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ABSTRACT

The present study was designed to investigate the
incidence of reading retardation in cases referred to
school psychologists and the percentage of cases that
specifically mentiéned this reading retardation in the
referral. Also sought was how the cases in £he above
categories were dist;ibuted according to sex, age, grade,
race, socioeconomic status, and IQ; the éercentage of
cases referred that ﬁad had ;émedial—reading instruction:;
and the percentage of cases referred from remediai-reading
personnel.

. The general plan was to survey selected school
psychologists and Directors of Special Services to collect
data on cases referrzd to them between March 22-May 1,
1971. A referral questionnaire, completed on each case
cnllected from thése sources, provided the basis for the
data tabulation.

The selected schocl psychologists were five func-
tioning school psychologists enrolled in the Rutgers Uni-
Spring 1971 school yeay; three Directors of Special Ser-
vices also grovided'referral data. These eight collection
sources represented”schégl aistxicﬁs inFNeﬁ Jersey; Ten-

nessee, and Califcrnia; and provided a:tétal of 96 cases.



Thirty-two of 96 cases (33-1/3%) referred had
reading retardation specifically mentioned in the referral.
Ninety-six percent of the reading mentioned cases were
reading below CAGP, 100% were reading below MAGP, and 96%1
were reading below béth CAGP and MAGP, Seventy-five perai
cent of the cases without reading mentioned were reading
below CAGP, 65% were reading below MAGP, and 55% were
reading below both CAGP and MAGP. The proportinr of cases
below/not below CAGP, MAGP, and both was significantly
different in the reading mentioned/not mentioned catego-
ries (p < .05, .001, and .00l1, respectively).

Sixty;fiﬁe of the determinable 79 cases (82%)
referred exhibited reading retardation as evidenced by an
actual reading level below their CAGP.

Fifty-seven of the determinable 74 cases (77%)
referred exhibited reading retardation as evidenced by an |

actual readingy level below their MAGP.

Fifty-one of the determinable 74 cases (69%)
referred exhibited reading retardation as evidenced by an ?
actual readiné level below both their éAGP and MAGP. A
significant difference in the proportion of those belcw/nét
'below MAGP was found in the below/not below CAGP categories
(p < .Odl) and in the'propcrticn'ef those below/not below ‘
b@th CAGP and MAGP ;n the belaw/not below CAGP categcrles

and in the belaw/nct below MACP categgrlas (p < .001)



'whlch ccncentrate on readlng ﬂevelcpment

The distribution of sex, age, grade, race, socio-
economic status, and IQ within the above categcriés revealed
a predominance of males, &ages 5-11 (more specifically 9-11i),
grades K-6 (more specifically K-3), Caucasians, the middle
socioeconomic status group, and the 81-120 (more specifi—l

cally 81-100) IQ range.

Eighteen of the determinable 79 cases (23%) referred

had previously attended remedial-reading instruction.

" One of the 96 cases (1%) was referred by remedial-
reading personnel; 78 (8l%) were referred by the classroom
teacher. | |

‘It was concluded that there was a large incidéﬁcéfw
of reading retardation among cases referred to school psy-
ch@lagists; that reading was not usually mentioned in the
referral even though the incidence of reading retardation
was so high; that boys, primary ages and grades, Caucasians,
middle SES, and the dull normal IQ range dominated the cate-
gories of referrals; that relatively few referrals had had
previous remedial-reading instruction; and that remedial-

reading personnel were not a major referral source. There-

fore, it was suggested that the reading-retardation prabléﬁ-

in school psychologist referrals be further investigated,

reading retardates, S0 many cases were actually belcw CAGP'

MAGP, or both, and so many were in the age/grade groups
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Diagnosis of reading problems and the determina-
tion of the proper methods for their remediation are pro-
cesses that involve the classroom teacher; the remedial-
reading teacher; and, at times, the school psychologist.
Clagsroom teachers will sometimes seek the services of the%
school psychologist in orxder to investigate the causes of
reading, of particular students in their classes. Reme-

dial-reading personnel similarly seek the assistance of

i
i

the school psychologist in reading-retardation cases that |
appear tc have psychological oxr emctiqnal problems associ-
ated with them. There are also times when the school p$y§%
chologist is referred cases that are not labeled reading-
problem cases but that are later shown to have reading
problems which often may be associated with the original ;
referred cause; e.g., delinguent behavior and inability tég
learn. The school psjéhalegist then often becomes a link’é
in the chain of personnel who attempt tQ detgrminewhyMa__;-

child cannot read and what can be done to help him.

The overall plan of thiS~su:vey'stﬁdy was”£o



investigate this reading-retardation factor as a specifi-
cally mentioned or unmentioned but exhibited characteris-

tic of cases referred to school psychologists.

Statement of the Problem

The purpose of this study was to survey selected
school psychologists in New Jersey, Tennessee, and Cali-
fornia to determine the percentage of cases referred to
them who were retarded readers. The survey sought specifif
cally to answer the following questions: %

1. What percentage of cases referred to school |
lpeychclegl sts specifically mentioned reading retardation %
in the oral and/or written referral? E

2. What percentage of cases referred to school %
psychologists exhibit reading retardation as evidenced by
an actual reading level below the average for pupils at
their age levels?

3. What percentage of cases referred to school

§sycholegiete exhibit reading retardation as evidenced by

an actual reeaing level below the everege’fer pupils at |

their mental-ege levels? | | g ?

4. How are the cases in the ebeveAeetegerles alsa i‘

“tributed aceord;ng te sex,. age, grede, fece, SDClOECGanlﬂé S
-'statue (SES), and IQ? |

5.,Whet percentage of cases referred te echool

R psychcleg;ste heve had remed;ale;eedlng 1nstruet;en? ?f




L

6. What percentage of cases referred to school

psychologists were referred by remedial-reading personnel?

Importance of the Study
The role of the school psychalogist in the read-
ing-retardation problem should be dictated by the extent
to which his cases reflect this factor, If the majority
of referrals exhibit reading retardation, this role shoulﬂ;
acquire the importance and seriousness that Fuller (1964)
described when he stated:

Reading disability is one of the primary problems to

be coped with in the educational field today. Because

reading is so important in the emotional and educa-

tional development of children, there is widespread

concern for the child manifesting a reading disability.
. For psychologists, this concern must be directed toward
¢ establishing a more critical definition of the problem

and toward developing effective objective instruments ?

to aid in differential diagnosis [p. 314]. !

!

Definition of Terms

Reading problem is used synonomously with the

terms reading retardation and reading disability in this
study, and is based on expectancy defined by chronological |

age, mental age, or both.

Chronological age grade placement (CASP) is grade .
placement commensurate with Gh:gnclégicél age; in this

- study it is compared to the~reading‘lev3l—ta detarmineAa.b

type éf;réééingf:étaidatiﬁg_f‘ e

. ;Megtal ég§%grédg;plagemént[(ﬁAGE) is~grgdéf§;acémEﬁt:

i




commensurate with mental age; in this study it is ccmpared'
to the reading level to determine another type of reading
retardation.

Scpcolrgsy¢hq;pgist. "A psychologist with training

and experience in educhition. He uses his specialized

knowledge of assessment, learning, and interpersonal rela-
tionships to assist school personnel to enrich the experi-
ence and growth of all children, and to recognize and deal.

with exceptional children [Cutts, 1955, p. 307."




CHAPTER II
SURVEY OF THE LITERATURE

This chapter will review the limited number of
published survey studies that have investigatea the nature.
and characteristics of cases referred to school psycholo-
gists. Although most studies that were found did not deal
referred to school psychologists or their child guidance
counterparts, those available studies do consider the rale%
of academic underachievement or learning proklems in the |
referrals they analyze. Some representative studies that é
deal with reading achievement and sex differences, socic- f}
economic status, and race differences will élsa be in;ludeé’%
since these variables w;ll be considered in the data: analég,:

 ysis. - . : , i
, : i

Cases Referred for Psychclaglcal
—  and/or Guldance Servzces '

An 1nvest1gat1cn Df the raaﬂ;ng d;sabllity prcblem?u-

- and psychclcglaal referzals wa congd ucted by Ell;s (1949)

B In ﬁheck;ng the flles fcr 1945 1948 cf the New Jersey Me

o tal Hyglene Cl;nlc (a cllnic that assumed a schcal psychol—x*}fft

'»£ cgist 3913 bY déallﬂg W1th;:ead;ng d;sab;lity dlagnosls and;;?Y:i




"g?half a year.

remediation as a part of its overall psychological exami-
nation), he found that 233 cases of reading disability
(total case load unspecified) had been diagnosed and
treated. Of this case load, 100 cases contained both an
original diagnosis and a one-year subsequent psychclcgicalz
examination which included a follow-up reading test.

Ellis analyzed these reading disability cases
further by computing thgii reading gains/losses over that
one-year period of. casework (range, 0-2.4 years; mean, .7 é
years; median, .6 years), the amount of original reading |
retardation (iange, 0-4.2 years; mean, 1.6 years; median,
1.5 years), the age at the time readiﬁg disability was
§iagnosad (range, 7-14; mean, 9; median, 9), and the term
reéehed in school at the time reading disability was diag—%
nosed (range, lﬁ?i mean, 3.6; median, 3). The average ;
child diagnosed by the clinic, according to Ellis' data,
was a year and a half retarded in reading, 9 years old, in!
the third grade, one year retarded in school, had average
inte;ligencef was mildly ematicnally disturbed, and was
doing unsat;sfactcry work in sehcal ‘ Aftér one. yeét of -

GESEWQrk (sccial worker a551stance and ramedlal tuto:lng)

thls average ch1ld experlencad a read;ng ain Qf mare than




- correlations between the amount of reading gain and the
amount and quality of remedial tutoring (.62, p < .01),

the »1ligénce ratings of the subjects (.46, p < .01),

2§ Lue) - —_——

the severity of the psychiatric diagnosis (-.33, p < .01),

and the age at the time the reading disability was &iég—
nosed (.27, p < .01). He concluded that reading gains

increased as the amount and quality of remedial tutoring
increased, as the intelligence of the subject increased,

2t the time of diagnosis of reading dis-

=Ll

and as the ag

D
ﬂj\

ability increased. Inversely, the amount of reading gain
~decreased as the severity of the emotional disturbance
increased. Ellis further concluded that both educational
- and emotional factors seemed to hava vitai importance in
the etiology of reading-disability cases, and thai a com-
bined educational-emotional remeaiaticn pragraﬁ is most
ffective in allev;atln the problem.

Gilbert (1957) surveyed referral problems in two.
child guidance centers and two educational clinics in
selected metropolitan areas in the Unitedvstatesg He
examined 2,500 cases referréd té.guiﬂance centers in
Détrg;t and Philadelphia and in educat;cnal clinics in
New York and ch;caga during l954. He fcuna that academic
-dlff;culty was most cften statéd as the reascn for v‘efe.‘rs—'

-ral (45%) 1n the casas analyzed. Academle dlff;culty was

" given as. the reascn fcr referral ;n 56% af the educatlcnal




clinics, but in only 27% of the child guidance clinics.

Boys were referred with more than twice the incidence of

for all reasons, aud in all age '

ot

!
!

girls within all clin ;
groups. The age group 6-10 dominated the case-load samplé
in all categories, with the age group 10-14 a%sa account-
ing for a substantial share. Table 1 summarizes the refer-
ral problems according to reason for referral, sex, and
age within each type of clinic. |

Rice (1963) investigated referral problems at 4dif-=
ferent grade levels to find out if children were referred ;
for different reasons at different developmental levels. ‘
He studied 283 cases referred to a centraLrguidaﬁce agency
from a school district population of 9,000 in grades 1—12;
Academic underachievement and low ability were two sub-
areas included under the Intellectual Disabilities category
and computation of thebchissquare revealed a significantlyi
di.fferent proportion of children referred for intellectual;
disabilities at different grade levels (p < .01), due priéi
maxrily to the high number of primary children referred for!
intellectual problems. Primary and intermediate pupils |
were shown to be largely réferréd~f@: intellectual prob-

lems involving underachiéving and low ability. Junior

‘high students had a significant proportion referred for
|   mD:a1 and social problems, and hence they accounted for -

the significant differences in the mcré;vaéfégtilpf<_{qi)i

e et s o
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and the social adjustment (p < .05) areas. Rice concluded.
that there were six main categories of referrals, that
pupils appeared to be referred for different reasons at
different grade levels, and that intelleétﬁal disabi;itiesi
are common problems at any grade level.

Hartman and Losak (1966) investigated cases
referred to the Psychological Service Staff!in Dade
County, Florida, to determine characteristics of dull nor-,
mal children referred for psychel@gical.services. A sam~
ple of 514 cases, 212 dull normal and 302 average, were
compared. The dull normal group was defined by a WISC or
WAIS IQ of 76-89%, the average age IQ being 90-109. The
Stanford or California Reading Test scores were used to
determine reading retardation at each grade level: severe '
retardation--25th percentile or below; moderate retarda-
tion--25th~39th percentlles, at grade level--40th-59th

percentiles; above grade level--60th percentile and abcve.z

They found that 38% of the dull normal and 40% of the averf#
: , B

~age group were referred for educational guidance; The |
dull normal group had a predcmihance of reading retarda-
| tion. }Eighty.ééfcent'cf the dull.normal_g#dﬁp.had méder—{él
ate or severe readlng :etardat;cn, the ave:age gr@up had i
46% in this categcry.l Eoys were referreﬂ w1th thGe the :i
e 1ncldence cf glIlS, age was dlstrlbuted normally from f’. §'f';
 '6fl7;$ Elghty—two percent cf the dull ncrmals were fram ‘ B

BRI
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elementary schools, 17% from junior high schools, and 1%
from high schools. The average group exhibited a similar
distribution among grade levels. The second grade had the
highest peréentage of referrals and the sixth grade ﬁad g
tﬁe lowest percentage of referrals for both groups.
White and Charry (1966) analyzed cases referred ‘
to school psychologists in Westchester County, New York, i
during the 1962-1963 academic year to determine the roles |
of social class, éex, age, intelligence, and achievement
in school-disorder problems (any problem for which a chil&:
is referred to a school psychologist). Using a referral |
sample of 2,866 pupils from 19 school sfstems which had a |
total population of 95,000 pupils, K-l2th grade, they :

collected data from 46 school psychologists through a

questionnaire survey.
" The results of the survey revealed the following:

1. Approximately 5% of all'pupils in the total
populatiaﬁ were referred to Sthcl'pSYGholcgists for
school drsorders. - | o

2. The schacl staff (teachars,‘aaminiStrérorsi L[
‘guldance ccunsalcrs,'spec1al teachers) ccnstltuted the r‘ fg
'1argest source cf referrals (2 381 or 75%) | ;

3 Tha spac;flc aspect Df schoal dlgqrﬂar whlch.r”

Was nd tg be the most prevalent reasan for referral Was

;ty7§31;§$)!rlntelllgance evaluatlgn”114%),
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emotional problems (13%), and classroom behavior disorders
(11%) were the other major reasons. Educational perform-
ance. played the major role in the referral chain.

4. Approximately 10% of the referirals were diag-
nosed as culturally deprived, therefore defining the pri- .
mary school problem as a lack of cultural background and
not a lack of aptitude as they saw it.

5. Twenty-one percent of the referrals were rec-
ommended by the school psychologist for treatment by spe-=
cial education or staff subject specialists. In 15% of
the cases parent counseling was recommended; the remaindexr
of the éases were recommended for various counseling and
psychotherapeutic assistance.

6. The bulk of referrals were found to be in the

upper third of the socioceconomic scale (0-99) based on the%

U.S. Bureau of Census Index of Socioeconomic Status. This§
data is no surprise, since Westchester County, New York,
has a substantial upper SES population.

7. The mean IQ score and the median IQ score for é

1

the referfal'graup we;eAIOE and 103, respectively. ' The IQ|

distribution férmed a normal curve with a range of 50-150.
8. Boys were referred With tWicé'thé'iﬁéideﬁce of

g;rls,kreferrals were predomlnantly fram tha elementary.r

gradesa Table 2 reflects the sex. and grad% data from the'"‘

8 rEEEIIal;sample,v

-
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TABLE 2

REFERRALS BY SEX AND GRADEZ.

Male Female

Grade percentage percenta

Total
ge N

& W NP X

10
11

64.8 35.2
68.4 | 31.5

71.1 28.9

=

9.

h (=) ~J
o (a1 (=]
L] L ] -
+) o5} o
W W b
o o

. .

=3 o]

287
355
280
265

67

2,730

. agrade is that of referral sample, not total schécl,

population.

Source: White ‘and Gharry, l96E, P

37.
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9. Approximately 74% of the referrals were
reported as being in‘the lower half of their class in
achievement; accordingly, 26% were reported in the upper
half.

10. The bulk of referrals that came from the ele-
mentary grades peaked at the K-3 grade group and at the

6-10 age group.

i

Nicholson (1967) surveyed 59 Ohio school districts

during the 19622l§63 school year, and analyzed the 590
cases referred to school psychologists and the referral
process. The results of his study are listed below:

1, Seventy-three percent of the'refer:als came
from teachers. Principals, counselors, and parents
accounted for 9%, 8%, and 5%, resgectivelf; of the refer-
rals. He reports these data as agreéing with that
thaine& by the Cincinnati Public Schools in a survey
of their psychological services in 1963.

2. Eighty-one percent of the cases involved chil-
dren in grades 1&6,‘ Fiftyﬁsix percent of the cases were
in grades 1-3. Approximately 15% of the referrals were
in grades 7-12; only 4%'werévin gfades lG-lZQ

3. Academlc alfflcultlas (AD) accounted fcr 46%
of the ﬂtated reasons for referral. Approximately 95% Df
'thESE academic dlfflEUltles were in grades KeG.,

4. Bays ‘were referred w;th tW1ce the 1nc;dence af

i



girls, 69% vs. 31%.
Gross and Farling (1969) present the results of a
school psychologist case-load information. A total of 177
school psychologists replied. The total case load for the .
177 school psychologists was 42,249 with the majority of
cases in the primary grades. Case loads ranged from 100-
300 per year; the mean and median case loads were 236 énd
176.5, respectively. Seventy-two percent of all cases
were age 1l or below; 45% were below =ge 9. Seventy-two
percent of the cases were in the sixth graée or below;
49% were)in grades 3 or below. Boys were referred with’
apprcximately twice the incidence of girls, 64% vs. 36%.
Academ;c problems accounted for 27% of the referral rea-
sons; class placement accounted for 37% of the referrals.
Seventy percent of the cases were in the IQ range 70-119;
46% were between 80-109.
An analysis of the results of the studies men-
tioned in this section reveals the following daté for the
~cases referred to school psychologists and their child

guidancé caunterpartsir

1. Teachers and schacl staff are the magcr rgggr__‘;V:

ral sgurces.‘ .
2. Prlmary—grade Fhlldren acccunt fcr the bulk ng ‘f;

- referrals.

; @5‘“ﬁf' jfi
L 1 B -w;_'
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3. Boys account for twice as many referrals as
girls.

4, Six- to twelve-year-olds account for the bulk
of referrals.

5. Academic difficulties play an important role
in referral problems.

6. Cases referred are usually in the average and
dull normal intelligence ranges.

7. Socioceconomic status data are inconclusive as

to which SES level dominates school-psychologist referrals.

Scmemvé;iablesrAffegtinq Reading Achievement
Sex difﬁereﬁees in reading achievement have been
the subject of much research. Hughes (1953) analyzed sex
differences in the reading achievement of 600 boys and »
girls in grades 3 through 8. She found that significant’ i
'dlfferencés ex;sted in favor of the girls as better readers;
in grades 3 and 4, but that in grades 5 through 8 the dife 4'”
ferences were not éigniﬁicaﬁt and were ingcnsiétenf;
Traxler and Spauldlng (1954) studied 4OD bays and
glrls in selected New Eerk prlvate sc h ols and found no
-significant dlfferences ameng ‘them in grades 3, 5, and 7
;;n vccabulary and éamprehens:gn levels ‘as meas ured by the’
‘Stanfcrd Achievement Tﬂst ‘ M  | :
Anderscn et al._(lQSS, 1957) and55§ééﬁe'étfal

‘“(1956) f d dlfferences Ln favcr Qf ‘the g;rlsrat 1ower
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ability levels, but also found that these differences
tended to disappear at higher ability levels.

Prescott (1955) compared 15,000 elementary-level
boys and girls in reading achievement and found no signifi-
cant ‘differences between .them. Manning (1966), Powell et
al. (1963), and Spencer (1966) also found no significant
differences between the sexes in reading achievement.

Gates (1961) studied 13,000 boys and girls in
grades 2 through 8 and compared mean raw scores on the
Gates Reading Survey Tests. He found significant differ-
ences in favor of the girls at each level. He also noted
more variability among the boys' scores and found that

more boys scored at the lower end of each grade.

Preston (1962) comparéd reading—achievement scores
of approx;mateiy 2,500 German and American fourth and s;xth
graders. He found that on all levels and on all tests

American girls had higher mean scores than the American

boys. Opposite results were found for the German students.!

Wozencraft (1967) compared a third grade of 364
boys and girls with a 51xth grade of 603 bays and glrlsb
. for vgcabulary and ccmprehens;cn achleVEment u51ng the
‘Stanfora Achlevement Test., Eh f und that Sex d;fferences
 _were $1gn1f1cant in favcr cf the glrls in gra&e 3 but not o
11n grade 6_.. : o 1 A

. Sex d;fferences in réadlng read;”ess also weré




.. . SES and readlng/academlc achlevement can be found ‘in
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studied by Balow (1963), carroll (1948), and Samuels
(1943). In all cases girls scored higher than boys and
appeared more ready to learn to read.

Ccardon (1968), in his consideration of sex differ-
ences in school achievement, summarizes the research iﬁ,
this area quite succinctly. He concludes that thére is a
difference in the acadeﬁic performance of boys and girls
that can hardly be questioned. Even those studies that
did not produce significant differences between the
achievement of boys and girls did usually reveal higher
scores for the girls than for the boys.

Sex differences appear to be a fact in the
research on reading achievement. It;aiso appéars that
the differences betﬁeen the achievement of boys and girls
may be affected by at least two variables,}i.e;; grade
level and lavél_gf ability; These fin&ihgs also are con-
sistent with the appearance of a majority of boys in reme-

Socloeccncmlc status has also been studled as
a variable that is hlghly related to read;ng-test ger=

‘fgrmance and :ead;ng dlsab;l;ty at all age Levels (Fa;r,

lQEQ)iV General dl%éﬁSSanS regarding the relatlén betweeni

V*Burtcn (1953);>Dachant (l968); Dockrell (1954), Harrlsi_i 1

(1970), Hav;ghu:st (1961).,pr1nsan (1946)’

dial-clinic populations (Dechant, 1968- Kottmeyer, ;959).,

;anéqsextgn; Lif



’:,  mnnths ahead cf the law SES grgup 1n vccabulary

20 : :

(1961).

Hanson and Robinson (1967) studied reading readi-
ness and achievement of 255 Priméryﬁgrade children of dif-%
ferent socioeconomic levels in Chicago. They found that %

lower-SES-level children scored significantly lower than é
the higher SES group in reading readiness and achievement
in each grade with the difference increasing at each
ascending grade level. Differences between lower and
average SES groups were not significant but were found.
Differences between higher and average SES groups were ngti

significant until the second or third grade.

Filmer and Kahn (1967) also studied SES and rea&i—%
ness. Using 400 white and non-white boys and girls in |
thé first grade, they found that the middle SES group did
not score higher than the lower SES groups on readiness | %
tests. However, they did find a significant 1nteractlcn
between SES and race with regard to readiness scores. ‘
'They‘cancluded that SES and race must both bé considered
when comparing f@r reaaineSS differences.

Hill and G;amattec (1963) investigated the rela-

ticnSh!p of SES'tc‘schaal achievement using 233 third

graders in western Penn&ylvan;a. Ey ccmparing méans Df o

the Iowa Test af Bas;; Sk;lls they fo und that ch ld en f’

'“from the hlgh SES graug by the thlrd grade were elgh
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achievement. In reading comprehension the high-SES group
" was a year ahead of the low-SES group. They also regérted
high correlations between SES and vocabulary skill (.838)%
and reading comprehension (.902). A comparison of second%
semester reading scores from grades 1 through 3 using
tests for the Scott Foresman Texts showed the high-SES ?
group significantly above the low-SES group in all but twﬁ
out of 64 subtest areas reported. ,  ) !
Coleman (1940) investigated the relationship of &
SES to achievement in junior-high-school students.
Studying a national sampling of 4,784 cases from all the
geographic regions of the United States and from varied
types and sizes of schools, he found that poor readers
consistently were found in the low-SES group. He found
the differences in reading achievement reliéb;e inreach
gréde when probable e:iors.cf the meaians, probable errors
of the differences of the medians, and critical ratios
were computedi ‘; ) ) - | %,
Chandler (lQSS) provides a ccmplete review of the ;
:esearch concernlng SES and réadlng d;sablllty., Three
rélevant studies from hls rev1&w are dlscusse& below._,.'
| Wllscn (;960) analyzed QES and. reaalng ach;evemant}
:};n Berkeley, Cal;fernla. cémparlng chlldren from lcw,;rf

~ m1§d1e, and hlgh SES 1evels w;th regara tc rea&;ng ablllty:*ﬁ

 as measurgd by the Cal;fc:n;a Read;ng AchleV%ment Test,,.i 

i



7:_been con51dered w;th SES ln _some research studles.r F;l.l:me:.‘“*‘“'i

I
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he found that 90% of the upper SES ievei were reading at

grade level, while only about 33% of the lower SES level %
were reading at grade level. The mean test scores for the%
high, middle, and low SES levels were 106, 92, and 73, |
respectively. | ;

Granzow (1954) compared normal achievers and
underachievers in the sixth and seventh grades in Denver
and found that the underachievers came prédaminantlg from
lower—-SES homes. Parents of the underachievers were also
found to be more indifferent to reaéiﬁg and’ to have had
fewer educational advantages.

Dimitz et al. (1958) studisd 717 sixth graders from
selected elementary schools in Columbus, Ohio, and found ;
that pupils from more desirable census tracts (egquated
with higher SES) scored significantly higher on school-
achievemenc tests. Children frcm the mére;desiréble cen-
sus tracts had a median reading gﬁade score of 6.64 while {
childrén f;@ﬁ_the~less ﬂesirable census'tracts (equated >i‘
- with 1awer SES) had a med;an readlng grade score. af 4. BD.

Resaarch 1ndlcates that SES is a- varlab;e ln read—!

' ing achiévement. It appears that low—bES level ;s more cft%n "

,7assoc;atad with" readlng é;sablllty than hlghESES level.. _jv 

Race as a varlablé ;n readlng achlevement has

:
v
i3

::'aad:Kahn'11967), di%cussed befcre, fcund a 51gn1f1cant ;:L
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interaction of race and SES in reading readiness. Vane

(1966), in a study of 272 Negro and white students in an
integrated high school in a suburban school district, not |
only found a relationship between low SES and underachieve-
ment, but also found that, within the low=SES group, | |
Negroes were even lower achievers than whites.

Wilscn's (1960) study in Berkeley, éaliﬁoxnia,
discussed before, revealed racial data as well as S8ES data.
The low-SES cengus tracts which praduced the lowazgt reading
achievers also had a higher Negro pcpuiaﬁion than the cityf
wide average percentage aof Hegrdés. The data hence nat i
iny revealed an- Lnteract;an of 8ES and raee, but also the
ev;éence of 1Dwar raad;ng agores amang Negraesi

Race hag. a;sq peen atqdied EeParata}Y as a Variablé
affecting reading/aaadpmiﬂ ﬂﬂh#ﬂvﬁmant-;,. | |

hnnpeﬁ ,}%ﬁﬁl compare hﬁe xsad ﬁggach+evemﬂnt
scores Qf ave: 35 DQQ Nagrg and wh#to children in grades
'4 12 1n the Gecrgia Puplic sahﬂall ﬂu:#nq tha 1958-1959

:qeaaem§c gear-‘ Sha ccmpared bath vgeabulary and compre- |
- hansiag sapras f;sm tha Cal#fnrnia ﬁhlevement Test Bat-

*'”itery and faund that WhitE{PuPila abtained a ‘higher Prn*f"

"flc;aqu than Negre pgpila in vcgabq&ary ach;evemant at
'g al1 gzgda 1avela and that the d;ffe:;nce lncraased as NErs

o ; grade ;gvel increasaﬂ.ﬁfpata an cgmagghansicn scpres’ ;";"

k¥ ishgwa§?thg game‘tenﬂency aa vacabulgiy‘sccras- E§éif?f;;
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concluded that there was an increasing lag in both white
and Negro children between reading achievement and expected
achievement which increased at successive grade levels, bﬁt
that the degree of disability was much worse among Negro
students.

Baughman and Dahlstrom (1968) conducted an exten—%
sive study of Negro and white differences in achiavement_i
Using a student populaticn of over 1,500 Negro and white |
students in grades K-8 in Millfield, North Carolina, duriﬁg
a four-year period (1961-1965), they analyéed race differ%
ences in intellectual ability and academic achievement. |
Results on the Stanford AchieVement.Teéts revealed that
mean scores of Negro boys and girls on the Paragraph
Meaning, Word Meaning, and Battery Tctal were helow thcse;~'A B
of both white boys and white g;rls at each age level 27; Hm‘“

Negro boys and girls also were shown tc drap fu:ther

behind as age level increased. Within each race the sex ﬁ'

dlfference was als@ seen.‘ Negrc glrls ccnSLEtently scared

[

h;gher than Nagro boys at all- age levels, wh;le wh;te'

.gj:ls scored cgn51stently h;gher than Whlté bays only at,’°'

"upper age 1evels (llﬁ14)-.;>w

Cazgan and Rabln (1960) d;d not stu&y readlng

.ﬁachlevement but dld cumpare 90 Negﬁo;and:wh‘ta fgurthi e
Pf;fth; and Sthh graders W1t ‘ 1 cor >

and c'"' i
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into two subgroups: Northern Negro and Southern Negro.

The white group was from the North. Using the WISC Vocab-
ulary and the Full-Range Picture Vocabularxry Test, they |
found that Northern whites scored highegt, Northern

Negroes scorad next highest, and Southern Negroes scored

lowest on both measures. The SES-race interaction is seen:

here, also.

Race appears to be a variable affecting reading
achievement. Its close relationship to SES makes it dif-
ficult to isolate its pure effect with any degree of cer-
tainty. Available studies do, however, demoastrate lower
reading-achievement levels among Negro children as com-
pared to white children, with the difference increasing

with successive grade and age levels.



CHAPTER I1III
METHOD

This chapter describes the data-collection pro-

cedures used, the population surveyed, the procedures used

tations in this stuéy. 

Questionnaire

A questionnaire was designed for distribution to
selected school psycheclogists in order to collect the i
required data on the cases referred to them during the
prescribed March 22, 1971, to May 1, 1971, timeframe. ;
The original plan was to only use those cases referred
during the month of April, but the school holidays during
that period necessitated extending the period to insure
that a large enough sample could be analyzed.

The questionnaire was designed to furnish indivi=
dual descriptive data, IQ scores, reading scores, reme-
dialaféading data, and reason for referral data. A copy
of the questionnaire and its éxplanaticnvshéet'is foun&z

in Appendix I.

26
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The Population

Two populations require explanation, the popula-
tion of school psychologists and the population of sub-
jects from which the data were collected. Also, the E
collection areas must be described in order for the

results to be seen in their proper perspective.

School Psychologists

The selected group of school psychologists used
as collection sources were 5 of the 11 doctoral students
enrolled in the School Psychology Internship Program at
Rutgers University during the Spring 1971 semester and
functioning in a school psychologist role in school dis-
tricts in New Jersey, Tennessee, and California (primar-
ily a lack of time to assist and the unavailability of
réquested data prevented the other six studénés from

participating). In addition to these five psychologists,

+hree other school districts were selected because of the %
willingness of their Special Sexvice Directarsrtﬁ cooper- ‘
ate in the data-collection effort. The eiéht geographical
areas of the ccllgcticn sources will be described in a

later section. : ;

Subjects o o |
The Qriginal request used with the questionnaire i
 Enght'§l}:thé cases referred to each school psychologist

=

35
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during the month of April. When the collection period was
extended, it necessitated a changé in plans to include all
cases or a random sample of cases between March 22 and May
1. Therefore, the data reflect either the entire case ;

load for this particular period or a random sample of the:

cases for this period.

Collection Areas

Descriptive data on the eight collection areas aré
presented here to enhance further the meaningfulness of |
the results. Population sizes, race breakdowns, sexX
breakdowns, and an indication of the general economic
level of the area are presented. These statistics were
extracted from the Advanced Reports of the 1970 Census
published by the U.S. Department of Commerc=z/Bureau of the
Census, Washington, D.C., February 1971. State and ecuntg
statistics are always given; individual community .-s.tf.li':is—"i
tics are given when available in U.S. Census data. Tablei
3 reflects the descriptive statisties for the geographical
areas used as ccliecticn sources. |

Mathematlcal Computation and Statistical
Ana,ysiS'q the Data -

Mathematlcal Ccmputatlor of CAGP and MAGP‘

détarmlned by comparing their actual readlng scares w1th

their CAGP. CAGP was determlned by subtractlng .4 years?
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{the age at onset of kindergarten) from the chronological
age. The formula is:
CA - 5;4 = CAGP

Mathematical computation of those below MAGP was
determined by comparing their actual reading scoxe with
their MAGP. MAGP was computed by first multiplying chrcn—i
ological age by the I0 and dividing that figure by 100 to
obtain the mental age. The farmuié is: |

IQ

'CAxi—Oﬁ%MA

fheﬁ, 5.4 was subtracted from the MA to obtain the MAGP.
The formula is:

MA - 5.4 = MAGP
In both cases all scoxes and ages were converted to mgntﬁs

prior to computation using 12 as the common denominator.

§tati5tica%_Apa;ysis

Statistical analysis was done using the chi-square
statistic. Rutgerc University computar program BMDO2S was
used for all chi-sgquare computations; Rutgers University
computer program BMDOA4D Was used for all frequaﬁcy counts
- among the variables} Ch%nguares'weie computed to detér-
mine significant prcééfﬁiensdéf'SExes; races; ages, gradés@i
scciéeconemic levels, and iQ ranges,amcﬁg the four majoxr
variables; those w1th readlng mentlcned/net ment;oned in

the referral, thése belcw/net belcw CAGP, those belaw/nct




W
[N ]

bels. MAGP, and those below/not below both CAGP and MAGP.
The four major variables were also subjected to chi-square
analysis to determine significant prcpcrtibns among them.
Chi-sgquares, degrees of frée&cm, and levels of signifi-

cance are reported when applicable.

Limitations of the Study

Socioeconomic status determinations most often
were subjective judgments, and hence do not conform to any3
published scale of socioeconomic delineation.

Intelligence quotients aﬁa reading scores were
obtained by varied tygeé and named tests, hence ccmparisgné

of results can only be general in nature.

socioceconomic levels for the schools used was not avail-

Not all the data requested were available on_each E
case, hence each category and question surveyed differed
in number of cases analyzed.

i The race and scciceecnémic status data for the
districts are not conclusive, since the distribution of
race and socioeconomic stétus within the'distficts' geo-
| graphical areas cannot, be assumed to be the same as that é
'_cf_the schéolsrused. The distribution of the races and ;
) |
|
|

able. The race andeEsvaata er~the general geographical
areas within which the~scheai_districts are located are
given only  to describe genarallyrthef:ace*and'SES-Séttiﬁg

within theé areas used.




CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

This chapter presents an analySLs of the overall

data in regard to the questions posed in Chapter I.

Overall Data for the Study

The eight school districts reported a total of 96

scribed timeframe. The specific descriptive data for
those cases referred (summarized in Appendix II) are as
follows:
l. Sixty-six (68;8%) of the 96 cases referred werei
males. .
| 2. Eighty-three (86.5%) of the 96 cases referred

were age 1l or below; 13 (13.5%) were age 12--16. Forty-

5-87 42 (43.8%) of the cases referred were between the

ages 9-11l. Sixty-nine (72%)'cf the cases were betweeﬁ'thE*;ﬁ

ages 7—10! The mean and med;an ages fcr the tctal group
were 9.7 and 9.4 years, respect1VE1y.
3. Elghty-one (84 4%) of the 96 cases ‘were in

grades K—6, 58 (60 4%) cf the 96 cases were in grades Ke3.

There were no referrals £rom grades 10212- Sv(S,S%):oirthe_

33
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referrals were from Special Education classes.
4, Eighty-one (90%) of the 90 determinable cases

were Caucasian; 5 (5.6%) of the cases were Negro.

5. Sixty-three (65.6%) of the 96 cases were from :

a middle socioeconomic status. Twenty-one (21.9%) of the
cases were from a high socioceconomic status. Only 12
(12.5%) were determined to be from a low socioeconomic !
status or actually culturally deprived.

6. Fifty-four (70.2%) of the determinable 77 cases |
were in the IQ range 81-120, 30 cases-(BQ%) were in the
range 81-100, while 24 cases (31.2%) were in the range
101-120. Twenty cases (26%) were in the 80 or below cate-—
gory. The mean and median IQ for the total group was 92.4
and 93, respectively.

Question l--Reading Specifically
Mentioned in the Referral

Thirty-two of 96 cases (33.3%) feferréd to school
psychologists had reading retaraaticn s?ecifically men-
tioned in thé oral and/or written referral. Additionally,
25 of the 26 determinable cases (96.2%) with iea&ing men-

tioned in the referral were reading below CAGP, 25 of 25

determinable cases (lOO%) with reading mentioned were read-'

ing below MAGP, and 24 of 25 determinable cases (96%)-with
reading mentioned in the'referralfwere reading bélew*bothf

CAGP and MAGP. Those without reading mentioned in the
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referral displayed a similar reading retardation incidence.
Forty of a determinable 53 cases (75.5%) that did not have
reading mentioned were reading below CAGP, 32 of a detér=;
minable 49 cases (65.3%) that did not have reading men-
tioned were reading below MAGP, and 27 of 49 detgrminablez
cases [55.1%) that did not have reading megtionéé were
‘reading below both CAGP and MAGP.

The proportions of cases below/not below CAGP, o
MAGP, and both CAGP and MAGP were significantly different |
in the reading specifically mentioned/not mentioned cate—%
gories. "The chi-square for the reading mentioned/not men%
tioned an<l the below/nct below CAGP categories showed a
significant difference in the proportions at the .05 level.
The chi-square for the reading mentioned/not mentioned and
the below/not below MAGP categories showed a significant ;
difference in the proportions at the .00l level. The chi%
square for the reading menticneﬁ/nct~menticged and the
below/not below bcth CAGP and MAGP categories showed a |

51gn1f;cant difference 1n the prcpcrtlgns at the .001

level. In all three cases thg pzed@mlnance of the below

ve. nct below GAGP MAGPr'andegth CAGP ana MAGP»in the
Iead;ng mentlénéd category accaunted far a substant;aL
portion of the 51gnlchant dlfferences as stated. Table_dy

reflects thesa propo;tlcns and s;gnlflcant dlfferences.; 
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TABLE 4
READING RETARDATION AMONG THOSE WITH READING
SPECIFICALLY MENTIOMED IN THE REFERRAL

Reading specifically
mantioned

Reading retardation _ Yes No Total

Below CAGP ’ | | S
Yes 25 40 65
No - : 1 13 14 !

Total 26 - 53 79%

gBeicw MAGP
Yes ' - 25 ‘ 32 57
No ! : 0 17 17 !

Total : 25 ' 49 ' 74**§

Below both CAGP and MAGP
Yes - 24 . 27 51
No SR o 1 22 23

Total .25 49 74wer

- N
I

5.11, df = 1, p < .05. .

| *#kxy? = 12,92, df ;;1,T§ ;7ng;f3€a,

e o
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Question 2-—-Reading Retardation Evidenced
Bv Below CAGP Scores S

Sixty-five of a determinable 79 cases (82%)

dation as evidenced by an actual reading level below the

average for pupils at their chronological age levels
(CAGP). The mean amount of reading retardation exﬁibited
by the 65 determinable cases that had reading scores below
their CAGP was 29.1 months.
Question_ 3-—-Reading Retardation Ev1denced
By Below MAGP “Scores

Fifty-seven oi ‘a determinable 74 cases (77%)
referred to school psychologists exhibited reading retar-
dation as evidenced by an actual reading level below the
average for pupils at their mental age levels (MAGP). %
The mean amount of reading retardation evidenced by the
57 determinable cases that exhibited a reading score below
iheir MAGP was 2.4 months. E

Aaditienall§, 51 of a determinable 74 cases (69%) %

referred to school psychologists exhibited reading retar- |
dation as evidenced by an actual reading level below both
CAGP and MAGP.

A signifiéant difference in the proportion of
those below/not below MAGP was found in the belcw/nét
below CAGP categories (p < ,001l). A significant differ-

ence in the proportion of those below/not below bath CAGP

15

R
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and MAGP was found in the below/not below CAGP categories
and in the below/not below MAGP categories (p < .001).
The fact that being below CAGP is usually accompanied by
being below MAGP/both CAGP and MAGP accounted for a sub-
stantial portion of the significant difference as stated.
Table 5 reflects these proportions and significant differ-
ences.
Question 4—=Dlst11but1on of Cases in the Reading
Mentioned, Below CAGP, Belcw MAGP, and Below Both

CAGP and MAGP Categories According to Sex, Age,
Grade, Race, SoclLoeCconomic Status, and IQ

Cases With Reading Specifically Mentioned

Sex data. -Boys outnumbered girls more than 2-1 in
both cases with and without reading specifically mentioned.
Twenty-three of the determinable 32 cases (71.9%) with |
reading mentioned were males; 43 of the determinable 64 :
cases (67.2%) without readihg mentioned were males. %

Age data. Thirty-one of- the determinable 32 casesv
(97%) that had reading mentioned were between the ages é
5-11; 17 of these cases (53.1%) were between the ages 5-8.5
Fifty-two of the deterninable 64 cases (81.3%) that did |

not have reading mentioned were between the ages 5-11.

Grade data. Thirty-two of the determinable 32 i

24 of these 32 cases (75%) were in grades“K—B. .Forty—-nine

of the determinable 64 cases (76.5%) that did not have
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TABLL 5

DISTRIBUTION OF CASES AMONG THOSE BELOW/

NOT BELOW CAGP, MAGP,

OR B(T™H

Below CAGP

@elcw MAGP

Cross — . — —
var%able 7 Yes No T°t3¥, Yes No Aiatal
Below MAGP | | B
Yes, 51 6 57
No 9 8 17 |
Total 60 14 74% i
Below both
CAGP and MAGP
Yes 51 0 51 51 0 51
No 9 14 23 6 17 23
Total 60 14 Ta%* 57 17 YR Skl
*y2 = 11,39, df = 1, p < .001. %
*%y2 = 38.28, df = 1, p < .001. f
xx%*y2 = 48,93, df = 1, p < .001. ;
|
‘qi,é,ﬁ-‘
A :
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reading mentioned were in grades K-6; 34 of these 64 case
(53,1%) were in grades K-3.

Racial data. Twenty-eight of the determinable 31

cases (90.3%) that had reading specifically mentioned were
Caucasian; 53 of the determinable 59 cases (89.8%) that

did not have reading mentioned were Caucasian.

Sc¢io§conamic status data. Nineteen of the deter-
minable 32 cases (59.4%) that had reading mentioned were
in a middle sociéeccnsmié status; 8 of these cases (25%)
were in a high socioceconomic status. Forty—-four of the
determinable 64 cases (68.8%) that did not have reading
mentioned were in a mniddle écciceconcmic status; 13 of ;
these cases (20.3%) were in a high sccicecgﬂomic status. |

IQ data. Nineteen of the determinable 25 cases
(76%) +hat had reading mentioned were in +the IQ range
8l—120; 12 of these cases (48%) were in the range 81—100.5
Thirty-five of the determinable 52 cases (67.3%) that ‘
did not have reading mentioned were in the IQ range 81-
120; 18 of these 52 cases (34.6%) were in - the IQ range
81-100.

Table 6 reflects the distribution of these vari- --
ables within the reading mentioned/not mentioned cate—

gories.

=y
1
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TABLE 6

DISTRIBUTION (¥ DESIGNATED VARIABLES AMONG THE
CASES REFERRED WITH READING SPECIFICALLY
MENTIONED IN THE REFERRAL

Reading specifically
mentioned
Designated wvariable Yes No Total
EEX .
Male 23 43 66
Female 9 21 30
Total 32 64 ' 96
AGE
5-8 17 24 41
9-11 ] 14 28 42
12-14 _ 1 ' 7 8
15=16 0 5 5
Total a 32 64 96
GRADE
K-3 - 24 34 58
4-6 8 15 23
7-9 0 9 9
10-12 0 0 0
Special Education 0 6 6
Total _ 32 64 96
RACE .
Caucasian 28 53 - 81
Negro 1 : 4 5 L
Other 2 2 4
Total 31 : 59 90
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Low 5 7 12
Middle 19 44 63
High ' 8 13 21
Total 32 64 96
IQ RANGE
80 or below 6 14 20
81-100 12 18 30
101-120 7 17 24
Above 120 0 3 3
Total 25 52 77
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Cases That Were Below CAGP

Sex data. Boys outnumbered girls more than 2-1 in
those cases both below and not below CAGP. Forty-sevenpaf
the determinable 65 cases (72.3%) that were below CAGP
were males; 11 of the 14 determinable cases (78.6%) that
were not below CAGP were males.

Age data. Fifty-seven of the determinable 65
cases (87.7%) that were below CAGP were between the ages
5-11; 32 of these cases (49.2%) were between the ages 9-
11. Eleven of the 14 cases (78.6%) that were not below
CAGP were between the ages 5-11; 6 of these cases (42.9%)
were between the ages 9-1l1.

Grade data. Fifty-five of the determinable 65

cases (84.6%) that were below CAGP were in grades K-6; 39
of these 65 cases (60%) were in grades XK-3. Eleven of the;
determinable 14 cases (78.6%) that were not below CAGP ‘
were in grades K-6; 6 of these 14 cases (42.9%) were in
grades K-3, |

Racial data. Fifty-three of the determinable 61

cases (87%) that were below CAGP were caucasian: 12 of the
12 determinable cases (100%) that were not below CAGP were
Caucasian.

Socioceconomic status data. Forty—-one of the

determinable 65 cases (63.1l%) that wére below CAGP were

in a middle socioceconomic status; 14 of these 65 cases

a9 |
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(21.5%) were in a high socioceconomic status. Nine of the

14 determinable cases (64.3%) that were not below CAGP

were in a middle socioceconomic status; 3 of these 14 cases

(21.4%) were in a high socioeconomic status.

IQ data. Forty-three of a determinable 60 cases
(71.6%) that were below CAGP were in the IQ range 81-120;
26 of these 60 cases (43.3%) were in the IQ range 81-100.
Nine of the determinable 14 cases (64.3%) that were not
below CAGP were in the IQ range 81-120; 7 of these 14
cases (50%) were in the IQ range 81-100.

Table 7 reflects the distribution of these vari-

ables within the below CAGP/not below CAGP categories.

Cases That Were Below MAGP

Sex data. Boys outnumbered girls more than 2-1 in
those ca=ses that were below and not below MAGP. Forty-two
of the determinable 57 cases (73.7%) that were below MAGP
were males; 12 of the determinable 17 cases (70.6%) that
were not below MAGP were males. |

Age data. Forty-nine of the determinable 57 cases
(86%) that were below MAGP were between the ages 5-11; 31
of these 57 cases (54.4%) were between the ages 9-1l.
Fourteen of the determinable 17 cases (82.4%) that were
not below MAGP were between the ages 5-11; 8 of these 17

cases (47.1%) were between the ages 9-11l.

Grade data. Forty-nine of the determinable 57

o0
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TABLE 7

VARIABLES

AMONG

CHRONOLOGICAL AGE GRADE PLACEMENT

Total

Relow CAGP
Designated wvariable Yes No Total
SEX :
Male 47 11 58
Female 18 3 21
Total 65 14 79
AGE
5-8 25 5. 30
9-11 32 6 38
12-14 5 2 7
15-=16 3 1 4
Total 65 14 79
GRADE )
K-3 39 6 45
4-6 16 5 21
7-9 5 3 8
16-12 0 0 0
Special Education -5 0 5
Total 65 14 79
RACE
" Caucasian 53 12 65
Negro 5 0 5
Other 3 0 3
Total 6l 12 73
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Low : - 10 2 12
Middle 41 9 50
High 14 . 3 17
Total . 65 14 79
IQ RANGE
80 or below ) 4 19
81-100 26 2 28
101-120 17 7 24
Above 120 2 1 3
60 14 74
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cases (86%) that were below MAGP were in grades K-6; 31 of
these 57 cases (54.4%) were in grades K-3. Twelve of the
determinable 17 cases (70.6%) that were not below MAGP
were in grades K-6; 10 of these 17 cases (58.8%) were in
grades K-3.

Racial data. Forty-seven of the determinable 52

cases (90%) that were below MAGP were Caucasian; 14 of thef
determinable 16 cases (87.5%) that were not. below MAGP
ware Caucasian.

Socioeconomic status data. Thirty-five of the

determinable 57 cases fﬁl;é%) that were below MAGP were in’
a middle socioeconomic status; 15 of these 57 cases (26-3%f
were in a high socioeconomic status. Ten of the determin-;
able 17 cases (58.8%) that were not below MAGP were in a ;
middle socioceconomic status; 5 of these 17 cases (29.4%)
were in a low socioceconomic status.

I0 datw. Forty—four of the determinable 57 cases
(77.2%) that were below MAGP were iﬁ the IQ range 81-120,

egually divided with 22 cases in the B81-100 range and 22

cases in the 101-120 range. MNine of the determinable 17ﬂ;§

cases (52.9%) that were not below MAGP were in the IQ range
80 or below. The proportion of those below/not below MAGP
was significantly different within the four IQ ranges

(p < .02). The large number of cases between 81-1:20 in

the below MAGP category and the 1arge number in the 80 or

52
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below range in the not below MAGP category accounted for a

substantial portion of the significant difference as stated.
Table 8 ;eflecﬁs the distribution of these wvariables

and the significant proportion in the below/not below MAGP

categories.

Cases That Were Below Both CAGP and MAGP

Sex data. Boys outnumbered girls more than 2-1 in
those cases that were beicw and not below both CAGP and
MAGP. Thirtg—six éf the déterminable 51 cases (70.6%) that
were below bc£h CAGP and MAGP were males; 18 of the deter—%
minable 23 cases (78.3%) that were not below both CAGP and y
MAGP were males. .

Age data. Forty-four of the determinable 51 cases
(86.3%) that were below both CAGP and MAGP were between thé
ages 5-11; 28 of these 51 cases (54.9%) were between the
ages 9-11. Nineteen of the determinable 23 cases (82.6%)
that were not below both.CAGP and MAGP were between the
ages 5-11; 10 of theseVEB cases (43.5%) were between the
ages 5-8.

Grade data. Forty-four of the d=terminable 51

cases (86.3%) that were below both CAGP and MAGP were in
grades K-6; 29 of these 51 cases (56.92%) were in grades

K-3. Seventeen of the determinable 23 cases (73.9%) that

were not below both CAGP and MA " were in grades K-6; 12

of these 23 cases (52.2%) were in grades K-3.

O

Sa
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TABLE B

DISTRIBUTION OF DESIGNATED VARIABLES AMONG THE CASES
REFERRED THAT WERE BELOW MENTAL AGE GRADE PLACEMENT

Below MAGP

Designated variable Yes No Total
SEX
Male 42 12 54
Female 15 5 20
Total 57 17 ' 74
AGE

5-8 . 18 8 26

9-11 31 6 37
12-14 3 1 7
15-16 . 2 2 4
Total 57 17 74

GRADE

K-3 31 10 41

4-6 18 2 20

7-9 5 3 - 8
10-12 0 - 0 o’
Special Education 3 2 5
Total : 57 17 74

RACE
Caucasian ; 47 14 61
Negro : : . : 3 1 4
Other 2 1 3
Total ' ‘ 52 le 68
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Low ' 7 5 12
Middle ’ 35.. , 10 : 45
High : ' 15 2 17
Total _ 57 17 74
IQ RANGE .

80 or below ~ 10 - 19
.81-100 22 6 28
103=120 22 2 24
Abagus 3Ly 3 0 3
Tot=~" 57 17 74%*

*y2 = 10,22, df = 3, p < .02.

.
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Racial data. Forty—-two of the determinable 47

cases (89.4%) that were below both CAGP and MAGP were Cau—i
casian;:; 19 of the determinable 21 cases (QO,S%f that were |
not below both CAGP and MAGP were Caucasian.

Socioceconomic status data. Thirty-one of the ;

determinable 51 cases (60.8%) that were below both CAGP
and MAGPF were in a middle socioeconomic status; 13 of

these 51 cases (25.5%) were in a high socioceconomic sta-

tus. Fourteen of the determinable 23 cases (60.9%) that é ’
were not below both CAGP and MAGP were in a middle socio- »
economic status.

IQ data. Thirty—niné of the determinable 51 casesi
(76;4%) thaﬁ were below baéh CAGP and MAGP were in the IQ !
range 81-120; 22 of these 51 cases (43.1%) were in the
IQ range 81-100. Thirteen of the 23 determinable cases
(56.5%) that were not belew'bath CAGP and MAGP were in the?
IQ range 81—120;-9 of these 23 cases (39.1%) were in the I

80 or below range.

Table 9 reflects the distribution of these wvari-

Question 5--Referrals That Have Had Prior
- Remedial-—Reading Instruction = = ;

Eighteen of the determinable 79 cases (23%)
‘referred to school psychologists had previously attended
’ 1

remedial-reading instruction; in 17 cases (23%),pricr
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TABLE 2

DISTRIBUTION OF DESIGNATED VARIABLES AMONG THE CASES
REFERRED THAT WERE BELOW BOTH CHRONOLOGICAL
AND MENTAL AGE GRADE PLACEMENT

Below both CAGF and MAGP

Designated variable Yes No Total
SEX B
Male 36 18 54
Female 15 5 20
Total 51 23 74
AGE
5~-8 le 10 26
9-11 28 -9 37
12-14 5 -2 7
15-16 2 2 4
Total - 51 23 74
GRADE '
K-3 ' 29 12 41
4-6 15 5 20
7=9 4 4 8
10~12 0 0] 0
Special Education 3 2 5
Total 51 23 74
RACE
Caucasian 42 -19 61
Negro 3 1 4
Other 2 1 3
Total 47 21 68
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Low 7 5 12
Middle - 31 14 45
High ' 13 : 4 17
Total v _ ' ' 51 23 74
IQ RANGE
80 or below 10 9 19
£1-100 22 6 28
1G61-120 17 7 24
Abova 120 2 1 3
Total 51 23 74
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remedial-reading data was unknown. ﬁight of the 18 affir-
mative responses specified the length of that prior
instruction:; 7 of the 8 had had 1 year of instruction,
while the other case had had 2 years of instruction.

Additionally, 22 of the determinable 60 cases
(37%) which commented on the need for remedial-reading
instruction after the interview recommended the child for
this instruction based on their interview data.

Question 6--Remedial-Reading Perscnnel
- Asgsgféffalggcﬁﬁces

Only 1 of the 96 cases (1%) referred to school
psych@logisté was referred by remedial-reading personnel.
The classroom teacner accounted for 78 (8l%) of the refer-
rals. Table 10 reflects the distribution of cases among

the referral sources.

1
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TABLE 10

SOURCE COF REFERRAL DATA FOR THIS STUDY

Source N

1. Reading Personnel 1

2. Classroom Teacher ¥ 78

N

3. Principal

4. Parent

5. Special Services Personnel

6. Learning Disability Specialist

7. Scciél Worker

H = W N L

8. Counselor

Total ‘ 26




CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION

A discussion of the results of this study, includ-
ing a comparison of these results with the findings of

gimilar studies, will be given in this chapter.

Questionnaire

The quantity and quality of the data reported on
the questionnaires reflect a marked difference in the
referral procedures and case iloads among the reporting
districts. Also, it was apparent that reading scores were%
not readily available; in most cases a general reading ;
level was reported from the results of the Wide Range
Achievement Test or a Similar instrument. The freguent
lack o£<any respanses/léek of adegquate responses to infor-.
mation concerning reading skills, remedial-reading instruc%
tion, and the need for future remedial-reading instructicg?
inaiéates that a low priority has been‘given to the col- 7

‘lection and use of this type of information by the school

psychologist. . 5

52
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Reading Specifically Mentioned in the
Referral and Related Variables

Those cases that had reading specifically mentloned
in their referrals were dominated by the younger age grcup
(11 years old and below), the younger grade group (K-3),
those below CAGP, those below MAGP, and those below both
CAGP and MAGP. Most interesting to note is the fact that
éo.af the 53 cases that did not have reading mentioned were
reading below CAGP; 32 of 49 cases that did not have read-
ing mentioned Weré reading below MAGP; and 2? of 49 cases
that did not have reading mentioned were reading below both
CAGP and ﬁAGP. These figures are perhaps the most note-
worthy of all the collected data, since it appears that the
evident reading retardation was overlooked or not cénside:gd
significant at the time of referxral by the various scurces;
These figures are even more interesting when you consider
the fact that the primary-grade classroom teacher was the
primary source of referral; she should be most aware of thé
reading-retardation prcblem and its ramifications. 2

i

Remedial-Reading Data

The few cases that had attended remedial reading

should be noted, since the mean amounts of reading retarda-
tion in CAGP and MAGP were telatively high. Also, the

amounts of unknown responses (17) to this question agaiﬁ
indicates the relatively low priority to its gdllecticn f

effort.

50
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Even more indicative of the low Priafity of reme-
dial-reading data were the few cases (8) that reported the
length of time of previods remedial-reading instruction,
Finally, the 38 of 60 determinable cases that were not
recommended for remedial reading revealed 27 reading below
CAGP, 24 reading below MAGP, and 19 reading below both CAGP
and MAGP.

ngerrgl Source Data

There appears to be a referral gap between the
remedial-reading specialist and the school psycholodist.
The classroom Eeacher seems to have a direct referral 1ine§
to the school psychologist. .Perhags the introduction of

the remedial-reading specializt as an intermediate step

should be considered, particularly since so many cases ara%

reading below CAGP and/or MAGP.

| |

Reading Retardation, Sex, Age, Grade, Race, Socio-
econiomic Status, I1IQ, and Source of Referral

W, Data Compared With Similar Studies ' .

The reading-retardation experience of this study

(means of 29.1 and 22.4 months for the below CAGP and MAGP -

groups, respectively) is considerably more than that of E
Ellis' (1949) study (mean of 18 months). Ellis"data, ;
based on the use of the Gray Oral and the Stanford Achieve%
ment Tests on each child, did, however, overcome the test %
variation limitation of this study. The predominance of !

boys among the reading retardates is consistent with

gy e T L
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Anderson et al. (1956, 1957), Gates (1961), Hughes (1953) ,
Spache et al. (1966), and Wozencraft (1967) who found that
girls demonstrated a marked superiority over boys in read-
ing scores (particularly at the lower grade levels), and |
with Dechant's (1968) and Kottmeyer's (1959) remedial-
clinic population findings. The race and socioeconomic
status data for the reading retardates, inconclusive and
subject to the limitations of the study, cannot be meaning-
fully compared to other findings. '

The overall sex data for this study is consistent
with that of Gilbert (1957), Gross and Farling (1969),
Hartman and Losak {(1966), Nicholson (1967), and White and
Charry (1966); in most cases boys were referred with at :
least twice tﬁe incidence of girls.

The overall age data for this study is consistent

with that of Gross and Farling (1969), Nicholson (1967),

and White and Charry (1966); in most cases ages 5-11 dcmi-i ?
. i
nated the referrals, with.ages 6-10 having the bulk witbin %

that group.

The overall grade data for this study is consis-
tent with that of Gross énd Farling (1969), Hartman and
Losak (1966), and White and Charry (1966); in most cases s

the K-6 grades dominated the referrals, with grades K-3

having the bulk within that group.

There is no comparison for the race data, but it

62
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does reflect the large predominance of Caucasians that is
consistent with the descriptive data for the reporting
districts. This data is subject to the limitations of the
study mentioned in Chapter III.

Thé overall socioeconcmic status data for this
study is consistent with that of White and Charry (1966)
in that the districts usually reported a predominance of
the SES level which dominated the community, as measured
by a comparison of the district community or county prop-
erty value and rent against that of the state. Also,
similax to White and Charry (1966) was the fact that only
12% were diagnosed as culturally deprived. This data alsc%
is subject to the limitations of the study mentioned in |
Chapter IIXI.

The IQ data for this study is consistent with ;
Gross and Farling (1969) and White and Charry (1966) in
that the dull ncrmal/ncrmai ranges dominated the referral
sample. _ , :

The source of referral data for this study is con-
sistent with that of Nicholson (1967) anéd White and Charryi
(1966) in that teachers were the priméry source of refer-

rals.

-

Reading Data and the School Psychologist

Reading scores, when they are obtained by school

psychologists, are primarily only the results of a ganeral%
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rapid test like the Wide Range Achiavement Test. Remedial-

reading data are scarce and spotty in the cases referred.

A relatively small percentage of cases were recommended

for remedial instruction after the interxrview. These facts

coupled with the facts that such a large percentage of

these cases were reading below CAGP, MAGF, or both; such a

large percentage were in the K-3 grades and between the

ages 6-10 (predominantly reading grades and ages in the

school setting); such a relatively small number were belgﬁ

80 IQ and hence in the mentally retarded range; and that

it is ~ot uncommon to find emotional, personality, or

behavior problems related to reading retardation, implies

that reading data/reading-retardation considerations are

not only important factors in the referrals, but that they

should be further investigated as a possible tool and
aspect of failure that the school psychologist can more
profitably use.

| It does appear that at least the relationship
between the guantity and quality of the reading retarda-
tion and the apparent sex, age, grade, and IQ data that
further look into this reading-retardation problem among
the school psychologist's referralé, .

The direct classroom teacher to school psycholo-

gist line of referral which is predominant in- the

64
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raeferrals, and the lack of referrals by the remediaiﬂreadg
ing specialist, in the light of our previous discussion,
poses the question of the possibility of perhaps utilizing
remedial-reading personnel prior tec or-in conjunction with‘
the school psychologist when the referrxal process is con-
sidered. The ultimate question of whether the school psy-
chologist is :ecei?ing referrals that could or should be
handled by a remedial-reading specialist be fore resorting

to a referral is indeed one that should be considered

closely.
|
|
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Y CHAPTER VI
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This chapter summarizes the present study, draws
conclusions from the research results, and suggests areas

for further study.

This study was concerned with the incidence of
reading retardation in the cases referred to school psy-
chologists. The géneral plan was to survey selected
school psychologists in New Jersey, Tennessee, and Cali-~ ;
fornia to determine the incidence of reading retardation |
in cases referred to them over a specified period of time ;
{(March 22 to May 1, 1971). A qguestionnaire completed on § \
each case was the basis for determination of reading
retardation. Ehé'questiahnaire also sought to identify i |
these cases according to sex, age. grade, IQ, race, and |
socioeconomic statué; Additicnal data on prior remedialﬁ'é
reading 1nstrucflou att?ndancé, the langth of tha ;nstruc;:
tion, and refers als from remedial~reading perscnnel also
were obtaiﬂed. o

The 8 schocl psychalaglst repeltlng dlstrlcts,

6 1n New Jersey, l in Tennessee, and 1l in- Callfarnla,‘
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reported a total of 96 cases.

Thirty-twec of 96 cases (33.3%) referred had read-
ing!retardaticn specifigally mentioned in the oral and/or
written referral.

sixty-five of a determinable 79 cases (82%)
referred exhibited reading re;ardatien as evidenced by an
actual reading level below that of the average for pupils
at their chronological age levels (CAGP).

Fifty-seven of a determinable 74 cases (77%) s
referred exhibited reading retardation as evidenced by an
actual reading level below that of the average for pupils
at their mental age levels (MAGP) .

Fifty-one of a determinable 74 cases (69%) referred
exhibited reading retardation by an actual reading level
below both CAGP and MAGP.

Eighteen of a determlnable 79 cases (23%) referred
had previously attended remedial -reading instruction; E;th
cases specified the length of remedial reading--7 had cne
year of instruction, and 1 had two years of instruction.

Twenty—twa of a determinable 60 cases (37%) é
referred were iurther recgmmenaed for remedial reading by
the school psychéloglst based on the 1nterv1ewi !

i
Individual characterlst;c data was also obtalnad %
Boys were referred with twice the incidence of girls. |

1

Elghty—thrEE'af 96'23535_(87%) Wéfé:ll yé§ES‘Bld}grvbelaws

&
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69 of the 96 cases (72%) were between ages 7-10. Eighty-
cne of a determinable 96 cases (84%) referred we:é in
grades K-6; 60 percent were in grades K-3. Eighty-one of
a determinable 90 cases (90%) referred were Caucasian.
Sixty—-three of a determinable 96 cases (66%) referred were:
in a middle socioceconomic status., Fifty-four of a deter-
minable 77 cases (70%) were in the IQ range 81-120; only
26% were iﬁ the IQ range 80 or below.

The main statistical analysis concerned compari-
sons of prcgcrtigns of the sexes, grades, ages, races,

sociceconomic levels, and IQs within those with reading

—l=

mentioned in the referral vs. those without reading men-
tioned, those below/not below CAGY¥, those below/not below
MAGP, and those below/not below both CAGP and MAGP. Sta-
ﬁisticai significance among the proportions was determinedz
by the use of the chi-square statistic.

Statistical significance was f<-und in the reading

mentioned vs. the reading not mentioned group; the wropor-!

tions of reading mentioned were significantly different in |

those beléw CAGP (p < .05), those below MAGP {p < .001),

and those below both CAGP and MAGP (p < .001). ‘
Statistical significance was found in those cases |

below/not below CAGP;'the proportion of those belawingt  3

below MAGP and those beléw/nét below CAGP‘and MAGP was
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Statistical significance was found . in those cases

below/not below MAGFP; the proportion of those cases below/

not below was significantly different within the various

IQ ranges at the .02 level.

Conclusions

Based on the subject population of this study
and its limitations, the following conclusions may be
drawn:

1. There is a large incidence of reading retarda-
tion, evidenced by an actual reading level below either
CAGP, MACP, or both, among cases referred to school psy-
chologists. |

2. Reaaing is only mentioned in referrals one-—
third of the time.

3. Boys are réfer;ed with twice the incidence of
girls; this same ratio holds true for those referred with
reading retarééticn in evidence.

4. The lower grades, K-6, and more specifically
K-3, account for the bulk of referrals.

5. The age group ' 6-11, and more specifically 7-10,
accounts for the bulk of referrals.

6. Cauca51ans were referred w1th n;ne times the%
;nc;dence of nansCaucas;ans.

?i The mlddle SES group dom;nateﬁ the referrals.'

8. The dull ncrmal/narmal IQ ranges dcminated the:'
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referrals; only a relatively small percenﬁage of cases
were below 80 IQ.

9. Remedial-reading data and specific reading-
test data are difficult to obtain and usually not readily;
available to the school psychologist when referxrals are
made .

10. The relationship between reading retardation, i
the reasons for referral, and the determination of a |

treatment pattern should be further investigated.

Areas for Further SFQaZ

1. since there are no other known studies that
have investigated the reading-retardation precblem in
school psychologist referrals, it would be desirable that
morée studies of this type be done to attempt to validate g»
this incident rate. It should be noted that attempts
should be made to try to secure results from reading tests
that are more than guick reading level checks.

2. It is also suggested that a reverse method be
used to study those cases referred for remedial-reading :
instruction to determine how many of these children have %
been previously refer:ed to schcéi psychologists or héve %

had some type of psychgléglcaL/psychlatrlc help. This

“would fu:ther PDSlt Qr negate the relatlcnshlp between
school psycholaglst refarrals and readLng—retardatlgn L

'cases.
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REFERRAL QUESTIONNAIRE

Date

l. SEX: Male _ Female

2. DATE OF BIRTH: ___
3. RACE: Caucasian _____ Negro __ Other
4. SCHOOL GRADE: . _
5. SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS:
Father's or male guardian's occupation
Mother's or female guardian's occupation __
Please guesstimate SES below:
Low (culturally deprived)
Low middle (average working class)
Upper middle/upper (technician/white collar) .

6. INTELLIGENCE DATA: (Group or individual test scores)

IQ _

Test used

_Date'aéministarea;;_,

AdminisgeredAbf YQus;' Yes
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REFERRAL QUESTIONNAIRE (continued)

7. READING DATA: (Please give most recent scores avail-
- able)

a. Reading grade levels/equivalency for silent reading:

Name of test used (form if given)

Date administered __

Vocabulary

Comprehension or Paragraph Meaning

Total grade score if given

b. Reading grade level/equivalency for oxal reading:§

Name of test used (form if given)

Date administered

Oral reading level __ |

Administered by you: Yes __ No

8. REFERRAL DATA: | ' !

a. Cchild referred to you by

b. Was reading retardation speclflcally ment;gneé in

the verbal ana/cr wrltten referral?~-¥es - No

c. Has chlld ever attended :eme&;al readlng classes?

,Xei' ' < ch' ﬁ '¢ For haw 1Qng?

d. Do ycu feel Chlld shculd be referred tc remeé;al

: 3§3§;ng;¢la$$3SJ}:}IESHfJV:;NQ




75

APPENDIX I (continued)

EXPLANATION SHEET

l. SEX -- self-explanatory

e

2. DATE OF BIRTH -- self-explanatory

3. RACE -~ self-explanatory

4., SCHOOL GRADE -- self-explanatory

5. SOCIOQOECONOMIC STATUS: Please try to ascertain what

parents or guardlans do within their respective occu-: 4

pations, e.g., if in the automobile bus;ness, is he a
salesman, business.owner, mechanic, etc. Please also |
guesstimate SES based on occupational criteria. |

6. INTELLIGENCE DATA -—- self-explanatory

7. READING DATA: I am requesting grade level/equivalency

scores for the silent and orxral reading test scores

(4.2 = fourth grade, second month) ; héwever, if the
Hsccres are not recorded ln grade levels/Equlvalency
‘but are recorded.lnxancther way, e.g., pércentlles,
plaase report thls other way._ i,wculd—rather hévé-a'
ngn—grade leval/équlvalency score than né1s¢Qre |
 repcrted at all.1 Sllent readlng tests §enefal;y é;vgftielf

*,two_sccres,- ne fcr vocabulary and onejfar camprehen-ﬁjﬁ

_sion (also called paragraph meas

yuggand the 11ke)
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EXPLANATION SHEET (continued)

this is my main concern in this area. I am not intgr- 5
ested in oral comprehension scores.

The silent reading test scores are of paramocunt

importance in this data collection effort; oral read-

ing scores are desired, but are priority 2 to silent |
scores. In case you are not familiar with silent vs.
oral reading tests in use, I have listed some of the r
more poéular ones below, to help you in your selec- ’

tive reporting:

Metropolitan Reading Test
Gates-McGinitie Reading Test

SILENT READING TESTS ORAL READING TESTS
'~ Stanford Reading Test . Gray Oral Reading Teét : Co
Nelson Reading Test . Gilmore Oral Reading
Iowa Silent Reading Test : Test :
California Reading Test Fry Oral Paragraphs |
i

8. REFERRAL DATA -- self-explanatory

I have enclasaﬂ questlcnna;re fcrms and selfs
‘addressed‘,stamped envelages._ I ask that you returm therﬂ
'M_‘quest;annalres weeklx Elf t lncanvenle“% for ygu, so I

fcan begln my tabulatlcnrrf 
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EXPLANATION SHEET (continued)
50016 as you can, :

form that I request you return to me as

so I can see whether or not you will be able to assist me
in my study. I can be contacted at any time at the belcwf

listed address and telephone number, if you have any ques%

i
i

tions or need any further information.

Sal Chidichimo L
204 Carlton Club Drive % : -
Piscataway, N. J. 08854

' Tel. No. 968-7245 (Area code 201)
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QUESTIONNAIRE SUMMARY DATA

1. SEX: (N = 96)

Male —-— 66 (69%) Female —-= 30 (31%)

2. AGE: (N = 96)

5-11 years old =- 83 (86.5%)
12-16 years old -=-— 13 (13.5%)

5-8 years old -- 41 (42.7%) -

9-11 years old —-- 42 (43.8%) . i
12-14 years old -- 8 (8.3%) =
15=-17 yvears old -—- 5 (5.2%)

3. RACE: (N = 90)

Caucasian -~ 81 (90%)
Negro -~ 5 (5.6%)
Othex -= 4 (4.4%)

\lbh
»

GRADE: (N = 96)

K-2 = == 58 (60.4%)
4-6 -— 23 (24%)
7-9 —— 9 (9.4%) , : | - |
10-12. -- 0 (0%) ST | : , |
Sp. Bd. == 6 (6.3%) . : '

5. SOCIQECONOMIC STATUS: (N = 96)

Low -— 12 (12.5%)
Low—middle =-- 63 (65. 6)
—Vnger mlddle/upper —— 21 (21 9%)

}gf;xg. ™ = 77)

80 or balcw ﬁ—:#oj(gé%) i

'81-100 'Lf 30 (39%) -
Lo;-lzo : .24 (31.2%)
Ahcve”lEOﬂ =3

Mean IQ “- 92 4“ffw.'
Medlan IQ : R
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QUESTIONNAIRE SUMMARY

7. READING RETARDATION:

Below CAGP 65 (82%) -—-—
Below MAGP 57 (77%) —-—
Below Both CAGP and MAGP

Mean amount of reading retardation for

29.1 months.

below CAGP

DATA (continued)

N = 79
N = 74
-— 51 (69%) -- N = 74

-:105e cases

Mean amount of reading retardation for those cases

below MAGP -- 22.4 months.

8. REFERRAL DATA:

a. Referral Sources: (N =

Reading personnel only accounted for 1

96)

(1L.04%)

while the classroom teacher accounted for 78

(81.25%).

(N = 96)
Yes -- 32 (33.3%)

Yes —- 18 (19%)

Has Child Attended Remedial Reading:

' Reading Specifically Mentioned in the Referral:

No —= 64 (66.7%)

No —-—- 61 (63%)

Unknown == l7,(i8%)

| Yes —- 22 (23%)

. Does Child Need Remedial Reading: (N =

96)

| No -- 38 (40%)

' Unknown -- 36 (37%) =




