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 REPORT TO THE CONGRESS

@& BY THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL

Y'F OF THE UNITED STATES

9

Learning Disabilities:

The Link To Delinquency
Should Be Determined, But
Schools Should Do More Now

"Depar-tments of Justice and .
Health, Education, and Welfare.

- /bz'
B / /./L\/ p . ‘\:\“7,
- , o . 7o N N
One-fourth of the juvenile delinquents in Qe Pl S
institutions tested by GAO consultants had e S ¢
> primary learning problems {learning disabili- ) . s
ties). Whether these disabilities caused delin- ’/a‘;& Ty
.-quency is uncertain; the ggestion warrants RN
further examination. The ndture, extent, and 0 Ep S
direction of the relationship, if any, between - "?S‘
learning disabilities and delinquent behavior’
- should be determined. :
. : o~ US DEPARTMENTOF HEAL TH,
The” Department of Health, Education, and NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
‘Welfare should develop prevalence rates of o Fovermem
children having learning disabilities, determine T T
the resources needed to combat the problems, S
and develop procedures so that such children Eein

are adequately diagnosed and treated. S T
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
WASHINGTON, D.C, 20848 )
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.

"B-168530

~

To the President of the Sehate and the
'Speaker of the House of Representatives

ThlS report drscusses the extent of learning problems
among institutiona’ized juvenile delinquents and describes
the efforts of public schools and correctional institutions
to deal w1th such problems.

We made this review because of fhe Nation's growing
juvenile delinquency problem and the mounting evidence of
a correlation between children with learning problems and
children demonstrating delinquent behavior patterns.

We made -our. review pursuant to the Budget and Account-.
ing Act, 1921 (31 U.S.C. 53), and the Accounting and Auditing
Act;of 1950 .(31 u.s.C..67). .= . . .

Ne are sending copies of- thlS report to the Directeor,

Office of Management and Budget; the Attorney General; and
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare :

—

A
- 4 S
AUNNGComptrollerf%eagraI ~
of the United States



COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S.- LEARNING DISABILITIES: THE LINK TO
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS DELINQUENCY SHOULLC BE DETERMINED,
“ BUT SCHOOLS SHOULD DO MORE NOW
: Department of Justice
. ~ Department of Health, Education,
- g ‘ - and Welfare :

‘There is little doubt that most juvenile de- .
linguents have behavior problems in school,

and many may be "“academic underachievers"”

pupils of normal intelligence who are two or

more years below the level expected for thelr
ablllty

GAO investigated underachievement among juve-
nile delinguents in institutions and founc
that about one-fourth of those tested by edu-
cation consultants in Connecticut and Vir-
ginia institutions had primary learning prob-
lems or learning disabilities. (See pp. 5 to
9.) , ‘ : s

whether thecse disabilities caused delinguency
is uncertain.

Compensatlng for or correcting such disabil- ¢
o _ ities is justified for its own sake. It just
. may have the added dividend of reducing delin--
quency. -There is room for much improvement 1in
thls regacd in the public school system and in
institutions hou51ng dellncuents.

. D
--Four of the five States visited by GAO--
California, Connecticut, Texas, and Virginia--
had no accurate estimated of the prévalence N
of learning disabilities among school age -’ S

children. (See pp. 23 to 26.) :

--Correctional institutions were not effec-
tively identifying and treating the learn-
~ing problems of delinquents and were con-
strained from doing so. (See pp. 16 to 19.)

<
Sheet. Uponremov& there ot' ] ’ l
date should be noted hereonp r 1 ' ‘QGD-76-97
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N Where institutions hafl attempted to meet the
delinquents' educational -needs

—~the detailed evaluation needed to determiné
a child's specific problem either was not
done or ‘ - :

--if done, the prescribed re¢ommendations
were not received by the teacher, or the
teaching staff was not trained adequately

) to implement or.interpret the recommenda-
o . .tions. (See pp. 19 to 22.) ° i ‘
To address the problem of children not re-
ceiving adeguate help in the schools and to
improve efforts to help children in insti-
tutions, the Segreétary of Health, Education,
and Welfare should direct the Assistant Sec-
retary for Education to develop, in conjunc-
4tion with.the States, valid and comparable
prevalence rates of children with learning
disabilities. The Secretary should then
‘\\determine the resoufces needed to combat the
croblems and develop procedures so that such
children are adequately- diagnosed. and treated.’
e These steps would be consistent with the in-
tent ‘of existing Federal legislation.

A

The Attorney General should direct the Admin-
istrator of the Law Enforcement Assistance ,
Administration tc werk’ closely with the ; 5
States in developing criminal justice plans

‘that require juvenile correctiognal institu-

~tions to make use of diagnostic information
pertinent to the juveniles' educational needs:

and problems. (See pp. 42 and 43.)

One guestion that needs answering before an
effective Federal strategy to prevent juve-
nile delinguency can be developed is: To
what ekxtent, if any, do_learning disabilities
generate, precipitate, d/or contribute to
delinguent behavior? The\ Secretary of HEW
and the. Attorney.General $hould jointly

fund a study to determine the nature, ex-
tent, and direction of the relationship, if
any, between learning disabilities and .delin-

',qdent?%ehavior; (See pp. 40 to 43.)

A positive relationship could significantly
affect the 'strategy of the Government in

0 _!)
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addressing thé problem of juvenile delinquency.
For example, wmore emphasis could be placed on
special education programs for children with
learning gisabilities. It-could also provide
impetus fﬁr considering innovative and/or al-
ternative approaches to the prevention of ju-
venile delinguency and rehabilitation of juve-
nile delinquents.’ '

For example, more emphasis could be placed on
using the results of testing to determine
disposition of juveniles when they come in

' contact with -the tjuvenile justice system.
® ) (See pp. 41 and 42.) .
Another gquestion with no seady éﬂsjer is what -
to do about children who are unsuccessful in
acquiring academic skills for a variety of
‘reasons other “than learning disabilities.
About half of the delinquents tested. by GAQ. j
consultants had secondary learniqgﬁprdb&éms.
Treating the cayses of such problems may be =
g beyond the capabilities or purpose; of schools.
.. : _ f AN :
The Department of Justice agreed with GAO's
conclusion that learning problems are exten-
N, sive amgng institutionalized juvenile delin-

guents. . ) : '

,
/
/

It noted that the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration was undertaking studies of the
incidence of learning disabilities among d
linguents and nondelinguents and the delin-
guency reduction potential of a remedial pro-
gram, and that the results of these studies
would provide guidance for subsequent efforts.
ber (See app. II.) .

These studies are an appropriate way of begin-
ning such an effort.

HEW concurred in GAO's recomm¢ Jation to de-
-velop prevalence, rates of children with learn-
ing disabilities and outlined certain steps

it was taking in that,regard. (See app. xII.)
The Department also concurred in the intent
e of the recommendation for -a. study to deter-

o mine the nature, extent, and direction of the
o relationship (if any) between learning

iii ﬁ.
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disabilities and delinquent behavior but noted
that '

--any such effort should be consideftd only
after an operational definition of learning
disabilities, which is currently being de-
vzloped, has been published in final form
and ' -

--safeguards must be built into any study so
that researchers do not fall into the temp-
tation of looking for a cause for juvenile
"delinquency. ’

In each of the five States, copies of the
draft report were provided to appropriate
State education and correctional agencies and
to the State criminal justice planning agency.
Their cumments were considered in theg report
and changes to the report have been made where.
aporopriate. _Generally, the States agreed
with GAO's observations. -
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. v OPAPTER 1

' *INTRODUCTLON

.

Lfforts to reduce and control juvenile del}nquency have
lexpanded in recent years. However, youth arrests for all
crimes rose 138 percent from 1960 through 1974, .In propor-
tion to the national” population, juveniles (under.18 years of
.age) are the largest contributors to the Nation's crime
problem. The number of' juvenile arrests in 1974 was about
1.7 million, more than 27 percent of the. total arrests for
all ‘age groups. In that same year, juveniles accounted for
about 45 percent of all arrests for serious crimeg committed
including: -’/ .
--19 percent of all arrests for forcible rape.

--10 percent of all arrests for murder.

-=-53 percént of all arrests for burglafy.
--23 percént:of all arrests for rdbbery;
--49 percent of aii arrests for la[cehy.

--55 percent of all arrests for moto¥ vehicle theft.'

Recidivism rates (repeat offenses) among juveniles are
zlso more severe .than among adults, with estimated figures
ranging from 60 to 85 percent. ,

The cost for crimes committed by juveniles is estimated
to be ’about $16 billion annually. The avérage cost of incar-
ceration to the States is about $12,000 per year per child.

a While “hese statist .cs are significant, the greatest cost of
all cainot be measuréd in dollars apd cents--the immeasurable
loss of human life, personal securfty, and wasted human
resources. - . " ’ -

Before passing the Juvenile Justice and Delinguency
Prevention Act of 1974, the Congress addressed the Nation's
growing delinguency problem through several acte. Under each
piece or legislation, delinguency prevention was emphasized
as one of the primary action :areas. However, most Federal
funds programed for juvenile delinguency were spent on reha-
bilitation prqjects for ‘those already within the juvenile

:
a

3
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. : . ) ' . . . '
jus'tice system rathet/ than on programs designed to prevent
children from enteri*g the system for the tirst time, l/-

4
' "

- Based on the ecstimated high rates of recidivism among

juveniles, these .réhabilitation programs seem to be less than
successful 'ipefther controlling or reducing juvenile crimc.

8 ‘ Many factors, including social, cultural, and familial,
contribute to a child's delinquency. It is rarely possihle

to pinpoint one factor alone as being the primary cause. Many
theories have been developed on the causes of juvenile delin-
quency, but no easy cure-all will he found toc eliminate 1if.
However,” one area which may have potential for affecting
delinquent behavior is thé Natibn's publig‘School systems.

LEARNING PROBLEMS AND -DELINQUENCY ™ ,

. Growing %vidence,\being eqé;blished'by experts 1in
education, medicine, law genforcement, justice, and juvenpile
corrections, indicates a correlation between childten éxpe-
riencing acaderic failure (learning problems) and children )
demonstrating delinguent behavior patterns. , This evidence .
farther indicates that children with learning problems run a \,
‘risk bf‘turning%to delinquency and crime to find the success
they failed to achieve within. the public schools. .

. Children with learning problems “often expepience'failure
' ' in a regular classroom situation. Psychologists have shown

that, cdntinued school failure often- results in the child .

deveéloping & negative self-concept and a high level of frus-

tration. The child may begin to become_ a behavioral and/or
* a truant pr m for the school. 1If the problem persists,

* * ' ~the child can be suspended, expelled, or he may evenrtually

,just drop out. . - _ ..
t

. .,
Misconduct seems to be related to a-child's.acadéﬁgc
¢ - ,standing in school, with the highest rates among .those with
, boor grades. A number of factors contribute to this rela-
* " tionship. - . '
1. In our society,'échogl'is the only major legditimate '~
. : activ}ty for children between the ages of 6 and 1lé€.

’ S T, -

-— e

l/One of our reports to the Congress entitled, "How Federal
Efforts To Coordinate Programs To Mitigate Juvenile Delin-
- © guency Proved Ineffective" (GGD-75-76, 4/21/75) discussed
the ineffectiveness Qf previous Federal efforts to prevant
or reduce juveniile delinguency.: ; '
. ‘ , - : . ‘ /




A If a child fails in school, ygenerally there is
little else in which he can be successftul,

2.y The academically unsuccessful child generally does
not experience the rational constraints against
. - committing a delingquent act.
4. Delinquency and wmisbehavior become a way for the
failing child to cxpress his frustration at those
who disapprove of his academic underachievement.
This disapproval comes not only from parents and —
. teachers, but also from other children who'are ‘(
o . keenly aware ot school status based on performance.

Among children who have learning problcms are those who
have primary learning problems (1earnin9,disabilities). (See
ch. 2 for definltion of terms.) If these deficiencies are
not identified, the ‘child may be pushed along in the regular
classroom year after year and fall further and further behind.
But in nearly-8very case, the difficulties can be alleviated

7 or corrected if diagnosed in time. & '

OBJECTAVES AND SCOPE ©OF REVIEW ,

T ~ . | )

//%e made this review becauge of the (1) siqgificant
i9£}eases in juvenile crime, (2) growing evidente. indicating
a’correlation between children with learning probleme and
‘children demonstrating delinquent behavior patterns, and
(3) expanding number of studies indicating that the public
‘'schools can have a measurable effect on reducing juvenile
crime. We wanted co determdine,

——how extensive learning problems are among juvenile

r delinquents:in institutions,
\\ -—-how juvenile. institutions identify learning problems
and deal wi..i them in their rehabilitation, programs,

. Y B .

~-what programs are 1in effect in the publié schools to
identify children with learning problems and treat
such problems, and .

--what tne involvement of the Federal Government has
been in ghe learning problem ‘area.

We mede our review in california, Colorado, Connecticut,
Texas, and Virginia. In each cf the five States, we did work .
_at the-State criminal justice planning agency, State department
of correcticn, State juvenile receptibn centers, and State-
operated institutions for juvenile delinquents.




In all five States except California, we visited all
. of the State-operated institutions. 1In California, we
visited 3 of-the 1l institutions--2 housing males and
. 1 heusinrg females--because they were the only ones which
"mostly contained chlldren l¢ years.old and under and, thus,
were comparable to the other States 1nst1tutlons.
We also visited the States’ departments of educatior,
23 selécted school districts, 50 elementary schools, and
30 secondary schools (junior and senior high schools). We
‘+ “interviewed 373 classroom teachers and over 300 other school

————gfficials; -inckuding super1ntendenésT~a551stant_euper;ntend—___

ents, principals, assistant principals, guidance counselors,
and educatlonal apecialists.

We“hlred consultants spec1a1121ng lit remedlal education
to test juveniles chosen randomly from institutions in
Connecticut and Virginia. Sixty of the 347 juveniles in the
" 4 institutions in Connecticut were tested between July and

September - 1975. Sixty-nine of the 1,247 juveniles in the

7 institutions in Virginia were tested .in February and

March 1975. . The results provide a statistically reliable

picture for the institutionalized children of the States when

.the tests .were made. The purpose of these tests was to

~--determine the extent of learning problems among
juvenile-delinquents,

- --determine wthh of the juvenlles had prlmary learnlng
- problems (learnlng disabilities), and

“T“f"i“““‘%”——ldentlfy the dlfferlng educational needS*ofwjuvenlles
v w1th varlous types of problems.

T ment’ Assrstance Administration (LEAA) and the Office of

to determine the extent to which they were addressing the
1dent1flaatlon and treatment of children w1th learning
_problems.

o1

o In addition, we reviewed the efforts of the Law Enforce-

«

Education, Department of Health, Education,. and Welfare (HEW) -



CHAPTER 2

WHAT ARE LEARNING PRCBLEMS AND TO WHAT EXTENT ARE
: 7

. 9 :
SUcH PROBLEMS EVIDENT AMONG JUVENILE DELINQUENTS?

Evidence linking cfime and delinquency with learning
problems has been accumulating at an expanding rate. Attempts
to demonstrate this relationship have generally used the term
nlearning disabilities." We encountered variations in defin-
_ing_this term, ranging from a narrow, strict interpretation .

to a very wide categorization that includes any disorder which— =
ibits—a—youth—frem—Learning in_accordance with his full
ability and potential. '

LEARNING PRGBLEMS DEFINED

To determine the extent and significance of such academic
geficiencies amon§ adjudicated delinguents, our -consultants’
.tested a random sample of juveniles institutionalized in
connecticut and Virginia. Their test results showed a myriad
of academic problems, any of which could be classified as a
learning disability, depending, upon the definition used. . To
recognize all of the academic deficiencies found, the consult-
ants developed the term "learning problems” and broke it down
into three main categories and two subcategories as follows:
(The test methodology and terms are defined in detail in
appendix I.) :

CLASSIFI_CATION OF CHILD

LEARNING PROBLEM

P

B |

SATISFACTORY - | |- LIMITED ACADEMIC MILD | MODERATE SEVERE

SLOW LEARNER POTENTIAL
_ . UNDERACHIEVER
| ~ 1
PRIMARY LEARNING SECONDARY
PROBLEM | | LEARNING PROBLEM
&
) 5 3o
, by
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The consultants defined ijuveniles as having learning ~
problems-if they were unable to perform in a satisfactory
manner within 2 years of the grade ‘level corresponding to
their age. The consultants considered these juveniles to be
in trouble and needing additional support in.order to func-
tion adegquately within an academic setting. Those who func-
tioned 2 years or more below grade level were divided 1into '
three main categories.

1

1. Satisfactory sliow learners--The consultancs -

classified. juveniles as satisfactory slow liearners

if -they—had—a—low-average—or—slightly-below—average —
intellectual ability and were achieving within
- 2—years—of the grade level expected for their abil-

ity, as opposed to their age.

2. Limited academic potential--The consultants classi-
fied juveniles as having limited academic poten-
tial if their current intellectual functioning was’
so low that they could not be expected to acquire %
skills above elementary school level. These juve-
niles had s«rious conceptual deficits, often
.accompanied by serious perceptual deficits. Some

-were evenly lagging in all -areas of intellectual -
development, while others evidenced the striking
discrepancies in functioning which, at a higher
intellectual level, would suggest a;learnlng dis-
ability. However’, the juveniles .placed in this '
category would be severely limited in their academic
progress, even with excellent remedlal 1nstructron.

3. Underachlevers——The consultan s classified Juvenlles
_as_underachievers if they had normal intelligence

and were achieving 2 or more/years below the level

- expected. for their ability in one or more academic
areas.. The consultants considered—a-iavenile's-
underachievement as (1) mild if it was just about
2 years below the level of ‘expectan&y, (2) moderate
if the deficit was greater than 2 years, but above.
the primary (first and second grade) level, or (3) '

. _ severe if the juvenile had been unable to achleve

‘basic skills in reading, written expression, or .
arithmetic. The severity of a given juvenile's :
underachievement was determined on the basis of hlS
most serious skill deficit. The achievement of any~
given. juvenile always reflects a variety of personal
and social, as well as educational factors. Most of
the adolescents in the test—whvhShowed signs of
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having learning disabilities also had experienced
the kinds of‘ life situatiens that create secondary
learning problems. For the purpose of this review,
a juvenile showing signs of a learning disability
was characterized as. having a primary learning
problem, even though secondary factors might “have
been present. Because of the presence of these
secondary factors, underachievement could nct be
attributed solely to the severity of the learning
disability. The consultants, therefore, measured
. ; the underachievement in terms of grade level and ‘
/’\/ﬁ\\f-f-~~\4ndieatedmwhebhen_on_not_a_learniLg_disabiliiy_ﬂa§
: present but did not specify the degree of correla-
tion between learning disabilities and achievement.

5. Primary léarning problem B
(lgarnIEg disability)

The term "primary learning problem” (learning
disability) refers to a demonstrated inability

- to pertform a specific task normally found within
the capability range of individuals of comparable
wental capacity. It involves deficits in essen-
tial learning processes having to do with percep-
tion, integration, and verbal and nonverbal expres-
sion. Juveniles with learning disabilities gener-
ally demonst: .- underachievement in one or more
academic ‘area. »ral .language expression, reading,

spelling and written ek¥pression, or arithmetic. .~

\\/‘“/_"“‘\ﬁf*séédﬁdéry‘fearning—probiem

: Those underachieving juveniles who did not show
/f\/f\\/f“’““‘*"‘“f-‘thewdefinihive—signs¢oan*LeaLningmdisabiligxw‘__
, were considered to have a secondary- learning
T problem. The youngsters may have been rela-:
~ively unsuccessful in acquiring academic skills~ -
because (1) their attendance did not allow for ’
sufficient instruction, (2) serious familial
P of social - problems prevented full -attention
¥ peing given to their educational development,
or (3) emotional or. behavioral difficulties
interfered with their ability to.prcfit from
. “instruction. ‘ ,
HOW EE?ENSIVE ARE LEARNING PROBLEMS
AMONG JUVENILE DELINQUENTS?

On the basis of our test results in Connecticut and _
virginia, academic deficiencies are extensive among the N
States' instltutionalized juvenile delinguent populations.

1y

\' 7”




Of the 129 juveniles tested in the two States:

--1.was found to be functioning at theé grade level .
which corresponded to his age.- . : ' 2

--33 (26 percent) were found to have primary 1earn1ng
problems.

~-66 (‘51 percent) were found to have secondary learning
problems. -

—-25 (19 percent) were c1a551f1ed as having llmrted ‘aca-
dem1c poténtial. .

: --4 (3 percent) were classified as satisfactory slow
S learneLsd_Mma

The average age of the juveniles tested in Connecticut
and Virginia institutions was 16.3 years and 15.6 years,
respectively. However, these juveniles were functioning at
about the 4th grade level in arithmetic and written expres-
‘sion and at about the 5th grade level in reading.

When the grade level expected for the age was compared
with the functioning grade level of those juveniles with a
primary learning .problem, -the disparity grew considerably.
For example, juveniles in Virginia with a primary learning
problem -had an average age of 16.2 years and would have- nor=_
mally been p1aced in 11th grade classes. These ]uvenlles were
actually functioning at the 3.8 grade level in reading and .

._——\'

arithmetic and at the 3.2 grade level for written expression

_The detailed results of our tests fgllow.

~t




Several of the children our consultants tested illustrate
the naturc and extent of the problems. -
—-Bill is a l4-year-old Caucasian boy of average intel-
ligence with normal speech, hearing, and vision. - He. =~ =«
has been known to the court since®February 1975 for
offenses, such as burglary, larceny, possession-of
marihuana, reckless driving, and running away from a
court-ordered placement in a therapeutic:school.
His father is described as a rigid, somewhat brutal
individual who was a heavy drinker at the time of his
maLLiage—iﬂ4&9587——8e—p&eviged—littieLemotinnal_QI_A;_____.i_
physical support to the family, particularly when the
_eldest child (Bill's only sibling) was dying of
leukemia.* At that point he left the home and his
present whereabouts are unknown. Bill's mother, a
high school graduate, is described as a vacillating
persoﬁ who 1is heavily dependent on Bill and appears
unable to make any firm decisions. She' has been sep-
N . arated for 2 years .from her present husband, targely
because he and Bill could-not get along.) ,

o \
Bill has had great difficulties, in schoof since the
first grade. 'Having. been retained in two grades, he
found himself in sixth grade considerably oider than
his fellow students. This, combined with a long
‘ standing reading'problem%qnd.his"ihability to operate
T in a classrcom situation,-led to a referral to a local
L Child Development Center. When he was placed in the =
- residential school and therapy-program there, consid-
erabIe*progress—was—no&ed~boﬁh~inw%he-acadpmir‘énd be-
havioral areas. He was described by his teachers as
the classic high interest, low skill level 'student.
» .  He was unable to return to the ‘Child Development
Center in the fall of 1974, simply because he was older
than the program would allow. His termination summary -
noted that: w ’ ' |

, "Bill is just beginning to f£ind some success
‘in a school environment and it has improved
his approach toward his peers and adults. To :
remove this from Him at_this: time would be
drastic and will lead to ultimate failure edu-
cationally and socially.. He has begun to_
trust people ‘and ceeply desires to be trusted
by others. The: approach must be a positive - -
experience in ordar for Bill to achieve
progress, and to push- him: into a regular
classroom setting would be premature, and the
results would probably- be negative." T
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In spite of efforts to find another placement, it was : ‘
necessary to return Bill to the public school system. :
This was met with a good deal of résistance on the

“part of school personnel and little effort was made

to accommodate ‘a specialized program for him. . As

late as mid-November, a school referral was not. deemed
necessary by the vice-principal because "Bill is no

worse than several other students here, and we have

no intention of referring them. It was in the f5l1-
lowing February that Bill had his first: contact with
_f__"_s__thesguyeu;;e.authorltleq- : _ S

The evaluation of Bill dur1ng our study indicated a boy
of average intelligence with a primary learning problem
affecting reading and writing. Although about to turn
15, Bill is still confusing look- dllke words and losing
"his place when he reads.® He reads eeg for deep, was
for saﬁ,.grand for parade. He sometimes writes n when
he means m and changes letter order in words.. Although
his vision is adedquate, his ability to translate what
he sees is immature and, thus, he reverses letters
and transposes letter order. The general result is

~an academic skill level ranging from second to fourth
grade in a boy who ‘is in the tenth grade. The need
for a specialized program seems clear. The results
of not having such a program in this case are. equally:
clear. . Lo o N

n

—-Gary, a l7- year old black male, is a very proud ‘and
defensive _young.man. He sat with his Shoulders held .
back and-one arm thrown over the back of the chair.
There was little background information available,
and family issues were no longer’ primary, for he had
for some years Been with a street gang where he had
apparently developed something of a following. Gary
gave evidence of a strong feeling of responsibility -
_ : for "his people," and he was likewise dependent upon
— ~their- assistance- in-certain_areas--reading, for
) 'example. . In the institution where he was tested, he
had been placed in a special group guidance program
where he was gettlng some occa51onal assistance from
h1s .peers. :

Gary IS 1ntelllgence is sufficent for him to be
.considered in the normal range, .although he would
technically be called a "slow learner." He has much
\  greater difficulty withverbal expression, howéver,
| " "than most other youngsgters with a- similar-cultural.
background His ‘vocabulary and grammar are-a bit
~ below aver&ge, as might be expected, but he also has
A ' trouble expressing very common ideas and concepts.. '

-l\\', K .A . : . " ' o
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® ' ' He manages to be generally coherent but often strug-
gles to express himself adeouately to peers and
teachers.

Gary has dlfflculty seeing the dlfference between
letters that are similar (such as d, b, p, and g,

or h, r, and n), and, thus, has‘tgouble using 51ght
vocabulary alone for reading. He confuses words such .
as show and snow and chill and cl ff. Although he
. can make the fine sound discriminations necessary for
learning to sound out words, he is very poor at blend-
ing these sounds together (e.g., to make beg from
b-e-g). He is able to work his way through second .
grade reading material, but during testing when he
read a thircd grade selectlor, he dewlared "No sense.'
Becausc of his generally low level of language skill,
he is not as able to use the context to belp him with
unknown words as other students might be. '~ Gary's
spelllng reflects the same difficulties, and he is
able to put only the 51mp1est thoughts in written
form.

Gary. is a bit more‘advanced in arithmetic. He can

add and subtract, borrowing and carrying. when need - be,
"and can multiply by two digits. Sometimes he can
divide correctly; but he frequently becomes confused
and stops' in the middle of an item. He has been
re1at1ve1y successful in seeing relationships between
_ » numbers, but it is hard for him to understand verbal
Vo 1nstructlons ‘that would help him when he is frustrated

Gary was very proud to be in the special program

““because of the status it gave. He had a room with
curtains, not a cell. He faithfully attended the
meetings "to see if you got any growth in you." He"®
.-was pleased to be ablv to add to the simple words
.given to him on a spelling test the "big" words he
had learned from a group mate through hard and ' .
repetitious practice--relationship, conversation,
_ . - §1tuatlon, and tolerate. Given his age,11nterests,' . :
— e _and the severity of his difficulty, Gary will never
go on for advanced education. The fact that he was
voluntarily expending effort to learn these words
which enhanced his_self-esteem, however, made it ‘seem -
likely that he would profit from further remedial’
instruction. He would have to be approached in a
manner that would allow him to work on the most prac-
tical skills and still maintain his self-respect.

¢ J
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——Joe is a 15-1/2-year-old Spanish-surnamed youngster .
who has no physical disabilities and whose develop-
-mental higtory has been normal. He reports that he
has always been bilingual, but feels that English is
by far the stronger language, sincelhd has spoke. it

' for as long as he can remember and spezks Spanish
only with his mother. His conversational English is
fluent and unaccented. ’

Joe is the fifth of seven children and assumes a great
deal of responsibility for-supervising his younger

‘brother. His father 4s "an abusing alcoholic" who has
only marginal contact with the family. Joe's behavior
at-home is always cooperative and respectful, as
expected in his ethnic group. ‘Joe -has worked with a
youth corps program and contributed over half his
salary 'to his mother’.' Unfortunately, the home situa- .
tion has been rather unstable, with his mother and

 her common-law husband jailed recently on drug posses—
sion charges. The mother is also i1l and under
treatment for diabetes. o

Court records indicate that Joe has gotten in. trouble
for fighting in the community and has a history of
excessive truancy from school. ' His. recent commitment
" fo the detention center is for burglary. Joe's ninth
grade transcript indicates that' he was taking courses
o . "for low average students, such as English.I, Basic.
S World History, Math I, Art I, Earth Science, and Power,

~ Mechanics--all of which he fai

" attend classes: The transcript does not indicate
whether he has ever had any sort of special education.
The probat:on officer attributes Joe's pcor- schocl
record té "low native intelligence and cultural lag.™

\'2

Joe was friendlv and cooperative with -us and worked
diligently during testing. He was able to persist,
even when tasks were difficult for. him,.and was very
responsive to instruction.. Considering his severe
. academic limitations, his willingness to invest time
‘and energy in a -learning situation was rather remark-
_ able. Aptitude tests indicated that Joce has average”
s intellectual potential in a nonverbal situation. . The
tests showed he does not have "low native intel-
. ligence" but that he has "average native intelli-
AN gence" with specific learning disabilities.

“Although his nonverbal skills fall solidly in the

middle of the average range, Joe's verbal skills are

;\‘-
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borderline mentally deficient, no doubt because of . -
many factors. His background certainly suggests
heavy .cultural deprivation. 'If he did not learn at
school, his home provided him no support or encourage-
ment. In addition, 1t was evident 1n testina that he
has deficits in auditory memory Since he could not -

o retain a large proportion of the information which he
heard, he could not use the resources of the school
to compensate for the limited ‘intellectual stimulation

" at home. However, he shows relative strength irr prac-

tical so~ial judgment--he knows how to handle social .
situations appropriately, within-the—realm-of-his— —- ——
experience. : -

Joe also shows deficits in visual percéption, which
severely hamper him in reading. He confuses the
sequence of letters in . words. Even after 10 years of
school experience, ‘he still reads form for from and
saw for was. Directional confusioa is evident in his
Writing where he has difficulty remembering how to
~.form a d and confuses it with a b. In spelling he
o tends to confuse the sequence of letters in words,
such’ as ligth for light. Eome auditory perceptual
problems are evidenced in very unphonetlc spellings
in which the sequence of sounds is very distorted.
Although trying hard to sound out the words, he wrote
-.crater £er correct and erzot for result.

Sa

Joe i3 functioning at the second grade level in the
‘language arts areas of reading, spelling and writing, . ,
‘ although in arithmetic he functions at the fifth grade = .___
. T "7 level. "The relative strength of arithmetic over the

. written language skills is important. If this stu-

: dent's problems were merely poor motivation and
repeated truancy, arithmetic would be the subject that .

s would suffer the most, for arithmetic needs consistent -
practice ‘and specific instruction. -Students who have
learned to read normally continue to be literate even
if they do not attend school. It is common, however,
to lose arithmetic skllls if they a:e, not used in
dally life. : '

At th1s t1me there would certainly be no reason for
Joe to attend school. It would be a waste of time for
him to sit in .classes where he would be expected to.
read at junior high level. -The probation officer's
T assumption that Joe "probably can no longer benefit
from a formalized education" is certainly correct if
« "~ regular school programs are the only options. How- SR
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ever, our experienceé with Joe-.suggested that he might
v considerably improve his reading and writing skills
5" if he could have appropriate remedial instruction.

The probation officer's attempts to help Joe find . .

"appropriate employment" will not’ be very fruitful

unless Joe can be.educated to a level of functional

literacy. In short, unless his -learning disability

is directly addressed, he has little hope of becoming

’ a productive citizen. S '

; Overall; the results of the testing in Connecticut' and
Virginia substantiate similar studies conducted in Jther
States which also showed considerable academic underachieve-

. ment in their delinguent populations. - For example: :

'—--90 percent of the adjudicated delinquents testeli in
a study conducted by the State of Colcrado's Division
of Youth Services were diagnosed as having learning
- problems. ' - . .
--90 percent of the girls tested in a Tennessee State
reformatory were 2 to 7 years below their grade in
reading.. ' ;

--70 percent uf the delinquent ‘'youths tested in a
Rhode Island study were found to have measurable dis-
abilities significant enough to warrunt professional
attention. , ‘ S '
e . )

--57 percent oféthe,y0uthswré}erred,ﬁo the. . .. = .-
Norfolk, Virginia, Youth and Family Clinic by the ~
- juvenile court were found to have general learning

_disabilities.

Recognizing that a large segment of the delinguent _
population .in institutions has major learning problems, gues-
tions arise about the efforts of correctional systems to .,
address -this situation. How are juveniles with learning prob-
lems identified .in the correctional systems? Do juvenile in-

“stitutions address "learning problems in their rehabilitation
programs? "




0 | CHAPTER 3

JUVENILE INSTITUTIONS FACE CERTAIN

CONSTRAINTS IN ADDRESSING LEARNING PROBLEMS

Wh11e academic education is con51dered an 1ntegral parts«
of" a youth's rehabilitation, changing the child's antisocial
behavior is the institution's primary objective.

To meet the educational needs of a delinquent child, in-
stitutions face several constralnts, including (1) ‘the rela-
tively short time a child is - confined and (2) the severity
of the child's problems, emotional as well as academic, that
have been built up through successive years of failure. Where

* attempts have been made to meet the child's academic needs,-

- 'however, the institutions either failed to perform the neces-
sary. diagnostic evaluations-or, i¥ such evaluations were made,
trained teaching staffs were not available to 1nteroret and
follow the recommended teaching approa-h. -

&

The juvenlle corréectional systems varied to.some extent
in the five States; howeveér,_the general gocals and obvectlves
of the systems: were, ba51ca11y the same. .

: ——Reduce Crime and dellnquency. P : )
- m‘f'\:"\
--Rehabilitate youths through care, superv1sﬁbn, treat=>
ment,reducatJon, and tralnlng. - - . {

——Develop the 1nd1v1dua1 capablllty‘of each’ d%&ld. -

f—Research and stgdy youthsxcommitted to the System.
] “ . - N AJ
Scrie factors considered in placing youths in correctional
insvitutions were age, sex, maturity’level, physical size,
- and aggreSSiveness. - :

"

Each of the States' correctional systems also place de-
. linquents in group and foster homes, local and community de— o J
.tention centers, and varlous other facilities.

EMPHASIS ON CHANGING ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR

-

Whlle the continued education of a dellnquent child is ...
considered important, the primary objecblve of the correc-
tional systems is to change the child's behavior patterns.
_____Correction officialg stated that the children were committed
because their behavior brought them into-conflict with-society
and, therefore, 'the institution must try to change these

o -
- .
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. behavior patterns before fully addressing the child's educa-—.

tional. needs. e : . E
‘To illustrate this emphasis, improvement in behavior is.

the primary factor used when considerirg a child for release
from the institution. -For example, in Conecticut youths ~
cdmmitted for serious offenses, such as rape, murder, armed
robbery, assault, and arson, must pass. through five leveis of
behavior improvement--freshman, sophomore, junior, senior,
and r:lease eligible. Promotion from one level t0 the next
is dependent upon two factors: (1) time (1 month as a fresh-
man and 2 months for cach of the four remaining levels) and
(2) meeting the behavior improvement objectives established
_within each of the levels.

The Texasl)system is very similar to Connecticut's.,;
Although the programs and sxact requirements varied in the .
other States, the main emphasis was on behavior improvement.

- For example, in Colorado a decision to release a child
from an institution is based primarily on the judgment of the
professional staff, using as the primary consideration the
extent to which the child has properly behaved. The State's
basic¢ progrem for developing acceptable behavior addresses
the different reasons why various children’.demonstrate anti-
social behavior and recommends different treatment alter-
natives so the youth "will not get deeper and-deeper into a

~cycle .of delinquent behavior." Each treatment program .
consists of four major elements. : ) o

A Y

>

--A treatment schedule. of prédictable consecutive itreat-
ment phases. )

| --Treatment.goals and objectives. -s

3

--Suggestions for‘placemént alternatives.

——Recommended worker roles for such indiyiduals as ther—
apists, teachers, and peers. ol '

»
N
¥

' FACTORS PREVENTING INSTITUTIONS
FROM EFFECTIVELY REMEDIATING ’
LEARNING . PROBLEMS

. .- ‘. o t¥ .
according to correction offi.ials, even if they were to-’
place additional emphasis on education,. inc uding the remedi-
ation of learning problems as opposed to behavior modifica-
tion, two.interrelated factors would inhibit the effort: (1)

the extent and severity of the delinguent's learning problem

Sy N -
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and (2): the relatlvely short perlod of t1me the chlla is in-
“stitutionalized.
The_educational diagnostic tests administered:by ou. con-
/ snltants in Connecticut and Virginia dbcumented the extant and
‘severity of” the juveniles learning problems., Vlrtually
100 percent of the juveniles tested were significantly behind
racademlcally i relatlon to their age and ability levels.
For example,. the average age of the delinquent’ population
tesied was about 16 years. The test results, "however,
+showed that these children were, -on the average, functicaing
_at -about the fourth to fifth grade leve1 academlcally
. &
- Correction off1c1als also stated that, hy the time the
juvenlle has reached the institution, the problem has been
magnified in that the youvth (1) has usually experienced -

>

several years of ftailure in school, (2) is frustrated by the
apparent. inability to léarn, and (3) is plagued by feelings . of
1nadequacy and lowered seif-confidence. 1In other words,

the child is "turned off" academically.

B The second factor is the relatively short period of con-
finement of the children as shown by recent statistics (mostly

1974) readily available from the institutions visited.
, R .

Lt ) o - Number of - Range of average i
State . institutions period - of confinement
California -3 10 to 11 months . .
Colorado 4 . 6 to 9 months ot :
Connecticut (hote a) 4 4.3 months--juveniles
. N : . 10 months--adults, 3
. ) . . L ages 16, 17, and 18 .
*Texas ' 4 6 .to 8 months :
. Vlrglnla sl 6. to 13 months

o

a/In Connecticut, youths 16 to 18 were treated as adults,
' whereas in the other States they were considered juvenlles.
- . After. rev1ew1nq the s1tuat10ns in the 1nst1tUt10ns in \
' Connecticut agnd” Vlrglnla, our consultants believed thdt total
‘ remediation ‘of the types ‘and seriousness of the learning ! ‘prob- |
‘lems evidenced by the tested chlldren was not llkely, glven"
the short tlme the juvenlles were’ conflned .
’ )
. The consultants felt, however, thgt for some of the
chlldren the time spent in the detention center was the best
-~ opportunlty they had had for 'a concentrated educatlonal ex-

. perlence. . .
~ < ¥
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Recognizing the constraints under which the institutions’
" must.-operate, imp{ovements-could.be made in identifying and
“‘treating learning problems. Although State correctional in-—
stitutions attempt to meet the delinguents' educational needs,
.we were told that either the necessary detailed diagnostic
evaluations needed to determine a child's specific problems
were not performed or, if they were, the prescribed recom-
mendations were not received by the teachers or the teaching _
- staffs were not adequately trained to implément or interpret
S the recommendations.’ ' . ’

o .

K - .

 Failure: of institutions. to either use or . . o

«perform,diagnost{c evaluations . - {
- > \

<.

A child commipﬁed‘to,é juvenile'correctionalvsystem is
=+ first sent to a®reception cencer. .The reception cente: (1)
conducts .initial tesps,.42)"reViews the child's prior history, ™
(3) introduces the yauth to life in the institution, and (4) '
decides on thefplacement‘ahd'rehabilitation program. Depend-
. ing.on the ‘State, initial testihg-rangea from a few basic .ac-
=  ademic9ach¢évemth tests to an extensive diagnostic evalua= _ °
LS tion..;Lg,CbloradoT”TegagT”aﬁa”VlrglnlaT'we were told-that
. each''child was given certain basic tests, including academic
" achievement, psychological, and medical tests. Based on
‘the initial series of tests, additional indepth testing was
pe;formed if; in the opinion of the diagnostician, such test-
~ 'ing WQS'warranted.; The three States, however, differed in
« the uses made of the test data. .
For example, in virginia the data was used to produce a
needs assessment for each child. The needs assessment defined
the emotional,,behavioral, and educational_problems of the
chﬁld'and;recommended a treatment program to address each of
She areas. The assessment, along with the r ecommendations,
"were forwarded to the institution where the child was placed.
_ However, there.was no assurance that the information was
transferred to the -institution school or received by the

child's teachers. _ .

‘For éXhmple}’tﬁe'séhool principal "at- one of the seven

. jnstitutions stated that diagnostic evaluations were hot
availabile to the school staff when the child.was enrolled. *
Information which usually accompanied the child congisted of
prior academic records, when available,‘hndiachievement test
results administered at the_reception'and'diagnostic center.
These were used to determine grade placement. "Correction
foiCials,-including the superintendent of the institutional
‘'school system, acknowledged this situation and stated that ~
corrective\action was being taken. : .

~
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In Colorado the tests identified the specific learning
problems and an educational .prescription was written; how-
ever, schodl oflicials at the institutions stated that the
teaching staffs were unable to understand or “follow the pre-
scriptions. i

California and Connecticut used a different testing ap-

- proach. We were told that educational evaluations were gen— .=
erally limited to.a series of academic achievement tests
which were used to determine only the child's grade function-
ing level.,. - E :

, Connecticut correction officials stated that no indepth

educational evaluations were made because the institution was
not authorized to employ a tester and existing .staff was not®
Qqualified to administer or interpret such tests.

"< In California we were told tests that might show the
extent of a child's learning problems were given only on a
‘selected basis. This additional testing was conducted on
only those who had scored low on tests administered in a
federally funded education program (Elementary and Secondary
_ Education Act, title I). The testing was performed only at
——the—discretion of the psychologists. . Educational recommenda- * 2
tions were then prepared and sent to the children's teachers,
but no other actions were taken. ' '

N

“Lack of adequately trained teaching staffs

- Bven if initial testing provided accurate identification
of learning problems, the institutions lacked special educa-
tion teachers trained to help children overccme such problems.
Of the 353 teachers in-the institutions visited, only about
6 percent were certified in special education. 1/

\ , Total Certified
State teachers Number Percent
California : 119 3 3
. Colorado 32 3 8
’ Connecticut ~- - 32 1 3
] s Texas - - . t 96 9 9 .
Virginia , 74 5 7
) 353 21 5.9

|
||

, 1/Certification is not the only measure of a teacher's abil-

T ity to effectively deal with learning problems, but-it is a

readily available measure that does not involve having to

: “specifically observe each teacher's performance to judge
his or her ability.

N 20 27
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The random testing of delinquents for learning problems
conductéd by the consultants in Connecticut and Virginia
showed that 28 and 23 percent, respectively, of the insti-
tution population had primary learning problems. An addi-
tional 15 and 23 percent, respectively, were classified. as
having limited academic potential. 1In the Nation's public

o school systems, all of these children could be classified as
handicapped and, therefore, would qualify for special educa-
tion programs taught by certified special education teachers.

Not only are special education teachers -in—-short-supply,
but, according to appropriate officials in all five States,
the regular classroom teachers generally are not trained in
how to recognize or evaluate a juvenile's learning problem,
or which teaching methods and techriques should be used in
attempting to remediate such problems.’ ' .

In the Nonnecticut &nd Virginia institutions, we inter-
viewed 58 teachers: of juveniles who were tested by -our con-
sultants and were found to have a primary learning prob-
lem. In 78 percent of the interviews, the teachers were un-

~aware that these children had such problems. - "
As shown in the following table, in 33 percent of the
~-interviews (19 of 58), the teachers attributed the juveniles'

.~ poor. academic performance to such factors as lack of motiva-
¢ tion or a-bad attitude.

Factors Whiéh Teachers Believed .0
Caused Academic Difficulty '

Number of interviews

N Reason : " in which mentioned

Lack .of motivati.. and poor attitude 6

“Immaturity and lack of social skills. 4

Low self-image ' 2

Emotional problems 3
"Other (low I.Q., slow learner, lazy,

poor home) o T 4.

Total 19

21 99
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.For example, one teacher said that a particular juvenilec
was "just plain lazy." Our consultant's tests showed that the
juvenile had a severe primary learning problem (a language dis-.
ability in both understanding-others and verbal expression).

In the five correctional systems reviewed, 94 percent of
the officials interviewed believed that there is a possible
relationship between learning problems and juvehile delin-

‘. quency. ,They indicated that, while other factors contributed
toward delinquency, such as poor home environment, lack of
:close family relationships, and cultural and economic depri—

vation, learning problems can be considered one of the pri-
mary contributing factors. Eighty-five percent of the of-
ficials questioned believed that adolescent loarnlng problems
can be remediated, but that the earlier a learning problem

is identified, the easier it is to treat. '

Finally, 89 percent of the correction officials ques-
ti- wed believed that identifying and treating learning prob-
lems early in school could be an effective method of helplng
to prevent Juvenlle delinquency.

N : :

‘Considering the apparent inability of juvenlle 1th1tu-
tions. .to remediate learning problems and the opinions of both
correctional officials and our consultants on the need for
early identification and treatment of such problems, the
question arises: What efforts are being made by the Nation's

public school systems to identify and treat learning prob- .
lems early in a chi.d's life? _ : :

o
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L CHAPTER 4

PUBLIC SCHOOLS NEED. TC IDENTIEY AND

'TREAT CHILDREN WITH_LEARNING PROBLEMS |

"The Nation's public schools are not adequately. identi-
fying or providing the necessary educational programs to
treat all children with either primary or secondary lecrnlng
problems. In all States visited, there were children in the

classrooms who were

--having &atademic dlfflcultles but were waiting to be
referred for testlng, .

-—waltlng to be tested; or'

[

'——uav1ng been tested and found to have a ‘learning prob-
lem, were wa1t1ng to be placed in *a~ special program.

Thus, children can be caught up in a cycle of academic fallure
and frustration, which may be one of the major contributing
factors to the grow1ng delinguency problem.‘

- LIMITED COMMITMENT BY THE STATES TO IDENTIFY
AND TREAT CHILDREN WITH LEARNING PROBLEMS -

s Education, o£f1c1alc in the flve States aenerally agreed'
that there is a possible reJatlonshlp between learning prob-
lems and juvenile delinguency, and that the key to successful
remediation .or compensation of such problems is early identi-
‘fication and treatment. The States' commitment to meet the
. needs of children with learning problems, however, has been
limited. The emphasis.at the State level has generally been
‘on the needs of children with primary Iearning problems.

This emphasis has been provided through special educatioen fot
the handicapped programs. The States' efforts to identify and:
provide. program services for children with secondary learning
problems. have been minimal.

State mandates pertaining to children - L . :
.with primary learning problems _ : .

The "special education” legislation in each of the five
States mandates that the State boards or departments of
education, in cooperatlon with local school divisions, plan
and 1mplement special education programs for all children
identified as having handicapped. conditions. Listed among N
the handiceps in all States except California are learning
‘d1sab1l1t1es which correspond to our consultant' 'S definition

At
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, . of a child with a primary learning problem. California's
legislation mandates programs only for physically handicapped,
mentally retarded, and autistic children. :
The specific State mandates, the estimated number of
children with primary learning problems, and the estimated
number of children served in the five States during schoo
year -1974-75 are shown in the following table. .
. D . ' . . t
Stete COmmitment to Children
with krimary_Leatning Problems Tn 1974-15
. - Cstimated number of
tstimated number . school-aged children
. ot .school children Fercentaqe with primay
. School-aqed with primary of learning probleirs
state State_mandate population learning_problems ' population  served in 13974273
" Calitornia No mandate for 4,500,600 90,000 , 2.0+ 75,060
- children with ; L
primary learning |
problegs . R » SR
Colorédo Treat all children i i)bu,ou‘u 33,500 6.1 15,300 ‘
| ident1fied--no . - . a
age requirement ' : 9 :
Connecticut Identify and treat 64U, LuL 23,600 3.7 ' 18,900
all chitdren 5 to 21 - .
- years old .
Texas ld-;htlty ans treat Z,bo0,uul 153,004 5.4 119,200 '
all children 3 to 21 ' :
R veare ola (note a)
Virgrnia ldentity and treat 1,100,000 29,500 2.7 * 15,000
e all children 2 to 21 ~ - TTTTT . Tt
years old (note ‘h) . . . -
. Total - ‘ 9,640,000 329,600 3.4 . 244,000
a/The State mandate 1is to be fu'llly 1mpleme-ntec: in school_year 1976-774 .
, é/T'ne State plan 15 to'be fully. irplemented 1in sc‘hoo_l yea.r 197€-77.
] . .
, The percentage of children ectimated to have primary
learning problems varied among the five States from a high
of 6 percent of the school population to a low of 2 percent.
The differences in the estimated percentages used by the
States were attributable to (1). State funding limitations on
the number of children that could be classified as having
primary learning problems, (2)-using-a percentage cited by
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare as being _
indicative of the nationel prevalence rate, or (3) the States'
.. own assessment of needs. : :
P o 26 32;

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

HEW has estimated the prevalence of primary learning
problems among the Nation's school-aged population to be
between 1 and 3 percent. However, in March 1975 testimony

. before a House Appropriations Subcommittee, the Acting Deputy

Commissioner for Education of the Handicapped said that

wx * * we have been only claiming that 1 percent
of children were learning disabled while our lat-
est studies are showing 6 and 7 percent. Now

we are going to go to about 2 and 3 percent,

still focusing on the most severely handicapped."”

In support of the 6 percent figure cited by the HEW
official, Colorado in 1972 conducted a statewide study which
showed that about 6-percent,of'the school population in the
State had learning disabilities (primary learning problems).

When using the 6-percent rate and comparing it to the
current estimated rates used by the five States; the number
of children that may require a primary learning problem pro- .
gram increases considerably, as shown by the following table.

Comparison_of Numbers of Primary Learning

Problen Children Estimated and Served

Number. - v
. of primary
) o learning
Current State’’ problem tHumber
estimate of children of primary percentage. of
. school-age children: hased learning __EEELQEEE-EEEXEQ__
Total ' with primary " on approx. problem Based on -Based on
school-aqé 10arnlgg_g£g§£gg§ 6 percent children current 6 percent
populatinn: T """ Percent .ot prevalence served in State prevalence
" stare . 197a-1>  Total population rate 1974-75  estimate . rate
California 4,500,000 90,000 2.0 276,000 75,600 84 28
Colorado 550,000 33,500 6.1 33,000 15,300 A6 46
Connecticut 640,000 23,600 3.7 38,400 18,9L0 80 49
Texas - 2,850,000 . 153,000 5.4 171,000 119,260 78 70 -
Vitginia 1,100,000 29,500 2.7 _66,000 15,000 51 . 23
Total 9,640,000 -329,600 3.4 '}782400 244.000 © 74 42

These figufes éhowythat the States we visited werevsefv—
ing 74 percent of primary learning problem children, based on

s ' : : e - .
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their current estimates of such problems. The average esti-
mated prevalence rate, however, was only 3.4 percent, which
is well'below the 6-percent figure cited by the HEW official
and the Colorade study. Based on the 6-percent rate, the five
States were serving only 42 percent, ~f the primary learning
problem children in school year 1974-75.

} v )
State commitments to children with
secondary learning problems

Although State mandates generally require Ereating.all
~children with primary learning problems, no similar require-
ments exist for children with secondary learning problems.

The major effort for ¢children with secondary learning
problems appears to come from-.the title I.program funded under
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965, as
amended. This program generally provides remedial reading,-
language arts, and mathematics classes, which-attempt to teach
educationally deprived children school material at a slower
rate, However, the program is concentrated in low-income
area schools and, therefore, is no%t available to those
"children attending .schools.outside of these areas.

i

. Three St&tes——CaIifornia, Connecticut, and Virginia--
also have remedial programs of their own available to all
school districts. However, their impact is generally limited
‘to serving.a specific grade or grades "and a relatively small
percentage of the total school population. ‘

: In Virginia the State remedial classes were only avail-
able to fifth grade studénts in the 1974-75 school year who .
scored below the,50th percentile on national achievement,
tests as fourth graders. Entrance into the program was de-
termined by comparingiability and achievement scores and se-
lecting students whose scores showed the greatest disparity.
The ‘State 'general assembly, however, failed to. fund the pro-
gram beyond the 1975-76 school 'year. ) ' :

California's Miller-Unruh program provides remedial
reading assistance to children in first through third grades
by hiring reading specialists. Program eligibility is de-
.termined through standardized reading tests. Children who
score below the 50th percentile and who have demonstrated the
" greatest educational need are given priority. ,Program funding
levels for school year 1974-75 were set at $15 million..

Conhécticutf§.Compensatory Education program focuses most

of its 'resources in kindergarten through grddé six by provid-
'ing remedial reading and math instruction to children whose
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educational achievement is restricted because of economic,.
linguistic, or environmental isolation.

In school. year -1974-75, title I and the State remedial :
programs served the following numbers of children:

Children in Remedial Classes

1974-75
ESEA title I _______state programs
State number of children Number of children Cost
California 489,300 a/124,700 . $15,350,000
Colorado 35,400 - - ’ - .
Connecticut 41,523 . 35,354 6,500,000
Texas 437,300 . - ) -
virginia _ 107,000 b/17,200 5,163,000
Total 1,110,523 177,254 $27,013,000

a/Limited to first through third grades.

b/Limited to fifth gradéfs'in'1974—75 and fifth and sixth
graders in 1975-76. Virginia's program terminates after
the 1975-76 school year’ P

SCHOOL DISTRICTS' COMMITMENTS VARIEE IN
. SERVING LEARNING PROBLEM CHILDREN

Although the school districts are entrusted with imple-
. menting the State programs for children with learning prob-
lers, their commitment to serve these children varied from
_meeting the State requirements to no programs at all. Where -
‘they existed, special education programs designed to serve
children with primary learning problems were generally,
structured in accordance with the State's sgpecial education
guidelines. Because there are nc¢ State mandates to iden-,
tify and serve children with secondary learning problems,

the districts generally had no uniform plans for addressing

"these needs.

-

Programs for children with
primary learning 'problems .

State education laws place the responsibility for im-—
plementing special education programs on the school district.
Generally the school districts establish and oversee .the
. programs. for proper testing, diagnosis, and placement.
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We visited 23 districts to deterpine the pymber of
children with nrimary learning P:Obleps being gerved: They
represented a range of 'income, urban, guburban, and rural
factors in each State and were generally regarded by State -
officials as representative of the States' school districts.
‘The number of children served in Proportion to the stUdent

population during school year 1974-75 yere:

Schedule of Children Serveq in 1974-75
School Year With Primary Learning Probjems

Number of percéntage

~

' o = " children . oL .
Number of District in the student
, ~districts  student district  populatiop
State visited population served . served
'~ California 3 169,400 3,400 2.0
Colorado 3 96,300 2,100 2.2
‘Connecticut 9 55,700 2,200 3.9
Texas 3 49,000 4,100 8.4
Virginia 5 207,300 3,700 1.8
Total 23 577,700 15,500 2.7

" Although these statistics show a Varjance in the percentade

of children served among the States, the disparjtiesS ! <ween

_ the school districts within the States were more signifigant.

“The extent of primary learning problen serviceg appeadfed to be
directly related to the amount of rLesources allocate€ by tne

districts for these programs, with the affluent districts gble-

to provide more funds, diagnosticlang, and'special”edUCatidn

teachers. ' K : .

Z-The more affluent schcol distrijct selected in Virgijinia
‘served about 2.0 percent of the populatjon- as compgared
to a low-income, rural, and sparsely popglated diggrict
that had no services at all because it found the pro-
grams too expensive. L

——In Colorado the most affluent of the three diStricts
selected served about 6 Pe€ICent of the gchool—agegq

“population, while the larger, less afflyent, urbap

" district served only about 1.5 percent,

~-In Texas the upper income Suburban area served aboyt
9.5 percent of its school-aged population in 1ts
primary learning problem PIOGrams, While the urbap
district with a majority of low-income gamilies

 served only about 5 percent. . x
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" TO IDENTIFY AND SERVE ALL CHILDREN
WITH LEARNING PROBLEMS,

--State ofticials in Connecticut said that the more
affluent districts in their State are ‘able to do a
better job in implementing the special education
laws, while poorer localities are unable to respond
as effectively. ‘ ‘

Programs for children with

Secondary learning prnblems

The title I ESEA low-income program appeared_to. be  the
principal remedial service offered - in the districts, ‘although
some districte had State and/OL district remedial reading
and mathematics specialists to serve academically deficient
students. These specialists, however, usually taught only
in the elementary grades and were generally not sufficient
in number to serve all schools within the district. Other
alternative educational programs were also offered in some
districts to assist children who were not advancing in the
regular classroom setting. These programs dgenerally empha-
sized vocational training and operated in the secondary

schools.

LOCAL PUBLIC SCHOOLS LACK RESGURCES

At the local public school level, the fulllimpact of the.
problem becomes apparent. There were children in the class-
rooms with academic problems who were

--waiting to be referred for testing;

—-waiting to beé tested; or , .

--having been tested and found to have a leérning prob-
lem, were having to wait to be placed in a program be-
cause of: the limited resources available. :

Teacher estimates of need

“To nain perspective on ' the number of children with
learnlng prob‘ems who may need -special education or remedial

- services, we visited €0 schools and interviewed 373 teachers

about-the1p_1974 75 classes' performance. Although teachers
were able to cite how many children in their classes had
academic difficulties, they were unable to identify whether

.the children had primary or secondary learning problems.

(Problem identification generally requires an extensive multi-
disciplinary diagnostic evaluation.) However, as teachers
were generally cited as a first step in the identification

-
~ .
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. W
and refarral process for both special education and remedial
classes, we considered their estimates of the number of children
requiring evaluation to determine the need for such services
to be generally reliable. Their estimates were as follows:

”

' Pesults of Interviews With Teachers
Concerning L*arnxngI”roslem “ChIldren

— §chool Year 1%74=7% . .
. No. of :
No. ‘of N+, of children
children <c¢hi''ren’ found No. of No. of
No. of with ref. ,ed to have a children children
No, of <children academic for learning placed in awaiting
teachers taught problems testing problem a program placement
California 75 *4,799 727 556 346 176 170
Colorado 70 5,501 1,109 582 467 306 161
Connecticut 64 2,37¢ 655 514 412 266 146
Texas 52. 1,884 370 286 286 256 30
virginia .o 112 7,388 1,814 1,028 __93¢ __516 420
Total 373 21,948 4,675 2,966 2,447 1,520 927
™ . 0

An analysis of the above schedule shows that

, . --21 percent of the children werg estimated to have
- ‘ academic problems,,

-—only 63 percenc of the children w1th academlc problems
were belng referred for testing and evaluatlon,

-=-82.5 percent of the children who were referred ahd
tested were found to have an academic problem signi--
ficant enough to warrant a special prOgram, and

--only 62 percent of the chlldren 1dent1fied as need—
ing a spec1a1 program were placed

: ) In a hypothetical ifass of 100 children, the teachers'
by

figures indicated -that
\

--21 of 100 children have academic probliems,
--only 13 of the 21 would be referred for testing,

--11 of the 13 would be identified as needing a special
or remed1a1 class, and '

Lz —-only 7 of the 11 would be placed in such a class.

S
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Teachers reasons_Lor not reterrina children
for testing and cwiluation

.
.

) The re. n% most Crequnntly cited by teachers for not
referring chi iren suspccted of having learning problegms
.for. testing and evaluation were: /

Number of teachers . "Reasons
38 No program was available.
31 ' The students' problems were not -

devere enough to either gqualify
or be placed.

26 ' Existing programs were full "

18 The students' problems could be
handled in.class.

12 The students' problems were recog-

refer for evalfation.
12 ' : Not enough diagnosticians ava11able,
the testlng was backlogged

nized: too lat&\in the year _to
1

The following example illustrates the reasons cited above
and highlights the 'shortfall of services available. : °

"Nine teaechers in one elementary school who taught in the
kingergarten through sixth grades estimated that 100 of the
286 children they taught ¢35 percent) had academic problems.
Of the 67 children they referred for testing, 54 had learning
problems.: Only 11 of these children were placed in spec1al
education or remedial programs. «

" The reasons cited by the teachers for not referrlng the
33 children for testing were:

Number of chlldrgﬂ_ ) | Reason
5 No remedial class available.
5 Not considered cevere enough to refer.
2 ; Tested previously--not placed.
13 Testing time not available and pro-
.grams were full.
-6 No reason given.
_2 Left district.
Total 3 -

The teachers stated that the 43 children tested and
found to have learning problems were denied progtams primarily
because there was either a lack of space in ex1st1ng programs
or no classes were available, .

.
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As previously noted, the classroom teachers we inter-
viewed indicated that 21 percent of their students had aca-
demic trouble. Generally, thounh, the teachers could not
determine whether the ‘children had a primary or secondary
learning problem. Moreover, they only referred 63 percent of
the children. Thus, the teachers had to make some subjective
judgments as to which children to refer. 1In many cases, un-
doubtedly, those child.en most in need were probably referred.
In _other cases, however, it may have been those children who
somehow commanded attention.

-

v
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. these children. .

}programS'and'p:ojeCts for the handicapped at the preschool,

- o CHAPTER 5

«

LIMITED FEDERAL INVOLVEMENT iﬁ‘IDENTIFYING

AND TREATING CHiLDRgN WITH LEARNING PROBLEMS

The.Federal Government's involvemert.in identifying-and

* treatiny learning problems has come primarily from the Office

of Education, Department of Health, Eduqaﬁion,'ana‘Welfére,

through its programs funded under various provisions of the

"Education of the Handicapped Act, as amended (20 U.S.C. 1401),

‘and the Elementary and “Secondary-Education. Act of- 1965, as -
amended (20 U.S:C. 24la). *© ° ‘ .

The Law Enforcement Aésistance Administnation; through
State criminal justice planning agencies, has funded projects -
which, ‘as part of their operations, identified and/or treated~ .
learning dicabilities (primary learning problems). However,
LEAA had no overall policy or emphasis regarding identifying
and treating learning problems. ‘ ' e, :

- & i >
A s

HEW POLICIES AND PROGRAMS =~

- Although several-Federal education assistancevprograms
may benefit children with learning problems, .funds provided
to the States under the Education of the Handicapped Act, as
amended, .and title I of 'the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965, as amended, were the primaty Federal resources

used by the public schgols to meet the ediicational needs of

Education of the Handicagped'Act'

. According to HEW, the Government's commitment for edu-
catingthe handicap)ped is not. intended to provide complete
per child costs, but to bri ‘about changes in educational
patterns by initiating QemOnstration_ahd'model programs and

- by encouraging innovative techniques and practices.

- Under part‘b-qf tbe,Education,of'the Handicapped Act,
as amended, (20 U.S.C. 1411) grants are provided to the

_States to assist. in initiating, expanding, and improving

-

elementary, and secondary levels.
To receive grants under part B, each State education .’
agency must submit @ plan (1) outlining its policies and
procedures for educating handicapped children and (2) de-
scribing the activities which the State proposes to carry out

S

‘with the Federal grant funds. - . , .
. w . . .

-
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. In fiscal year 1975 approx1mately $100 million was pro-"
vided to the States under this part of.the act. HEW esti-
mates that about $10.6 million was used for programs for.
children w1th primary learning problems.

Under part G of the act (20 U S.C. 1431), grants and
contracts are awarded on the basis of national competition
to institutions of higher education, State and local edu-
cation agenc1es, and other public and pr1vate .educational
and research agencies or organizations to carry out prdgrams
dealing with specific learning disabilities (primary learning
problems) The program seeks to stimulate State and local
provision ‘of comprehensive 1dent1f1catlon, d1agnost1c,

’tprescrlptlve, and education services for all children with

prlmary learning problems through the funding of model pro-
- grams and supportive- technlcal assistance, research, and
training act1v1t1es. -

® In fiscal year 1975 about $3.25 million was awarded for

operat1ng 29 model centers for c¢hildren with pr1mary learn-
ing problems.

‘Education for All Handicapped
Children Act of 1975

- On November 29, 1975, the Education for All Handicapped
Children Act of 1975 (89 stat. 773) amended part B - of the
Educatlon of the Handicapped Act. The act:

--Prov1des for an individualized education’ program
tailored to the unlque needs of a handlcapped child.

—--Sets priorities for prov1d1ng serv1ces to handlcapped
chlldren. ;

f-Prov1des that chlldren will not have to be den1ed serv-
ices because of 1nab111ty to pay. -

'--Strengthens procedural safeguards relating ‘to identi-
fying, evaluatlng, and plac1ng handicapped chlldren.

The Government w1ll pay an increasing percentage of the cost
of ~educating handlcapped children over a 5-year perlod start-
ing with 5 Pbercent in fisecal year 1978 and increasing to

"40 percent in fiscal year 1982.

. For- fundlng purposes, however,‘no more than 12 percent
of the children .aged 5 to 17 may be classified as handicapped,
and no more- than 2 percent may be classified as learning dis-
abled ' -

<
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The act also requires that the Commissioner of Education
prescribe regulations which (1) establish specific criteria
for 'determining whether a learning disorder or condition ‘may
be considered a specific learning disability and (2) describe
diagnostic procedures to be uzed in Zetermining whether a
child should be designated as learning disabled. If, as a
rqsuit of publishing the regulations, the Commissioner deter-
mines that changes- are neceSsary in the definition of the

“term "children with specific learning disabilities," he shall

submit recommendations to the Congress for changes in the

legislation.

With the passing of this ‘act, the responsibilities of
the Government were expanded, as the law mandates that the

States develep plans and procedures to prcvide a free appro-

‘priate education to all handicapped children ages 3 to 18

by September 1, 1978." The Government is to assist the States

in developing and implementing these plans and determine
whether the States are complying with them.

Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965

. ‘Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Educati6n Act
of 1965, as amended, provides Federal finhancial assistance

for programs designed to meet the special educational needs
of educationally deprived children 1/ living in areas with

" high concentrations of children from low—-income families.

The funds are provided to State educational-agencies which

‘make grants to local educational agencies. (Funds are also

BN

provided to State agencies -under title I for educational
programs for neglected or .delinquent children, children .of
migrant famiiies, and handicapped children.)

Of the $1.9.billion appropriated for the title I pro-
gram in fiscal year 1375, about $1.6 billion was- used to
support a variety of programs planned and operated by local
school districts. These programs emphasized reading, lan-
guage arts,“and~mathematics. \\\_

N\
\.

1/Title I regulations define educationally deprived children
as children who need special educational assistance to per-
form at grade levels appropriate for their age.’ The term
includes children with special educational needs due to
_poverty, neglect, delinquency, and handicaps or to cultural,
economic, and linguistic isolation from the general- commun-
ity. ' . : .
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To. part1c1pate in the program, States are requ1red to
‘submit applications to the Office of Education for review and
approval. The State education agency is required to insure., .
that it will admlnlster the program in accordance with the
‘act 'and program regulatlons. The State educatlon agenc1es
major respon51b111t1es are to . :

——approve or dlsapprove appllcatlons submltted by lOCdl
education agencies after determlnlpg whether the pro-
posed progects comply w1th the intent of title I, ‘

--make: certain that tltle I funds are used onlv for ap—'
proved projects, and .

——adopt flscal control and accounting procedures to
insure that Federal funds are prooerly disbursed and
o accounted for.
The local. education agencies are responsible for (1)
determining school areas eligible for partlclpatlon, (2)
1d°nt1fy1ng the educationally -deprived children in these.
areas; (3) determlnlng their special needs, (4) developing~ .
projects responsive to. the prlorlty needs of these children,
. (5) adoptlng procedures for: evaluating the effectiveness
- of major project activities, and (6) carrying out the pro-
jects in accordance with their approved appllcatlon and pro—
gram regulatlons.

- LEAA POLICIES AND PROGRAMS

. Currently, LEAA has no overall pelicy on 1dent1fy1ng
and treating learnlng disabilities or other types of learn--
ing problems as a means of reduc1ng or preventing juvenile
dellnquency. e .

LEAA pursuant to the’ Juvenlle Justice and Dellnquency
Prevention Act of 1974 (42-0.S.C. 5601), is responsible for
1mplement1ng overall Federal policy and developing objectives.

- and priorities for all Federal juvenile delinquency programs

and act1v1t1es relating. to prevention, diversion, tralnlng,
treatment rehabllltatlon, evaluation, research, and improve-
ment of the Juvenlle justlce'system.w : :

. To a551st 1t in determlnlng the relatlonshlp of learn—-
ing disabilities to juvenile dellnquency and in developing
1ts programatlc directions, LEAA's Office of Juvenile Jus-
tlce and Delinquency Prevention awarded a grant to the Amer-.
ican Institutes for ReSear"h in December 1975 ‘to (1) conduct

. ¥
A o
oy
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~a search of all literature dealing with the relationship of
-, all learning disabilities to juvenile delinguency, (2) de-
velop an inventory of demonstration projects, and (3) deter-
mine current theory and practice tnrough discussions with
learning disabilities experts. : _ )

In its April 1976 report. to LEAA, the Americarn Institutes
for . Research ¢oncluded that the existing literature d4id not:
firmly establish or disprove a relationship between learning
disabilities and juvenile ‘delinguency. The study cited var-
ious problems with the existing litecature, <ncluding:

--The absence of adequa%e studies comparing the inci-
dence of learning disabilities between delinguent
and nondelinguent populations. S g
8 K . "
--The absence of studies comparing the development
of a set of learning-disabled children and a com-
parable set of non-learning-disabled children. -

--Definitional, diagnostic, probedural[ analytie, aﬁd
-presentational problems which preclude deriving an
estimate of the. incidence of learning disabilities
from the existing studies. ) ) o

e Nonetheless, it concluded that even though most of the -
guantitative studies can be criticized €dr not -grappling’ _
~with learning disabilities as,such,'they:pe;sistently.suggest
4 pattern .of learning handicaps and that something 1is present
which deserves systematic investigation. :

The repcrt also identifiedeZ.projects and progfams
funded by LEAA from fiscal year ~1972 through+fiscal year 1975
. which either ‘@iagnosed or treated learning disabilities as

-

part of their operation, but. noted that the projects added

very little to LEAA's understanding of learning disabilities
and juvenile-delingency. - - ¢L=e

~
L

The American Institutes for Research made the following
recommendatiors to the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
guency Prevention.

L ' -—The Office should take no action’on grant.applications '
_related to learning disabilities until.-.a -program -
stratégy- has been prepared and announced.

——The Office's interest in learning disabilities should
fall in the resgarch and evaluation sector, pot in
program applications. ' : : . » :
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Wlth respect to the second recommendatlon, the study
'states. : o - . :

‘"Learnlng d1sab111t1es and related ledrnlng handlcaps
are phenomena of potent1a1 importance.to the Office, and
- every effort-should be made to insure that money is di-
a rected toward learning about them. This does not ex- -
clude demonstration projects; on the contrary, evalua-
- tion of a few carefully deslgned demonstrations cou\ld
help answer some basic questions. But the appropridte
time for.broad applications.is still in the future." .

: The report points out that doing research and operating
~demonstration projects depends heavily on the Office's policy
priorities and resources and ‘suggests four options. “Two of
them could .be funded 1ndependent1y by the Office and the

. . other two are appropriate- “for .interagency collaboration. The
. first was a relatively small.effort to.determine the inci-
dence of léarning handicaps, including learning disabilities
strictly defined, among a few basic populations, such as the
chronic juvenile offender, the first offender, and the non-

: dellnquent .

The second effort was a demonstration project to test

the value of diagnosing and treat1ng ‘learning disabilities

as an a;d to rehab111tat1ng serlous Juvenlle offenders.

The first- of the suggested collaboratlve efforts is
a national inventory of learning handicaps among youth, which
"would permit profiles of critical populations and age group-
ings: This would include information on a wide variety of
vulnerable youth populations.that is necessary for the ‘0f -
fice's respons1b111t1es for prevention pragrams and could
complement education's needs. .

. -~ - The second effort would-be a demonstratlon progeﬂt to
1dent1fy and treat learning disabilities in .an inner-city
‘elementary or preschool, with thorough followup research.
Such a study might show that learning disabilities could
have much more potent effects.when it occurs in an inner-
city environment with parents who may have never:heard of
- learning disabilities than when it occurs in a suburb with’
. parénts who-are aware of learning. disabilities. Flndlngs
" about what happens when learning disabilities are found-and
treated early in the h1gh -risk 1nner—c1ty environment: could _
have h1gh utlllty for shaplng delinguency preventlon strate-
gies. . :

~ The Office is planning an 1n1t1at1ve ror fiscal year -
1977 to focus. on remediating learning- d1sab111t1es. It plans

©




to incorporate two of the above recommendations "into its pro-
gram: (1) that specific populations be tested for the inei-.
dence of leatning disabilities and. (2) that a few carefully
designed demonstration programs aimed at preventing or.-re- .
ducing delinguency tarough remediating -learning disabilities
be established and evaluated. o .

The proéram initiative is to consist of thé'folldwing
steps: T . . o o

l.. Testing three’populations-(nondelinquehts, pfoba-
tioners; and institutionalized juveniles). in rep-
resentative parts of the country for the incidence Y,

of learning disabilities.

2. Establishing-demonstration prbgfams in geographical:
areas and for target populations where the incidence
of learning disabilities appears to be significant.

3. Researching the eﬁfectivenéss of the treatment pro-
.grams for remediating learning disabilities and -
" preventin¢ or reducing delinguency. .

v
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e - _CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, "AND =+ ¥

AGENCY COMMENTS

CONCLUSIONS \

Our test results in Connectlcut and Vlrglnla, as well as
other studies, have shown that learning problems. are extensive
among 1nst1tutlonallzed juvenlle dellnquents.

Prlmary learnlng problems ‘ S ;o

Twenty six percent of the dellnquents tested in
Connectlcut and Virginia had primary learning problems.
‘WhetheT such problems directly cause children to turn to’
delinquency 1s not ev1dent. However, the education system
needs no mandate in terms of preventing or reducing juvenlle
':dellnquency to address orlmary learning problems. '

In the five States we rev1ewed, most children with pr1—
mary learning problems are entitled to an -adequate education
under the States' education laws. We believe the legislative
framework--Federal and State--and organizational framework :
" exists for the,schools to jimprove the identification and
treatment of primary learning problems.  .But the states and /’ﬁ
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare have not - . -
developed adequate procedures to identify all children with _
~such problems. Oux work indicates that the States and HEW -

may have ‘'underestimated the Aumber of children” with primary

learning problems.” As a first step toward providing adequate
education to' such children, HEW and the states need to identify

those children in need of help. Then, adequate referral and

testing processes and 'special education programs need to be
..established. s - s o Co _ :

What can the juverile institutions do? Giveén the con-
straints on the institutions in terms of the severity of
the juvenlles problems, the emphasis on changing the juve-— o
niles' antisocial behavior, and the short period of their = ° :
confinement, the positive 1mpact that” institutions can have .

‘on correcting ,the juveniles' learning problems. may be lim-

‘. ited.. .This situation, however,. does not mean that the in-

st1tutlons and juvenile correction systems could not better -
mafage their resources. For example, what.good does it Go
‘to extensively test juveniles at a diagnostic center if the
information either 'is not sent to the institution or, once
.sent, 1is not used? Appropriate State offiicials should cen-
sider how to develop more effective institutional programs
‘that capltal ze on such test results, .
R T
o ] ¢
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To what extent, if éhy;jana in which ways do primary :
learning problems generate, precipitate, and/or contribute to

‘delinquent behavior? Completed studies-so far have not
answered such questions. The extent of primary learning

probléms'among,institutionalized-delinquents, at a minimum,

'suggests that we need to know more about thi;_relatiouship

and how to'effectively deal with it.

- Until a détermination is-made,concerning'fhe nature;,

.Textent,-and direction of the relationship'(if any) between
.primary learning .problems and juvenile delinquency, we do
not believe extensive Federal resources should be committed

‘to address the problem of juvenile delinquency through: the

early_identification.andﬁtreatmeht of primary learniné prob- -

lems. However, if a positive relationship wete to be estab-
lished and the natur€ and extent of such -a relationship were

_known, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration and HEW

“a

could consider placing more emphasis on ameliogating primary
learning problems as one additional means of addressing the
problem of juvenile delinquency. Under the Juvenile Justice’
and Delingquency Prevention Act of 1974, .LEAA may ‘assist in
developing budget requests of Federal agencies that are,

or could be, related to juvenile delinquency prevention or .

control and recommend to the White House changes to more

'efﬁeCtively'address the theni}e_ﬁelinquencx.problem.

If and”when'thé-natufe, éxtent,.and direction of, the
relationship is established, LEAA may want to review with
HEW the commitment HEW is making,in the special education’

-area to determine whether and how additional or currently

allocated resources could be more effectiyely applied to

~ deal with such prdblems..'Knowledge gained concerning this

gelationship could also provide the impetus for the consider-
ation Of  innovative and/or alternative approaches to the
prevention of juvenile delinquency and the rehabilitation

of juvenile delinquents. Changes also could take place in
correctional institutions to an extent but, more importantly,

the issue could-be appropriately addressed by other compo-

_nents of the juvenile justice system as well? For example,
.more. emphasis could be placed on using the results of test-.

ing to determine dispesition of juveniles when they come in

“contact with the -juvenile. justice system at intake and in

treating juveniles ‘through community-based facilities and
services. - : e :

_Secondary ‘learning problems

__,Fifty-one percent of the delinquents tested ify Connect-
icht and Virginia had secondary learning problems. The extent

of ‘secondary ledrning problems in the Nation's public schools

. <.
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is unknown, and, in cases where they are detected, What to
do- about them is unclear. - . »

Part of -this uncertainty,Stems from the appafeént capuses
of secondary learning problems—-bag familia] or. other cocial
situations, or other types of emotjonal or pehavioral prob=.:
.lems.. Treating these causes May well be‘beyond the Capabil-
ity ‘or even the. purpose of school g¢stems or correécCtipgpal

. institutions, and thefe is a guestjon, @8 to how MUCh .cap "be
accomplished with such children if gsuch causes persisg
: - :

'RECOMMENDAT TONS * ' . .

3

A

¥

We recommend that:’

- —--The Secretary of HEW direct ‘the Assigtant S€Cretary
for Ediucation to develoP, ip conjunctjon Wlth the
Statés, valid and comparable prevalepce rates ¢
children with primary learping problems tO determine
the amount of resourc€s needed to -compat such prob-
"1lems and, on the basis ©of those rates,'deVelop'pro;‘
cedures to better assure that children who have or ;
‘are likely to experience sych probleps are adeqgpately
diagnosed- ana treated. This effort yould P copsistent
with/the intent of the Education for a1l Handic,pped
.Child:ren Act ef 1975. A :

. , , _ ~
—-The Attorney General direct the Admipjstrator of LEAA
to -work closely with the State crimipal juStice planning
' acencies to develop .reéQUirepments in gtate Plang gealing
- with juvenile delinqueRcy that. addregs th€ N€eq to fung
‘ programs within juvenile correctional institutjgns to.
"better assure that positive use is nagde of diagpostic
information developed pertinent to the juveNlleg!' s
educational needs and Problems.’ oo .
—-The Assistant Secretary of Education’ at the diréctiOn
. ‘ of the Secreétary of HEW, and the Admjipistrator of LEAA,
Yo . at the direction of the Attorney General,-Yndertake
_ a jointly funded study to Jetermine gpe nature,  extent, ’
©- ~and direction of the relatjonship (jf any) Petween Pri-

)

mary ‘learning problems’ and” delinquent pehaVior - -

If the results of such @ stydy demongtrate Such a’
relationship, we recommend that both agencleés york = -
toward the development of 5 pederal gtrat€3Y to address
‘the problem of juvenile deljnguency tproudh the early
‘identification and apProPriate treatment ©f Pripary
iearning problems. Development of sych a Strategy-
would be consistent with LEaa's responsibilitieg

e B | . 50 . .
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’r . . H
pursuant to provisions of the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974.

AGENCY COMMENTS

Department of Justice o -

The Department of Justice, by letter dated November 11,
1976, (see app. II) agreed with our conclusions that learn-=
ing problems are extensive among institutionalized juvenile
delinquents, expressed some concern about the language of
the recommendations, and outlined certain actions LEAA was

taking. .

-

The Department stated that: B

--Any conclusions about‘the,relationShips.of learning
disabilities to delinquency based on sampled youth in
" correctional institutions should be stated with care
as institutionalized delinquents, represent only the
2 to 5 percent who are actually incarcerated out of
the relatively small percentagefof delinquents who
are caught. Also, because of the rather artificial
. milieu into which such children are placed, any
_ empirical or subjective tests are not likely to yield
N a reliable orcaccurate picture of a child's conduct,
.personal qualities and characteristics, or ability. °
.. --The learning disability incidence levels reported in
" the GAO study .are not particularly high when compared
\wi;h other studies of noninstitutionalized populations.
N\ IR : . ,
The Department expressed concern with the wording of
our proposed recommendation calling for a jointly funded
study to-"determine. the nature,'extent}'and'direction-of the
"relationship (if any) between primary. learning problems and
delinguent behavior and the conditions under which such-a
relationship can occur, i.e., how primary learning prowvlems
generate, precipitate, or contribute to delinquent behavior."
‘It noted that thé latter paft of the recommendation implied
a causal relationship before any incidence studies of delin-
" quent and nondelinquent samples from the same population us-
tng the same definition had been done. ' ';

The Department stated that before causal studies are

undertaken, studies should first be made comparing delinquent

" and nondelinquent samples drawn from the.same populations.
It noted that LEAA was already undertaking studies of the.
"~ incidence of learning disabilities among delinquents and
nondelinquents and the delinquency reduction potential of a
. . vy .

EY
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remediation program, and that the results of these studies
would provide guidance for subsequent efforts in the area.

. With respect to our recommendation that the LEAA Admin-
istrator work closely with the State .criminal justice plan-
_‘ning agencies, the Department ctated that it planned to en-
couragé and provide guidance to the States in developing
programs dealing with primary learhing problems. It noted,
"however, that although LEAA can provide Juidance, the States
themselves must make the detailed studies of their needs.

.Qur evaluation

e agree -that any conclusions .about the relationship of

. learning disabilities to delinguency based on sampled youth
in correctional institutions should be stated with care. It
is precisely for this reason that we recommended further
study before extensive Federal resources are committed to
address the:prdhlem of juvenile delinquency through the
early identification and treatment.of primary learning prob-
lems. We believe that the difference in prevalence levels of
‘26 percent among institutionalized delinquents gompared to

_ estimates of 1 to 6 penbent among the general population is
gignificant enough tojwsarrant further investigation.

We bglieve tﬁéf tviiés'being undertaken by .LEAA, if
" properly implementég.ahd controlledy are appropriate. How-
ever, we {suggest_that LEAA consider the comments of HEW re-

garding such” studiés. P

4

r . - . : .
. e . 7 : . .
Our recommegndation has ‘been revisedrto remove any 1im-
plication of a-¢ usal relationship. :

,  Regarding -the artificial milieu of the institutional -

setting, our consultants believe that, although confinement

~ in an institutdion ‘can indeed affect intellectual functioning,
'a¢ademié achievement, and emotional expression and develop-

ment, such an environment would not cover up the factors

typical of the learning disabled nor causé such factors to

develop. _ .

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare

, HEW, by letter dated October 21, 1976, concurred in our,
recommendation to develop prevalence rates of children with
“primary learning problems (learning disabilities) and out-=
lined certain.steps it was taking in ‘this regard.  (See
app.- III.) . It also agreed with the intent of our!recommen-
"dation for a study to determine the nature, extent, and
" direction-:of the relationship (if any) between primary learn- -
ing problems and delinguent behavi?r. . HEW noted that:
1 : Ll -

é
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-7 --Any jointly funded ‘research effort should be considered
only after*the operatfbnal definiticn of learning dis- .
abilities has been published in final form, following -
_fulljproﬁeSsional and public reéeview. i :

--Safeguards must be\built into any study so that re-
searchers do not fall into the predictable temptation
of. looking for a.-"cause" for juvenile delinquency

S rather than recognizing® the multiplicity of factors

~ ' affecting diverse individuals. o

HEW -also made sevetal technical comments. These are

"discussed in appendix IV. : S oo

In ach of the five States, copies of the draft re-=
port were. provided to @ppropriate State education and correc- -
tional agencies and to the State criminal justice planning
agency. Their comments were considered in the report, and
changes to the report have been made where appropriate.
Generally,.the States agreed with our observations.

-
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THE KINGSBURY CENTER

2138 Bancroft lj‘la:t:c. N.W. Washington, D. C. 20008" . (202) 232-56878

A\
9

TESTING JUVENILE DELINQUENTS FOR LEARNING PROBLEMS =

R : ' VIRGINIA & CONNECTICUT

N 1975
“an . .
I. Introduction: Purpose and Procedures of Study
S e '
t There is no question tHat many factors--social, cultural, famil-
b - ial...--affect the lives of adolescents who become delinquent.

Determining to what extent any given factor may be considered
causative is rarely possible, as these factors interact in-a
~ complex manner. Amelioration of these various conditibns is
" also difficule. However, one area in which some improvement .
can be expected because its résources are to some degree
- within governmental control, is that of education. Maximizing
o educational resourceé would ensure that at least in this one >
‘sphere a youngster's needs would. be me: in as satlsfactory a ‘
manner as possible. L :
In order to gather information regarding the incidence of
learning problems,‘the United States General Accounting Office s
! in 1974 commissioned a study of subjects chosen by random
sample from detention centers in Virginia and Connecticut.
The Kingsbury Center, Inc., a nonprofitxremedial education
institution in the District of Columbia, was contracted to do
the evaluations. Sixty-nine students were tested in the seven
detention centers in Virginia, and sixty students were tested
in the four detention centers in Connectvcut The'purposes of
this study were: e £
1. to differentiate those youngsters who have \
significant learning problems from those : -,
who have none; )

to determine which of the former have specific

o 2.
\j~ learning disabilities;
" 3. to call ‘attention to the differing -educational

needs of students with various kinds of learn-
ing problems.

.

: For thlS study we assumed that adolescents who are performing
within two years of their .proper chronological grade placement

‘
AW
e
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*"“in all of the basic academic skills are sufficiently weil equipped
‘ to do ' work that is required of them in school and therefore
do not experience the frustration and failure .that can aggravate
other existing problems. Although they may experience a variety
of difficulties in other areas, they are not considered .for the
purposes of this study to have learning problems. Youngsters R
who are performing two years or more,belew grade level in relation
-+ ’ to their chronological age group are considered to have a learning
problem, They are divided into categories that have common
characteristics that may require different approaches to remedia-
tion. These categories are discussed in Section II.
. - - \
The identification of adolescents who-demonstrate-signs of
learning disability, as defined below, will be a major focus .
.of this evaluation because in the past their specialized ’ '
characteristics have not always been differentiated from other
problems of underachievement. All of the-categories we hawe
“delineated as having learning problems, however,. are, populated
by youngsters who are in need of _special educational assistance
in. order to continueltheir-acquisition of academic skills. .

II. Categories‘of Students

g . The. categories are represented graphically in_this manner: A0
: i - » "
L e .

. _CLASSIFICATION OF STUDENT .

2

N

~ LEARNING PROBLEM

NO PROBLEMs

o ‘satigPactory
.' .| Slow Learner

s o

; - X,
Mild l Mﬁﬁ;rate "(Severe

UNDERACHIEVER

ﬁimited .
Academic
Potential-

R ]

Primary -
Learfiing

| Problem,

i.e.,

Seéoﬁdary
Learning:
‘Problem

| pisability

Learning

El{jﬂjfv,
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A. ' No Problem

Students im:lhis category had average or above intelli-

gence (Full Scale 1.Q. of 90+ on the WISC or WAIS), had .
no deficitg in basic intellectual tunctioning that . i
significantly impeded their acquisition of .academic

skills, and weregachieving within two years of grade

level.
. I

B. Learning Problems

Adolescents who are unable to perform in a satisfactory
manner at or near their regular chronological grade
placement are in trouble and .need some support in order
to function adequately within the school setting. Those

¢ who functioned two years or more below chronological
grade level wefe divided for the purposes of our study
into three main categories. © o

1. Satisfactory Slow Learners.

i Adolescents with low average or slightly below

0 : - average intellectual ability (Full Scale 1.Q. of
: 75-89 on the WISC or, WAIS) who are achieving two
or more years below chronological grade level but

A within two years of the grade level expected for

~their -ability were considered to be functioning

satiSfactorily as slow learners. If the educa-

tional system expects them to progress in accordance
with their chronologicai age placement, however,

they may be in need of special services, such as Y
‘ special reading and arithmetic classes. - ]
AN . -
2. Underachievers ) .

Adolescents of normal intelligence who are achieving

two or more years below the level expected for their
ability in one or more academic areas were considered

to be underachievers. For the purpose of this study,

we have included students with a Full Scale I.Q.7of

75 or higher on the WISC or WAIS. 1In the detention
¢enter population, most of the subjects tested were
culturally deprived. Since such students tend to

score somewhat lower than middle class students on
intelligence tests such as the WISC and WAIS, we .
elected to consider 1.Q.'s of 75 and above as withiﬁ\\\\
the “"normal range.' In some cases students with a :
Full Scale [.Q. below 75 wcre included if they had

a Verbal or Performance 1.Q. of at least 80, suggest-

ing low average potential.

.

El{jﬂ:‘ o . . . . : . : . . B

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




> .

APPENDIX I

-t

A student's underachievement was considered:

(1) mild Lf it was just about two years below

the level of expectancy; (z) moderate if the

deficit was greater than two years but abbve”

the primary (first and second grade) level; R
or (3) severe if the student had .been unable

to achieve basic skills in reading, written
expression, or arithmetic. The ~severity .of a

given student's underachievement was determined -
on ‘the basis of his‘most serious skill deficit.
Within these levels-of underachievement, sfudents
were categorized as having either (a) a primary
learning problem, i.e.,~a'1earning disability, or

(b) a secondary learning problem. The achievement

of any given student always reflects a variety of
personal and social, as well as educational, factors.

_Most.of the adolescents in”this study who showed

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

signs of -having learning disabilities also had
expgrienqedﬁthg kinds of.life situations that create
secondary learnTng-problemE?- For the purposes of
this study, a student showing signs of learning
disability was characterized as having a primaty
learning problem,-cven though secondary factors
might have been present. -

R Conon o ) ]
Because of the presence of these seconddry factors,

underachievement was usually not simply-a function

of the scverity of the learning disability. We ,
therefore measured the underachievemént in terms
ofugradellevel and indicated whether or not léarning
disability was present but did not specify the degree
of correlation between learning disabilities ‘and
underachievement. o . .

a. Primary Learning Problem - Learning Disability

The term ''learning disability refers not to

any of an’undifferentiated numbher of learning
problems nor, to generalized retardaticn of
intellectual development, but ratber to a
demonstrated inability to performa specific
task normalty found within the capﬁhility

range of individuals of comparable meatal
capacity. it inyolves deficits in es§égtia1
learning processes having to do with perception,
integration, and verbal and non-verbal expres-

sion. Adolescents with.learning disabilities
generally demonstrate underachievement in one”

or more academic areas: oral language expressidn,

v
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- tv reading, spelling and written expression, or
) arithmetic. The method of identification
will be discussed in Section III.

* - . Students with a primary learning problem. or
learning disability, because of their specific
. deficits, may need special techniques of
instruction. Often they must be taught how
A - ) to profit from their strengths and circumvent
their weaknesses. Sometimes they can, be
enabled to improve functioning in the deficient
skill, They can benefit from'being grouped
according to their .special needs sp that
instruction is most efficient. They.frequently
require teachers trained ‘in the use of special
rémedial techniques, and more often than not
they need a considerable proportion of one-to- ,
one instruction.

;

. b.- Secondary Ledrning Problem h )

Those underachieving students who did not .show -

the definitive signs of a learning disability

were considered to have a secondary learning

problem. These youngsters may have been

relatively unsuccessful in acquiring academic

N - sk¥1ls because their attendance did not allow
for sufficient idstruction, or because serious
familial or socjal problems prevented full
attention being given to their educational

- development, pr because emotional or behav-

* ioral difficulties interfered with their

ability to prdfit from instruction. )

T Students with secondary learning problems are

significantly behind their peers, and they

need remedial instruction designed to accel-

erate ' théir progress. Special techniques of

instruction may or may not be required.

Grouping accordirg to the nature and level

of skill deficits may make instruction more

efficient, When the underachievement is

) more severe, individualized instruction may

° : be warranted. '

: 3, Lirfted Academic Potential

Adolescents. whose current intellectual functioning
was so, low (74 or leéss on WISC or WAIS) that they
could not be expected to acquire skills above

-
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v :
elementary school level were placed in this cate-
gor}. They have serious conceptual deficits, often
accompanied by serious perceptual deficits. Some
may be evenly lagging in all areas of intellectual

N o ' development, while others may evidence the striking
~ . discrepancies 'in functioning which at a higher
intellectual leyel would suggest leavning disability.

However, the students we: placed in this category ’

would be severely limited in their academic progress

even with excellent remedial instruction. Some
e . may be able to achieve only primary level skills
R ' at best; others may become functionally literate
and conduct their lives outside the academic sphere
. quite’ satxsfﬂctorlly These¢ youngsters tfieed highly
specialized ‘training designed to help them attain
_optimal development according to their abilities."
[Ir. Idchiit’icl}'ation of Learning Disability

[y

¢ Learning disabilities in this study were evaluated on the basis
of the child's total testing protocol and his behavior in relation
to the examiner, and they were generally seen in terms of a .
constellation:of difficwlties. Aptitude, perceptusl, and academic
tests were all examined for error patterns significant for learn-
ing disability. The deficits in basiec functions-had to bé evident
in the student's academic work in order for him to be classified
as learning disabled.- Discrepancies in basic functions of the
type that indicate learnxng disabilities 1ncluded difficulties in
thes following areas:

< o

(a) expressive languagé skills, as might be seen in WISC
. Verbal scores as much as 15 points below Performance
* ‘ scores in addxtxon to generalxzed lack of verbal
Lluency

(b) 'receptive langua.e processjng,'as might be seen in
low receptive vocabulary scores on tests like the
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test or in poor auditory
memory combined with frequent necessity to delay '
responses or rc-auditorize questions. or instructions.

\kills ‘necessary for work analysis,
as might be seen in ingb{fliry to sequence sounds or
master sound-symbol assOCiation for. spelling and reading
and usually further evident on tests such as the Wepman
Test of Auditory Discrimination or the ITPA Sound
Blending Test

(c) auditogy perceptual

1 .
(d) wvisual-perceptual skills necessary for effective work
recognition, such as might be seen in pervasive visual
. \

A
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' conflisions such as rotation or inversion of stem
. letters, substitution of other similar-appearing
letter or word forms, or transposi‘tions of letters .
~ and words in reading and writing and usually further
. evident on the Slxngerland or the Malcome51us Tests.

(e) wisual-motor integration, as might be geen in signifi-
cant distortion on the Bender Geéstalt o Graham-Kendall
Tests, or in WISC or WAIS Performance.scdres 15 points N
lower than Verbal, as well as in general Glnabxlxty
to-repreduce patterns on-letter forms.
(f). abstract reasoning skill not commensurate with general
J intellectual level, as might be seen in markkdly
’ depressed Similarities*and/or Block Design scores on
the WISC or almost total and unexpected reliance on
corcrete trial-and-error processes (note: degree of
abstraction-is expected to increase with 1ncreased
intelligence). :

{g) quantitative reasoning 'skill necesrcary for development
Y of .arithmetic concepts, as might be seen in markedly

- -+ —low scores-on WISC and other crithmetic problem solving
tests, espécially if these refiect skills low in rela-
tion to rote computation rather than simple daficits
in instruction, and sometimes accompanied by indications
of poor spatial organization ability and inadequate
.grasp of part-whole relatiorships. -

" Diagnoses of learning disabilities for this study were educa.ional

in nature, made on the basis of examination of the student's

-total protocol. Where avazilable, -the students' records we.e
‘studied for additional information. Medical Judgments were. not

made. Deficits in. visual and auditory acuity and speech impedi-
ments were not ronsidered to be learning disabilities. Vision
and” hearing screening tests were done so that such deficits would

not confound the test results. oubjects were screened out if

their vision in either eye was worse than 20/30 on the Snellen
Chart. On the Maico Audiometer Test, the student.had to be able
to hear the- tones at. 20 dt in‘the frequency range 500 to 4,000
in both ears.

<

Some bilingual students were included in this study. A few
students who would have fallen:in the. random sample were omitted
because their English was too poor for valid results using hnglxsh
tests. These students were replaced: by other subiects randomly
selected. .Bilingual students were included onLy’l‘ tney stated
that thev were more fluent in Englisk ii.an-Spanish, if they had
lived in the United States since bi:th_o: shortly after, and if
they had always attended school in the Uaited States. : In case

e
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of doubt, the English and spanish teachers were consulted as to
the student's languave [luency.

it was assumed that cdolescents with hignificuni.errning

disabilities also often have emot fonal problems. It was further i
recognized that Severe cmotional problems may causc specific
*Learning.difficdltivs similay to learning disabilities. 1n the

o opinion of the Kingsburv Lenter, it is not always possible to

sort out definite causality in . uch instences,’ even with the use
oi projective teoting., However, every offort.was made to
differentiate adolescents with true ludrniﬁg_disabili{ids f rom
th ,se who did not have learning disabilities but whose emotional
problems had resulted in general underachievement. The judgment
of whether a student could be ¢lassified as learning disabled
wag ultimately a qualitative one bdsed. on the‘prufessional
experience of the Kinesbury Center in yvaluniing voungsters
with learning disabilivies and other ltnrning'problcms. Each
student's protocol _was examined by three diagnosticians for
reliability of clas=ification, and the diagnoses were reviewed
by -a ¢linical prychologist.

: i.. X .
V. Tests Administered

The following le sts were ddministered to all students:

Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children, Revised or
Wechsler Adult Intel ligence Scale¥
N peabody Picture Vocabulary Test
. ' Bender Visual-Motor Gestalt Test
Human Figure Drawings
Gray Oral Reading Test, Form A °
Nelson Reading Test, Form B
. Paragraph Comprehension
- Wide Range achicvement Test
Reading -
Spelling
Arithmetic
written Expression = Gtory Composition

The following tests were administered when necessary for further
clarification of tearning problems: :

Grham-Rendall Memory-for-Designs Test

W nwler Memory Scale

Ferkauf Auditory Recognition Test

Wepr n Auditory Discrimination Test

Roswe !l l-Chall Diagnostic sReading Test .

CIllinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities
Sond Blending Subtest ‘ ) : '

“When WISC's or WA1S's had been admifistercd recently and records
were available, thesc tests were not readministered.

O
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»Slingerland and Malcomesius Screening Tests EEE Children
Specific Language Disability .
Visual Discrimination Test
Informal Arithmetic Problem Solving
Informal Word Lists for, Visual Discrimination
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

N WASHINGTON, D.C. 20530

Address 'Rnpl; to .a. . - : . P
Division Indicated. ) NOV 11 1576
and Refer to lnilnh and Number

[ S

Mr, Victor L. Lowe . o
Director ' ‘ ‘
General “Government Division
/ United States General Accounting Office
' Washington, D.C. 20548

*“~  Dear Mr. Lowe:

ThlS letter is in response to your request for
comments on the draft report entitled '"Learning D1sab111t1es:
The Link to Delinquency Should be Researched, But Schools
R Should Do More Now." .

We have reviewed ‘the report and are in general .
agreement with the .conclusion that learning problems are
extensive among institutionalized juvenile.; ‘delinquents.”

" However, .our major concern is the caution .which must be
taken in ‘accepting the. recommendations. This caution is
-based on what we consider weaknesses in the data from
- . which the findings and tonclusions .are derived. Several
of our comments focus on this issue.

4s an initial comment, we would like to p01nt out that

* the Law Enforcement Ass1stance Administration's (LEAA)-
implementation of_its new authority granted under the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act was in the
early stages of accomplishment at the time the GAO study
was undertaken. Guidelines had just been issued and funds
appfopriated for juvenile delinquency were at an extremely
low level. ' Also, to place the report in proper perspective,
the report should have acknowledged that the Juvenile »
Justice Act specified several program activities for
priority attention by LEAA. These prcgrams were, as stated
in the statvte, diversion, deinstitutionalization, and

separation of Jjuveniles from advlt offenders. LEAA began
focusing its initiatives on these prlorlty programs almost
immediately.
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In general, we consider the findings to be clearly

= stated. The distinction between "primary' and '"secondary"

: learning problems, is excellent. This distinction 1is a
particularly important one, both conceptually and
-empirically, as well as from the viewpoint of initiating
recommendations as they relate to the respectlve legislative
respons1b111t1es of LEAA and the Department of Health,
Education and Welfare (HEW). Specifically, primary learnlng
problems--as they relate to delinquency--are of central
concern to LEAA, whereas secondary learning problems have
considerably more,relevance to HEW. .

While GAO's data collection and analysis efforts are
impressive and the result of considerable effort, we believe
the conclusions and related recommendations must be accepted
with caution. Any conclusions about the relationships of
learning disability to delinquency based on sampled youth

“in~correctional institutions should be stated with _

‘considerable care because of the populatlon represented.

Institutionalized delinquents represent only the 2-5 percent
who are actually incarcerated out of the relatively’ small
percentage of juvenile delinquents who are caught and,
further, out of the 50 percent or fewer who are not screened

" or diverted. Add to this restricted sample of juvenile

delinquents the rather artificial milieu into which they

- are placed; and any empirical or subjective tests are not

likely to y1e1d a reliable or accurate picture of a

‘child's conduct, personal qualities and characteristics,

or ability. The reasons for individual behavior are
complex and the appllcatlon of methodologies are - 1mportant.’

The learning disability incidence levels reported in .
GAO's study are not particularly.high when compared with
other studies of nonlnstltutlonallzed populations. ‘We . _
therefore urge caution in using this data as a basis for//r
viewing learning disabilities as a major cause of
"delinquency. ‘ :

=4

The report also emphasizes the need to develop
adequate procedures for early identification of all
children with primary learning problems and, after adequate
referral and testing processes, placement in special
education programs. We consider this approach a sound one.
However, to suggest that schools and . juvenile institutions
alone cah -cope with the problem is an over-simplification.
The family, community, and many other individuals and
local organlzatlons need to be involived. Further personal
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qualities and characteristics, &uch as heredity, nutrition,

overall health, etc., contiibute to primary learning

problems, and these factors have to be understood,

, examined, qu acted on in order to attain program impact.
. . With respect to the conclusions and recommendations
of- the report, GAO raises.the question on page 70 as to

ghether primary learning probtlems cause juvenile delin- _

quency. -The report recommends that if a causal relationship

+ is establishedy; LEAA and HEW should consider placing more
' émphasis on such problems as one additional means of

addres'sing the issue of juvenile delinquéncy. A further
recommendation on page 73 suggests that HEW and LEAA
undertake a Jjointly funded study to determine the nature,
extent/,; and direbtion/9ﬁ’the relationship (if any) between
learning disabilitieg- nd delinquent behavior. If the
results of thg{E;udi’show that there is a relationship,

the recommendation is further made that ®%oth LEAA and HEW

wnrk towapéé the development of a Federal strategy to

address thé problem of juvenile delinquency through the -
early identification and. appropriate treatment of learning
d disabilitié%. : : . . ‘

v

s

~ In reference to the above recommendations, LEAA is =
alZeadyundegtaking a study of the incidence of learning
diéabilities among delinquents and nondelinquents and the
delinquency réduction potential of a remediation program.

0f concern, however, is the language of the second part .

of the recommendation on page 73. .The recommendation
language that the study determine "how learning disabilities
generate, precipitate or contribute ‘to delinquent béhavior"
implies that a causal relationship exists. Our concern

with any indication of causality before incidence studies
are completed: is. based on what we consider weaknesses in

the data on which GAO based its findings and conclusiony’, .’
The jincidence study tonducted by GAQ- focused on institu-
tionalized delinquents, and did. not” incorporate a sample.

of nondelinquents. Therefore, the recommendation is based
on the limited work done by GAO, plus estimates of learning
disabilitie$ in the general youth population made by HEW

and one Colorado study. : '

. In our judgement, studies should first be conducted
that are designed to provide a direct comparison between
delinquent and rmondelinquent samples drawn from the same
population in terms of the incidence of learning disability.

i
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Previous studies utilized varying definitions, different’
methodologies, and dissimilar populations. Such studies
as we plan to undertake may well show, that the incidence
"levels of learning disabilities are similar among
delinquent and nondelinquent populations. Such a finding
would argue against the utility of causal studies. In
any event, the results of these incidence studies will
provide guidance for our subsequent efforts in this area.

GAO recommends, on page 73 of the report, that the

LEAA Administrator "work closely with the SPA's to develop.

. requirements in State plan sections dealing with juvenile
delinquency that address the need to fund programs within
juvenile correctional institutions to hetter assure that
positive use is made of-diagnostic information developed
pertinent to the juveniles' educational needs and problems.™
We agree with the ‘intent of this recommendation and plan
to encourage and provide guidance to the States in »
developing programs dealing with primary learning problems.

-~ . While LEAA can provide guidance to the SPA's to assist

.them in.formulating their State plans, it is important to
recognize that the States themselves must make the detailed
study of their neéds as required by Section 223(a)(8) of
‘the Juvenile Justice ‘and Delinquency Prevention Act, If
.their studies indicate a need for programmatic attention,
.the detérmination “of whether funding will follow is a matter
within the priority-setting function of the SPA's.

We appreciate the opportunity' ..en us to comment
on the draft report. Should you. hav~ any further questions,
please feel free to contact us.’ ' '

Sincerely,

‘en E. Pommerening
Assistant Attorney Gener
for Administration

GAC note: Page references in this sppendix may not cor-
respond to page numbers of the final report.
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH. EDUCATION, AND WELFARE
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

WASHINGTON, D C 40201

»

oCT 21 1976

Mr. Gregory J. Ahart
Director, Human Resources
w Division
United States General
Accounting Office
Washington, D.C. 20548

pear Mr. Ahart:

The Secretary asked "that I respond to your request for our
. comments on your draft report entitled, "Learning Disabilities:
The Link to Delinquency Should Be Researched, But Schools Should
Do More Now". The enclosed comments represent the tentative .
position of the Department and are-subject’ to reevaluation when

the final version of this report is received.

We appregiate the opportunity to- comment on this draft report
before its publication. ' :

" Sincerely yours,

! 7—4}«-’%&(’ FMR?{/———
. o ~Jotm~o-—Y¥oung
: /¢§;:§:~f4 Assistant Secretary, Comptroller.
/

Enclosure . J
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Comments of The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare on the GAQ
Draft Report to the Congress of the United States entitled "Learning
Disabjlities: The Link to Delinquency Should be Researched, But Schools
Should Do More Now" R ‘

GAQ RECOMMENDATION

The Secretary of HEW dirgct the Assistant Secretary for Education to
deveiop, in conjunction with the States, valid and comparable prevalence
rates of children with primary learning problems, to determine the .amount
of resources needed to combat such problems, and on the basis of those
rates., to develop procedures to better assure that children who have or
are 1ikely to experience increased severity of such problems are ade-
quately diagnosed and treated. This effort would be consistent with the
intent of the Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975.

DEPARTMENT COMMENTS

We concur, with the.understanding that the term “primary learning problems"
"used in the'report is synonymous with the term "specific learning disabil-.
ities" as described in the Education of the Handicapped Act. The term
"specific learning disabilities" is included in the statute and understood
by the profession while the term “primary learning problems" has no
cormonly understood meaning beyond this report. The statute requires that
State education agencies report to the Commissioner no later than April 1
of each year, theé average number of handicapped children residing 'in the
State who were receiving special education and related services on October 1
and February 1 of that school year. The first such count is due from the
States by November 29, 1976. Identification of children to be served was
*_ initiated through the Education of the Handicapped Act, which provided for
a child-find system in each State which would locate and identify unserved
children with specific learning disabilities (primary learning problems).

In order to identify children with specific learning disabilities, the
OFfice of Education will specify the conditions which may be considered as -
spec 'fic learning disabilities and develop procedures that the Office of
Education and the State education agencies wiil use to insure that the :
local education agencies are utilizing this definition in their diagnostic
orocecures. Publication of rcgulations to administer this requirement is
scheduled for Movemher 29, 1976. The availability of one specific learn-
ing disabilities definition, to be used by all SEAs and LEAs, will greatly
enhance the ability of the educational community. to assess and serve the ,
field of learning disabilities. '

The estimate of resources necessary to serve children with specific Tearn-
ing disabilities will-depend on the number of children identified after the
definition and regulations have been implemented and in effect. It should
be noted that the provision of appropriate special education services by
States to these children is a requirement of the law independent of the
level of.Federal appropriations. State and Federal funding, the provisions
for extensive child identification, due ‘process, confidentiality, and place-
ment in the least restrictive environment, plus the provision for a written,
individual educational plan for each handicapped child, insure adequate
identification, diagnosis and treatment of children with primary learnifg
problems. T

1
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GAO” RECOMMENDAT ION

° . 0 RS . »
* . Wé recommend that the“Assistant Secretary for Education at the direction
Bf- the Secretary of HEW and the Administrator, LEAA, at the direction of
the Attorney General, undertake a jointly funded study to determine the

nature, extent and direction of the relationship {if any) between learn-
3ng - disabilities and delinquent behavior, and the conditions under which

‘ SUch a relationship can occur, i.e:, how learning disabil¥ties generate,
precipitate, or contribute to delinguent behavior. '

If‘the results of such a study demonstrate that there is such a relation~
ship as defined in terms of the above criteria, we recomm nd that both
agencies work toward the development of a Federal strategy to address the
problem of juvenile delinguency through the early identification and .

_ appropriate treatment of learning disabilities. Development of such

" Strategy by LEAA would be consistent with the agency's responsibilities
pursuant to provisions of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act of 1974,

- o

DEPARTMENT COMMENTS R - B

o : We ‘concur with the ..tent of this recommendation and agree that there
. " - s need for additional résearch into the nature of the relationship betwéen
‘ . .learning. disabilities-and juvenile delinquency. However, any such jointly
e e fu ded .effort .should be-considered only after the operational:definition
T earning disabilities required.by the Congress has been published in
. fingl form, following full ‘profesdional and public review. This review
! ure, dating from the November 29 publication date in the Federal
) Register, will require‘a minimum of one year to complete. The models ~’
R for such joint research would include matching groups of learning |
}'."\ggigzled'deTinquéhts and nondelinquent individuals-in an attempt to
.+ . TTemeify the variables that discriminate between these twd.groups; i.e.,
the nature, ‘extent and, direction of the relatfonship, ard: the conditions
Ungr which such a relationship (if .any) can occury’ ;

R . o S ’ . . .
Also, we believe that safeguards must be built into any study so that N
researchers 89 not fall dnt8 the predictable temptation of looking for
a "cause!S for juvenile delinguency rather thah recognizing the multi-
plicity of factorseaffecting incredibly diverse individyals. This
same temptation of lodking for a single cause has limited progress in °
- ‘reading: and 1ea(ning’djsabiiity.jnstruction. e .

N . N B < - . o "
. T < oL N - N .
 [Sée GAO note“l, p. g3 .| . .
v <
8 '4
” : _ 69 " s
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TECENICAL COMMENTS ‘S,ee/ CGAO note 2, p. 63 .)

c2aures amployed in the collection of data for this study seem
rof prozer experimental design strategies.
i

r

1. %While results are purocrted to provide a "reliable picture for._
w12 institutionalized enildren ¢7 tANStates wnen the tests were
mace," nd derugradhic data on the e.perimental population was
Frovicad. The ceneralizability of these results seems to be

_ questionable without further description of the experimental

} groups (o. 5, GAQ Draft Report). For example, their length of

. institutionalization is a factor which must be considered.

¢. Tra rzu data ver ot included in the report or furnished for our
review and approval.  As has been discussed with GAO on prior
tccasions, this ﬂs necessary so that the results can be evaluated
otjectively. \ ! :
.,,\

- \

\

/
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3. Academic discrepancy wWas calculated relative to grade'placemen;ﬂﬂmwm e T

' for the chronological age rather than to informggjpn,regarding
‘ 19. Intelligence quotient is.critical -to"the determination of-
> discrepancies in acadamic performance.
4.\\The term “secondary learnjng problems" was used extensively
without operationally defining it.

5. Causation was inferred from-orrelational data (p. 12, GAO Draft
Paport). ' :

6. The use of €% as the incidence for learning disabilities in this
resort was based on 6% figure purportedly cited by HEW (p. 34,
GA0 Draft Recort). However, the figure that HEW actually uses
is 2%. ' o - -

7. GAO reports that -teachers were used to "reliably" estimate the
number of children in need of special services even though they
stated that “learning problem identification generally requires
an extensive nulti-disciplinary diagnostic evaluation” (p. 43,
G0 Draft Report).

Available data on institutionalized delinquents reveals that those
with learning disabilities have typically not been identified in
school. . .

8. Since "most of the subjects tested were cultur=ly deprived,"
" reasures of lancuage dominance should have been included (p. 75, GAO
Draft Reoort). Moreover, the omission of subjects with poor
gnglish skills (p. 78, GAO Draft Report) was not procedurally
explained and test results could be depressed due to the use of
inappropriate instruments for subjects from bilingual environments.

=g, 'We suggest that the report be changed to indicate that Verbal-
Perforrmance discrepancies of the kind used in classifying
children 2s having "difficulties in expressive language" may

kase been dus to -onfounding cultural and linguistic barriers

’

!5, 77, 3A0 Sraft 22port).

10. The ITPA, Weoran and Bendér tests used by the GAO researcuers are
inaporocriaiz; the rormative data compiled on the ITPA and Vlepman
ar2 r5t 22piizisle to adolescenis; the EBender is normally usad to
indicate serious brain damage in children.

11. o soecific criteria were reported for the use of the supplementa.y
+asts “for further clarification of learning problems” (p. 79, GAD
Oraft Resor:’. The results could be biased if all subjects did
nst receive Tne sare treatment. '

GAC notes: 1. Comments have been deleted bécause of
changes to final report.

2. Response to these comments is in app. IV.

Page references in thic appendix may not cor—-
respond to page numbers of the final report.
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HEW TECHNICAL COMMENTS AND CUR ANALYSIS

HEW comment

1. While results are purported to providé a "reliable
picture for ‘the institutionalized children of the States when
the tests were made," no demographic data on the experlmental
populatlon was provided.

Resgonse

Demographic data on the experimental population was not
available at the institutions. Thus, we were precluded from
taking a sample that would take into account vazzious demo-
graphic characteristics. We believe, however, that the re-
‘sults do provide a reliable picture of the institutionalized
children when the tests were made. },. v

!
HEW comment '

2. The raw data was not 1nc1uded in the report or furnlshed
for our review and :pproval.

ResEonse

It is not our policy to provide raw data for analysis,
reﬁiew, and approval. In this particular study, each stu-
. dent's protocol was examined by three diagnosticians of the
' Kingsbury Center for reliability of classification, and the
diagnoses were further reviewed by a clinical psychologist. -
We accept the collective judgments of the Kingsbury Center's
diagnosticians and the psychologist.

HEW comment

"
N o

! 3. . Academic discrepancy was calculated relative to grade
" placement for the chronological age rather than information
regarding IQ. Intelligence quotient is critical to the
determination of discrepancies in academic performance.

_...-RESpORSE

: ’ HEW's comment is erroneous. The academic discrepancy
of each child was calculated by comparing his achievement
level to the level of his intellectual functioning or 1Q.
Youngsters were classified according to discrepancy between
academic performance and academic expectations for their

‘abllltz as defined in appendlx 1, pages 47 to 51

1
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For differential diagnosis and appropriate remediation,
a youngster must be evaluated in relation to discrepancies
within himself. However, any youngster achieving more than
2 years below his grade placement for chronologlcal ige ¢
presenzé a problem to his teacher-and to the academic institu-
i

tion ich he attends.
'HEW "Comment L
4. The term "secondary learning problems" was used exten-—

sively without operationally defining it.

Response

~ The term "secondary learning problems" was deliberately
not given an operational definition. It was simply set up
as the category into which all of the delinquents who were
of normal intelligence, underachieving, but not showing signs
of learning disability, could be piaced. The purpose of the
" study was to determine those delinquents who were learning
disabled. During the study it became necessary to describe
some other kinds of learning problems largely to clarify the
difference between such problems and learning disabilities.

]

HEW comment'

5. Causation was inferred from correlational data.
Response

The statement referred to has been deleted from the
report.

HEW comment

6. The use of 6 percent as the incidence for 1earn1ng dis-
abilities in this report was based on 6 percent figure pur-
portedly cited by HEW. However, the figure that HEW ‘actually
uses is 2 percent.

Resgonsev

©

The report has h@en clarified to indicate that the
6percent figure was tited by an HEW official.

65
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ggﬂ com@ent'

7. GhO ceports that teachers were. usad to reliably estimatggi
the nunber of children in reed of special sérvices even thoug
they stated that “learning proplem identification generally
regilire an extensive multidisciplinary diagnostic evaluation.”

Response
s som ettt et wr—

The report has been revised to state that we considered
teachers' estimates of the number of children rec ring evulu-
ation to determine the need for such services to be generally
eliable. ™

HEW comment . ' R

8. Since most of the subjects tested were culturally _
deprived, measures of slanguage dominance should have been in-
cluded. The ommission of subjects with poor English skills
was not procedurally explained, and test results could be de-
pressed due to the use of inappropriate instruments for sub-
jects from bilingual environments. :

Response

~ .There appears to be some confusion on the part of HEW
between. the terms nculturally deprived" and "bilingual."
Most of the students tested came from culturally deprived
backgrounds but were not bilingual. The students in the
population who weére of bilingual background were reviewed
by the institution school staff and the consultants, and
language dominance was evaluated without formal testing. The
procedure followed for omitting students with poor English
skills and including students who could be validly tested was
described on pages 52 and 53 of appendix I.

HEW comment

5. We suggest that the report indicate that verbai-performant
discrepancies of the kind used in classifying children as hav-
ing "difficulties in expressive language" may have been. due

to confounding cultural and linguistic barriers.

BESEOHSG

The problem of sorting out youngsters with expressive
language disabilities from those with cultural and_li@guistic

~
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disadvantage is recognized. However, our consultants believe
that specific language disability represents a constellation
of factors which can be differentiated from cultural deficits.
The verbal responses of students were qualitatively analyzed,
and the consultants believe it was possible to determine which
students had expressive language problems and which students
simply expressed themselves in nonstandard English. It was
. evident that full credit answers .could be given to Wechsler
"Intelligence Scale For Children Verbal questions using non-—
standard English. "The .students with expressive language
disability gave answers of very different quality from- the
answers of culturally deprived or nonstandard English speakers.

-

HEW commént

10. The ITPA [Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities],
Wepman, and Bender tests used by GAO researchers are inappro-
priate; the normative data compiled on the ITPA and Wepman
are not applicable to adolescents; the Bender is normally
used to indicate serious brain &amage in children. '

_Response ' ' .

The consultants feel that the Bender, Wepman, and ITPA

tests are appropriate. It is standard procedure in diagnos-
ing adolescents to use the perceptual motor and information

processing tests which have been normed on younger children.
If an adolescent shows difficulty with a skill-that is nor-

mally acquired by the age of 8 or 10, this information can ~
be used in conjunction with the qualitative analysis of

educational testing to clarify the nature of the learning
problem. - ' S

' The Bender, Wepman, and the ITPA tests were not scored

with norms designed for younger children but were evaluated
clinic=tly, a procedure which Loretta Bender prefers instead

.
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of any formalized scoring procedure on her test. 1/ Wepman

also has discussed the use of his test with older “children. 2/

The Bender test is commonly used for children, adolescents,
and adults in a variety of ways. Elizabeth Koppitz, in her
book on the Bender Test, notes that it has been used to dif-
ferentiate among brain-damaged, emotionally disturbed, and
normal adolescents. J/

HEW comment ' o,

1

11. No specific criteria were reported for the use of the

supplenentary tests for further clarification of learning
problems. The results could be biased if all subjects did
not receive the same treatment.

Resgonsg

The differential diagnosis of subjects as to: the nature
of tneir learning problems was done with the basic battery
of tests administered to all students. The supplementary
tests were used informally and nonnormatively far diagnostic-—
prescriptive purposes. As requested by the institutions,
the consultants wrote reports that could be used by teachers
in designing educat*onal programs for each student ‘in the
study.

1/Koppitz, Elizabeth M., The Bender Gestalt Test for Young
Children; Vol. II (New York: Grune and Stratton, 1975),.

p. 9.

2/Wepman, Joseph W., Manual of Admlnlst;atlon, Scoring and

Interpretation--Auditory Discrimination Test (Chlcago, Ill
Language Research Association, 1973) -

Q/Koppltz, p. 73.

L
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EBINCIPAL OFFICIALS OF . '

THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE AND THE

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

RESPONSIBLE FOR ADMINISTERING ACTIVITIES

" DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT

Tenure of office

XV

From gg

DEPARTMENT_ OF JUSTICE .-

ATTORNEY GENERAL: : °

Griffin B. Bell ' Jan. 1977 Presen

Edward H. Levi - Feb. 1975 . . Jan.

 William B. Saxbe . Jan. 1974 Feb.
Robert H. Bork .(acting) _Oct. 1973 Jan.
Elliot L. Richardson May 1973 Oct.

" Richard G. Kleindienst June 1972 May

' Richard G. Kleindienst ,‘ ,

(acting) . ' Mar. 1972 June .
John N. Mitchell Jan. 1969, Feb.
ADMINISTRATOR, LAW ENFORCEMENT

ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION: '
Richard W. Velde Sept. 1974 ~ Presen

_ Donald E. santarelli Apr. 1973  Aug.

* Jerris Leonard *° : May 1971 Mar.
Vacant ’ . ‘ June 1970 May
Charles H. Rogovin Mar. 1969 June

QQEARTMENT»OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE
SECRE . OF HEALTH, EDUCATION,
ANL »BLFARE: - : -
.soseph A. califano Jr. Jan. 1977 Presen
David Mathews . ~ Aug. 1975 Jan.
Caspar W. Weinberger . Feb. 1973 Aug.
Frank C. Carlucci (acting) Jan'. 1973~  Feb.

Elliot L. Richardson - - June 1970 Jan. «
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Tenure of officg
From - To

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE (Cont'qd)

ASSISTANT SECRETARY (EDUCATION) : o

Philip E. Austin (acting) Jan. 1977 Present
Virginia Y. Trotter June 1974 Jan. 1977
Charles B. Saunders, Jr. :

(acting) _ Nov. 1973 June 1974
Sidney P. Marland, Jr. Nov. 1972 Nov. 1973

COMMISSIONER JF EDUCATION: '

William F. Pierce (acting) Jan. 1977 Present
Edward Aguirre Oct. 1976 Jan.. 1977~
William F. Pierce'(acting) . Aug.. 1976 ' Oct. 1976
Terrel H. Bell June 1974 . Aug. 1976
John 'R. Ottina " Aug. 1973 June 1974
John R. Ottina (acting) . Nov. 1972 , Aug. 1973
Sidney P..Marland, Jr. Dec. 1970 = Nov. 1972 -
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Cops - of GAQ teporis e avaianie to the general
Db ot 3 ocost of ST.00 g cepy. There oo charge
for teports troshed o Members ot Congress and
conguessiongd commntiee s fff nembers. Officals of
Federal, State, and local governments may receive
up to 10 copies free of charge. Members of the
press: colege hbiranes, faculty members, and sty
deots, and non-profil orgarizattons may receve up

1o 2 copnes tree of charge. Requests for larger quar

tmes should be accompanmied by payment,

Requesters entitfed 1o reports without charge should
addaess ther requests to:

U.S. General Accounting Office

Diss uatien Section Room 4522

441 G Steet, NW,

Washington, D.C. 205438
Raquesters who are requited  to pay for reports
should send  thew reqguests with checks or money
orders 1o

U.S, General Accounting Otfice
Distribution Section

. P.O. Box 1020
Washington, D.C. 20013

,Checks u1 maoney orders should be mace payable to
the U.S. General Accounting Office. Stamps or
Supenntendent of Documents chupons wih ot be
acceptec . Please do not send _cash.

To expedite filhng youg order, use the report num-
ber in the dower left corner and the date in the
lower 1ight corner of the front cover. 7

’ .
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GAQ reports are now avaitable on microfiche, tf such
copres will meet your needs, be sure to specify that

you want microfiche copies.
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