circle around the word "Bill."
question, the question with the letter B in fromt of it.

It says "Eddie is going to the circus
They are "Frlday,"k_

EN

is azn unfinished sentence.
There are four endings to choose from.

On ;OC"

"his vacation," 'nis blrthday," and "Halloween.'
Which ending is best? The story <=ays that he is going +o

answer?

the circus on his b;rthd;y.'
birthday. |

Which is the best w\

A, yVho will go with. Eddze and hxs father"

. hxs mother S Blll o Sally ' an unele

~ B.Eddieis gbing'to’;becircts o

Friday his \'écation Ius Birthﬁiay Haﬂo%é‘@n

Lastyear, for his seventh blrthday, Edche had a party' :
at home. On his' birthday this year, Eddxes father 1S .
; takmg hxm and his fnend Bill to the circus.

7

Now look at the second

This cuesclon ﬂ

Draw a 01rcle,around the words "his
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Gl ,DIRECTIONS Read the sample paragraph below It has
“ s ‘mimbered blanks in it. The first blank is number Cl.
‘Look below the paragraph at the line of words, with C1
in front of it. Find the word in line C1 that makes the
best sense in blank Cl. The word house from line C1
‘makes the best sense in blank C1. The word house ig the
answer to number C1. Draw a line under the word house,

Now look at the words in h'ne‘C Find the word m
line C2 that makes the best sense in blank €2, and
draw a line under it.

i

SAMPLE

We have 4 playroom in our —_C1 It is down in the
‘basement, so we need to turn on an electric ___ C2_ __
even on sunny days.

Cl. stove ‘House bed car lake

C2. storm friend ladder room light

The word light makes the best sense in blank C2.
You should have drawn a line under the word light.

Remember there are three different kinds of items in,the test on
the following'pages‘

- For items 1 through 6., mark with a E X the picture that answers
~ the question or that goes best w1th the story. Mark only ome
plcture for each question or story. As soon as you have finished-
marking a pilcture, go on to the next question or story. :

For items 7 through 18, answer each question by drawing a circle
around the best answer. Circle onlﬁ one answer for each questlon.
As you finish one story, go right ead to the next. If you can't

answer a oufstlon don't spend too nmuch time on it go on to the
next one. you finish all the questlons on all four pages, go

back and check your work.

For items 19 through 52, draw a llne under the best word for each
of the blanks that folTOW on th’s page and on the next two pages
If you can't choose the best word for a blank, don t spend too '

thh time on it. Go on to the next one.

i : , ;
‘Im you make a mistake, erase the mark and then draw a circle
asound the rlght answer. ;



2. Wé had a big Thanksgiving dinner. First

came soup and then turkey with vegetables. Last |,

came pie and cheese. What was the first thmg

The earliest kinds of rtioney were valuable objects

5.

which ‘could be carried around and traded very eas:ly
" Shells,. precious stones, and even salt 'w‘ere,garly, simple‘
kinds of money. Now we use valuable metals and we |

make them into disks or coins. thch is an early fox'm"
of money? ~ ‘

we ate?
|
; pmp—— |
|OPEN e |
e Mark the picture of the sign that te]ls you

not to go in.

- . (-] [

APRIL -1983
4 e w2 [

11213 456

71819 hoftrhaa]}:
Misielitlis 19 J20 18
(i21]22103124]2512817 R
2829300} o ol -

B.. Orange growers watch the weather carefully. In+
Southern California, there are a great many oil bumersff 3
ready in case the winter weather turns cold. These oil :

burners are called smudge pots. They give enough heat .

to protect the fruit if the temperature drops below the o
danger point of thirty degrees. What shows that the tem- P
perature is below the danger point? '

Carol woke up eaﬂy and huvmedly ate her breékx’ast o
Then, as soon as she was dressed, she ran down to the - o
pond ‘to shate \ :

7. Before getting dressed, Carol

- skated ate ‘played . worked
89 Carol was
slow . bored : eager sad

" In one city, children five or under ride the bus free.
For children between five and twelve years old, the
fare is 10 cents. People twelve or over pay 15 cents. -

q, An adult wou_ld pay‘ , L e ;

nothing 1o.¢ ‘ 1z 3¢
The a-nonnt a person pays depends upon his

hezﬂhl *weight o :_;:g'e“ : : v.orxh




The hummmgbxrd has a long slender bill. It thrusts.
this bill into flowers to get nectar and insects. When ‘
| ___ID___ it beats its wings so rapidly that they sound
hke the _...._29; of a tiny motor.

1:9 hopping resting”™ flying fAowers - - walking

20 hum - scratch grit size - crash

In the first colomes in Amenca, making clothing
took a long time. The women first had to spin the yarn
and weave the cloth. They colored the cloth with dyes
made from roots and be:nes. Finally they were ready

tocut and sew the material into clothes for the family.

13, CIothmg for the colomal faxmly was generally '
' made in
o factorie; - homes luxury Ckina
. 1k 7 ; ; The best fancy diving is the result of long practice
* =" The color for the cloth came from ‘However, .23 __, in and of itself, does noé Lring
: ‘pi’c(urél - roots : sugar ‘ dew |  championship form. Champlonshxp divingisthe— &
» - ‘ of such specifics as muscular ___« 25: . and coordination

plus exact timing.

- Y
23, prevention practice reaction recognition adegree

24, importance spring result scliool reading
25 rest  punch pain springboard  contral

’ 7 Normal air pressure is about sncteen pounds per square
Th . o ; B o ‘ inch. If the air pressure suddenly becomes much less than
e cheapest way to get logs to a mill is by water. this, you feel lightheaded and dizzy. If the air . 26 __

: Teak, a very va‘luable wood, is too heavy to float when | increases to much more than sixteen pounds per square

green. Because of this, a deep cut is made around the inch, the whole world seems to be PTGSSiUE' down and
trunk and the tree is left standmg until it is dry trying to suflocate you. Air pressure is something that
you live in all the time and yet never . 27.__ unless °

‘en h't ﬂ t.
oug o foa it suddenly - 28__

-17 .’I’eak will float if it has been

, ’ = o6 : N ) .
G (Irxcd ‘lomved trnnsporled - sawed ' dampness _ perhaps wRys pressure. ‘Ic“e,r

1 8.. Compames prex’er water transportatxon for logs 27 sotice eat drink’ ask smell o
, - because it is less : o PR ‘ s
e "'-'ln'd ~ rcliable ' expensive dangerous |28 appears  changes  stays o explodes ~ cries




.y skin divers have read .29 _ of ships sunk in

‘storms and have become fascinated with the idea - -

~Q__ some of the cargo of sunken ships.

PO gear -denials nothing  accounts

losing

‘ering  burning =~ making escaping

123

De.zmographib data are obtained thrdugh 'statisi:iczﬁ
studies of selected characteristics of a population. The
U.S. census, taken every ten years, isan ___-99__ofac

demographic study. Certain 759 of the population -

of the United States are analyzed _ 48,

-38 interesiing = event  aversight exa'mpl‘e ‘accident

39 aspects students disasters - income typleal

4Q statistically wrongly chemically harshly writing

"All human communities employ some kind of_]anguage‘.i |

Language c‘nahges through the __4&% - of new words
and the dropping of old ones. These changes in language
; ofterg —— %2 __ changes in conditions within the com-
munity. : u S

41 deleting return spelling - lengthening adaing
U2 - end prevent reflect plan forego
-~ ...‘ - e T e L e R e .
e recorded ronversations or confessions are always
t as'evidence because it is easy to 5___ atape Ry e
‘ng by snipping out sections and splicing the cut T x e o
sgether. The resulting tape can then be played and T et

ed by another machine, producing a final 7" _

at . record alter unwind  léngthen

corded . unepliced *  punched original ic]inble

important part of our legal system is the JuryA
s made up of twelve people selected from a list of

‘qualified to be __ 35 . Before a trial begins, |

_swear to ___36___ the facts fairly and to render

- e ey

ces - doctors " jurars . exempt . injured
eal wé‘igh, ‘ alter =~ wave ' ignore
- -yerdiet - ' - right k]egu]‘ityy

‘defense

 speed of about 186,000 miles a second, by .45 __ the
- time taken for waves to return to the radar transmitter:
after reflection from the aircraft it is possible to estimite
the distance of the __46__ from the transmitter.

'~

S wave “oradior - ‘rcﬂéctiq’ﬂ," " echo

4g o craft

Since radio waves travel at the known and constant’

45  increasing  changing  reducing  measuring spacing v+

@ O

i




In reference to a — 47 __. acquaintance of ours, a
particularly proud and haughty woman, a friend of mine
once said, “I cannot recall her name, but she’s the only
person I know who can 48~ __ while sitting down!”
Immediately-L knew -5 %9 “whom he spoke. '

49  close shy mutnal dear meek
48 walk sulk cry strut sing
49 e for of with her
i To determine a condition which is necessary for the
‘ occurrence of a given event, one must examine instances
in which the event in question is —50___ and also °
‘instances in which it is lacking. A feature which .
— .. 51— whenever the event takes plate but which is ;
; never present in the —_ 52__. of the desired event may
. _be called a necessary condition. . s
’ 50 present esuiﬁcienf 7 frequent distinct general
Ts
v 51 disappears  occurs wanes improves fails
52 repctition absence - body presence wake

- .



3

Appendix C

List of Performance Variables

122



s

M

" Var #

List of Performance Variables

Name = # of Cases

126

Mean Std. Dev.
o1 Age in Months 249 194,972 22.274
02 Position in Family 231 2.831 1.586
03 Children in Family 229 L 175 1.888
o4 Bthnicity 2l 1.311 .822
05 Present Status 2ly 1.538 .523
06 Prior Record 248 1.226 429
o7 Current Living Situation 229 1,681 1.067
08 Other Family Member Ever in Institution 191 1.681 489
09 Other Family Currently in Institution 187 1.690 .558
10 ‘School Attendance el 1.093 .330
11 If No, Reason 16 1.750 577
12 Highest Grade Completed 247 10,121 1.552
13 Type of School 2h3 1.021 .169
1k Attitude Toward School 231 1.918 .883
“15 General School Performance 237 2.291 <571
16 Grades in English 23 2.286 .668
e Ever in Special or Remedial Reading 226 - 1.606 .503
18 When in Remedial Class | 38 1.868 .623
19 Receiving Professional Help 222 1.869 .36k
20 Type of Help 4 29 1.034 +325
21 Currently Taking Medication 219 1.900 .3%0
22 Sensorimotor Aids Required 223 1.79% ,496
25 Type of Sensorimotor Aid Ly 1,063 .381
2h Notable Illness | 215 1.842 R
25  Who is TI1 41 1.098 490
26 Disturbance bl 1.225 .590
27 Sex | | 248 1.270 ks
28 Grand Total Babeack 247 18.247  8.347
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Std. Dev.

" WRAT Comp Level

Var # Name # of Cases =~ Mean
29 Koppitz Direct Copy 244 2.500 1.751
30 PPVT Raw Score 235 92.907 14,221
31 PRVT IQ ‘ 236 90.725 12.453
32 Babcock T. General 246 3.935  2.766
33 Babcock T. Verbatim 246 L L35 6.436
3L Babcock T. Summation ~ 2ké "7.963’ 3,904
5 Babcock T2 General ol 5.041 3.712
36 Babcock T2 Verbatim 246 5.496 4,386
37 Babcock T2 Summation 246 10.614 4.917
38 Distortion A1 246 kb .560
39 Distortion A2 2k6 .020 191
Lo Distortion Summation A 26 110 564
L1 Distortion B1 246 .033 0237
ko Distortion B2 2k6 - .0b5 396
4z Distortion Summation B 2h6 .061 Lok
44 Digit Span Forward 2l6 6.362 1.841
s Digit Span Backward 246 3.955 1.365
L6 Digit Span Total k6 10.313 2.975
7 Digit Span Scaled Score 2L6 9.711 3.370
L8 Digit Span F-B 246 2.407 14270
Lo Learning Disabled 247 2.243 636
50 Block Design Raw 233 33.785 10,435
51 Block Design Scaled 231 10,013 . 3.690
52 WRAT Reading Level 223 1.865 355
53 WRAT Reading Raw 213 L6.869"  1Lk.392
5l WRAT Reading Grade 228 7.668 7.517
55 WRAT Spelling Level 2k9 L2890 699
56 WRAT Spelling Raw 2L9 . 2.783 7,582
57 WRAT Spelling Grade 2hg 1,263 s ?.326‘ 1
58  WRAT Comp Correct Coau9 3.169  9.099
59 abg - 6.270

Czgke
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90

».Stbry‘Recall Percentile

Var # Name # of Cases _Mean Std. Dev.
60 Bender 5 Sec 2lg .691 1,731
>61 Bender 90 Sec 2hg | 647 1.585
62 Bender Recog 248 .597 1505
63 Bender Seq 249 422 1.182
64 G-M Vocab 210 3.676 2.895
65 G-M Comprehension’ 206 2.408 2.352
66 Dictation Number 203 2.291 2.533
67 Dictation # of Punct and Cap Errors 205 2.020 2.507
68 Dictation Handwriting Style 214 1.154 763
69 7 Dictation Handwriting Quality . 214 1.084 .82l
70 Expected Reading Level 2k9 11.504  6.316
71 Bender Direct Copy -PS 220 42.509  29.855
72 Bender Direct Copy ~PS-Z 221 69.774 39.336
73 Digit Span Intrusions - F 2k9 .028 .188
ol Digit Span Omissions - F 2kg .100 .39k
75 ‘No Recall Forward 2kg .092 453
76 Digit Span Reversals - F 249 <161 .566
77~ Digit Span Additions - F 2kg oLl .258
78 Digit Span Total Error - F 249 .386 1.057
79 Digit Span Intrusions - B 249 064 .535
80 Digit Span Omissions - B 2ho - .100 384
81 Digit Span ~ No Recall ~ B 2hg .084 .355
82 Digit Span -~ Reversals - B 249 .116 Lk
83 Digit Span - Additions - B o249 .00k .063
8k Digit Span - Errors - B 249 337 .915
85 Digit Span - Total Errors F-B 249 .723 1.879
Transformatiohs of Initial Variables
86 Expecfed minus actual’Reading Grade Level
g 87" Bender Gestalt Percentile
88’ Reading Vocabulary Percentile -
89 Readiﬁg Comprehension Percentile
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Appendix D

Scores on Performance Variables

By Classification Group
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:'Scores on Performance /,’ariables by Classification (‘;/;:Oups
. /7 : .
» Prior vs. Noh-PrJ‘pr | % Non-
Var # -~ Label x Prior Prior t D
36 BaﬁcocksT2 Verbatiﬁ' 5320 6.60 -2.00 - 048

koo Distprtion Summation A M .02 2.2 016
41 Distortion B1 .0} 0 2.6 .0%2
18 Digit Spa F-B 2.5k 2.02  2.73  .008

ID.90°  ID Number S 1193.72 146416 -2.39  .019
“Non LD vS. LD’;& Ret R ) Z 21D &

. _Var'#_ SR Liabel - | Non D Ret t o)
03 Tétal Children in Family 3.65 L.48 -3.34 L0071
15 ’Gen‘eral‘ School Performance 2.14 2.38 23,19  .002

16 - . Grades in English 2.13 - 2.38  -3.97  .003
17 WhereBver in Special or Remedial Readia 1.77 1.53  3.70 .000
23 Type of Sensorimotor Aid 1.00 1.16  -2.50 ~.023

26~ Disturbance - ‘ 1.1 - 1.30  ~3%.02 .003

27 sex 1.36 1.22  2.22 .028

- 28 Grand Total Babcock 20.41 17.18  3.16  .002

- 29 . - Koppitz Direct Copy Score 2.00 2.70  =3.45  ,001.

f;,'3o ' DPVT Raw Score 98.39 90.40 k.66 .00

3 pRvr Iq 97.50  86.92  7.21 000

33 Baboock T1 Verbatim bo70 3.7h 2,10 037
3% Baboock T Summation 8.84 ' 7.55  2.65 .009
36 Babcock T2 Verbatiu 6. 5.05 2.27 .02k
37 Babcock T2 Summation 11,67 - 1011 2.61  .010
28  Distortion A1 .01 A7 =2.8k . .005
Lo Distortion. Summation A’ | A7 -3.08  .002

41 Distortion B1 05 -2.16 7.032
43 Distortion Summation B </ .09 w2.26 .025

o bh o Digit Span Forward 7.00 - 6.08- h.l5 .000

x;»
i : Ej. 1 §:
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: Non‘LDvs.:LD&Ret | , % J'cLD& : |
Var # Label , Non ID Ret ’ t . »
4s Digit Span Bachward L. L5 3.73 Lok2 . ,000
L6 Digit Span Total | 11,44 9.80  4.86 - .000 :
ly Digit Span Scaled Score 11.09 9.06 5.25  .000 b
Ly Learning Disabled 3.00 1.84  L0.35  .000
| 50  Block Design Raw 36.44  32.23 3,00 .003
g 59 Block Design Scaled 0.9 9.49 2,37 .019
‘ 52 WRAT Reading Level ‘ 1.91 1.82  1.99  .048
53 WRAT Reading Raw | 53.85  h2.42  6.23 000
54 . WRAT Reading Grade Level ' , 9.2k 5.99 9’-,'1"7 1,000
Males vs. Females ‘ ' 52 _ ’
. Var # Label 7 X Males TFemales .t ~ p
01 - Age in Months o 196.38  187.84  3.63  .000
05 Present Status ‘ , 1.64 1.2%.., 6.56 000
. ’ o , i ?
601 vs. 602 - :
Var # Label x 601 _k 602 t, P &
01 Age in Months | 191.27  196.54 -2.26 009 .
16 Grades in English o 2.%6 241 -2.90 .cOE
48 Digit Span F-B o 2.22 2.61 ~2.48 .01 i
ID 90  ID Number 1150.48  1346.95 -2.16  .032
o 53 WRAT Reading Raw b9 k.79 2,18 030
70 Expected Reading Level 10.83 - 11.27  -2.27° .024
ID vs. Non LD , : ; o . R SRR
Var # __ Tabel » _RID  ENemlD _t  _p
03  Total Children in Family = bz 3.5 2,97 L0053
15 Generral‘sckhool Performance | 8 2.39:‘ o 2.1 3.13 .002 o  _~k T
.ﬁ-  16 . Grades in English L o L 239 213 2.86 005t
S 17 _Wherever in Special or Remedial Reading 1.53 = . 1.77 ~ =3.63 000
: g . " _ | S ;
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e
ID vs. Non ID
Y varg Label | XID XnonID _t P
2% Type of Sensorimotor Aid 1.17 1.00  2.15 043
27 . Sex 1.21 1.36  =2.34 020
28 ‘Grand Total Babcock 17.85 2041  -2.45  .015
29 - Koppitz Direct Copy Score 2.70 - 2.00 2453 « 001
30  PPVT Raw Score 92.13  98.39 -3.87  .000
31 - PPVT IQ ' : 88.96 97.50 -6.33  .000
36~ Babcock T2 Verbatim 5.14 6.41 - ~2,06 = .01
37 Baboock T2 Summation 10.36 11.67 -2.14 .03k
38 Distortion A1 | | .20 . .01  2.90 .00k
4o Distortion Summation A ' .20 0 3.09  .002
Y Distortion B1 ' .06 0 2.17  .032
, 43 Distortion Summation B | <11 0 2.27  .025
% .4k Digit Span Forward 5.99 7.00  =4.59  .000
| 45 °  Digit Span Backward | 3.69 L.45  -h.b3 000
- e Digit Span Total 9.68 1.4k ~k.95  .000
o L9 Digit Span Scaled Score 8.96 11.09  =5.31  .000 .
50 Elock Design Raw 32.93  36.44 -2.46 015
5 Block Design Scaled | 9.60  10.49  -2.06 .04
| ‘53 WRAT Reading Raw 43,1k 53.85 =5.67  .000
. B4 UWRAT Reading Grade Level 6.0k 9.2k  -8.86  .000
‘ :’“; &Priér VSe Nph-Prior | 2 Non-
sl CYar # - Label ' X Prior  Prior t P
,”'41  08 ther Family Member Ever in Institution 1.66 ’; 1.81 =2.17  .033
S 09 . Other Family Currently in Imstitution  1.64 1.80 =-2.30 .023
Sy 22 - Sensorimotor Aids Required 1.83 1.67  2.09 .04O
P 28 Grand Total Babcock 17.59 20.08 -2.45  .016
.3 Babdock T1 Verbstin 3.80  5.00 -2.26 .026
3% Babcock T1 Summation e 769 8.95 -2.21 .030
R |




Males vs. Femaibs

133

67 Dictation Number of Punct & Cap Errors  1.94

o6

.020

Var # Label X Males Feﬁales % P

06  Prior Record 1419 134 -2.38  .019
12 Highest Grade Completed 10.32 9.75  2.73 .007
14 Attitude Toward School 2.02 1.68 2.78 - .006
16 Grades in English ; 2.39 2.03 3.84  .000
17 Wherever in Special or Remedial Reading 1.57 1.74  -2.39  .018
22 Sensorimotor Aids Required 1.83 1.69 2.12  .037
23 Type of Sensorimotor Aid 117 1.00 2.1 .023
25 Who is I1l 1.22 1.00 - 2.28 .03
48 Digit Span F-B 2.54 2.09  2.48 .075
53 WRAT Reading Raw L5, 36 50.33 -2.20  .0%0
5l WRAT Reading Grade Level 6.92 7:.83 -2.00. .049
70 Expected Reading Level 11.23 10.60 3,04 .003
Retarded vs. LD %

Var # - Label Retarded x LD t p

1 Attitude Toward School 1.60 2.01  =2.26  .030
26 Disturbéance 2.28 1.12 7.10  .000 -
28 Grand Total Babcock 13.52  17.85 -2.11  .0b3
30 PPVT Raw Score 81.64  92.13 -2.59 .015
31 PPVT IQ 76.48  88.96 -3.19 .00k
32 Babcock T General 2.52 4,05  =3.06 .00
3 "Babcock T1 Summation 5.2 7,90 -2.8% = .008
38  Distortion A1 0 .20 <3.13 .002
4o ' Distortion Summation A 0. .20 -3.09  .002
41 Distortion B1 | o 06 =2.17  .032
43 Distortion Summation B 0 A1 -2.27  .025
70 Expected Reading Level 11.70  11.12 - 2.43 - .020
6l Gates MacGinitie Vocal 2.21 3,76 -2.41 .02k

o .022

I
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