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A study conducted by Lehigh University for the Natlional Institute of

Justice, U.S. Department of Justice.
A3STRACT

In order to determine the nature and prevalence of learning defi-
clencies among adult Inmates, a sample of subjects was drawn from three in-
stitutions In each of the states of Loulslana, Pennsylvanla and Washington.
One women's prison was selected In each of the three states. Subjects were
administered an academic achievement test and an individual intelligence
test. Those scoring at or below the fifth grade level on one of the sub=-
tests were deemed to be "learning deficient" (LDf) and administered a
learning disabllities screening test. Subjects with a Full Scale |Q of less
than 75 were glven an adaptive behavior checklist., Data were collected on
demographlic, family, educational and criminal justice varlables.

Findings Indicated that the average inmate left school after tenth
grade but was performing more than thre years below this level. At least
42% of inmates have séme form of learning defliclency and, of those, 82% had
Indications of speciflc learning disabllifies (LD), especially in the area
of auditory and visual discrimination. The average |Q of Inmates sampled
was one standard deviation below natlonal norms and learning deficlent
inmates were dramatically lower than non-learning deflc}enf. A substantial
number of those !dentified as learning deficlient had been identified
previously but |ittle appears to have been done to Intervene in The process.

It was further found that a large percentage (70%) came from unstable
home environments and many Indlcated chllchood problems Including drug and

alcohol abuse and delinquency. Most of the sample had a poor employment
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history prior to Incarceration with 50% having no regular employment.
Violent crime Increased the longer the subject was in contact with the
criminal justice system.

When the relatlionships between the variables were explored, the most
consistent predictor of achievement and measured abllity was the highest
grade completed. When the analyses were done for the learning deficlent
versus non-learning deficient sample, ethnic group was the most consistent

in explaining the variance.




CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

For more than a decade, there has been an Increasing awareness thai the
educational levels among adult offenders Incarcerated In the nation's cor-
rectlonal Institutions are slgnificaﬁf]y lower than those of the general
population. Successive studies have noted that functional illiteracy In
this population is substantially higher than national norms (Bell, Conard,
Laffey, Lutz, Miiler, Simon, Stakelon, & Wilson, 1979; Dell'Apa, 1973;
Education Commission of the States, (ECS), 1976; Feldman, 1974; General
Accounting Office (GAO), 1980; Kilty, 1977; Nagel, 1976; Reagen, Sfoughfon,.
Smith, & Davies, 1973; Roberts, 1971):
* Only 36% of Inmates in state correctional institutions have compieted
high school (United States Department of Justice, 1979).

* Approximately 5% of inmates at federal, state, and county levels have
not attended school beyond the third grade (Kilty, 1977).

¥ On the average, inmates In federal and state prisons have completed 9
years in school but function 2 fto 3 years below thelr attalned grade
level (GAO, 1980).

* Approxlﬁafely 85% of Inmates have dropped out of school before 16
years of age (Roberts, 1971).

The above figuies clearly Indicate that adult inmates have significant
educational deficlenclies. |In spite of this fact, the majority of the Incar-
cerated population does not participate In prison educatlion programs. A
United States Department of Justice survey (1979) Indicated that nearly 30%
of those inmates who were enrolled In correctional education programs falled

to complete a single grade of schooling during their Incarceration. Bell et
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al. (1979) found that only 30% of those Inmates who could potentially bene=
fi+ from educational programs in the Institutions were enrolled In such pro-
grams, despite the obvious and particular need for basic academic and
vocational education.

As a result of such evidence researchers have begun to turn thelr at=-
tentions toward the educational programs In prisons. To date, although in-
mate educatlion has been Investigated from fiscal, drganizaflonal, and ad-
ministrative perspectives (Ayers, 1975; Bell et al., 1979; ECS, 1976; GAO,
1980; Thompson, 1979), little research exists regarding the background and
demographic charac?erlsficé of inmates and fﬁeir poessible relationships to
the nature and prevalence of specI}Ic types of learning deficiencies and
educational aT%alnmenf.

Although no research has been done in these areas with Incarcerated
adults, some research has been done to investigate these Issues among Juve-
nile delinquents. The results of these studlies Indicate, for example, that
the ratlio of perceptual disorders among delinquents [s disproportionately
high (Murray, 1976), that school fallure among’dellnquenfs.Is closely as-
sociated with low socloeconomic status (SES) (Gold, 1978), that a majority
of adjudicated dellnquents are from lower SES homes (Berry, 1971; Chilton,
Simpson, 1972; Wax, 1972) and that speech disorders are found in delinquents
twelve times more frequently than in normal populations (Gagne, 1977). Such
findings, coupled with the fact that many incarcerated adults are products
of the Jjuvenile justice system, suggest that similar problems may exist
among the adult Inmate population.

In April 1981, Lehigh University was awarded a contract by the National

Institute of Justice, United States Department of Justice, to address cer—
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taln Issues relating to the area of learning deficiencles among adult In-
mates. The stipulations of the contract required Lehigh to address the fol-
lowing four Issues: |

1. The nature and prevalence of [earning deficliencies among adult in-
mates In state prisons.

2. The relationship between educational attalinment and such deficlien=
cles.

3. The background, demographic, and criminal justice data on the
learning defliclient inmates.

4. The comparability of these characteristics for the learning defi-
cient Inmates with both the non-learning deficient inmates and the
general population,

Prior to the actual data coliection, relevant |lterature and prior re-
search In the broad area of learning deficlencies among Incarcerated popula-
+ions were reviewed. Due to the lack of |Iterature specifically relating to
adult Inmates, the major emphasis of this review was on research which has
been done with dellnquents. A synthesis of this [literature is presented In
Chapter |l of this document.

In the process of addressing the Issues, and the concomitant research
questions, data were gathered over a 2 year period from a sample of Inmates
in nine state prisons Ioéafed In three states: Loulsiana, Pennsylvania, and
Washington. These states were chosen because of thelr regional represen-
tativeness and three Institutions were selected in each state: one male
maximum security, one male medlum security, and one female institution.

The term "learning deficlent" (LDf) was operationallized for the purpose

of this study as quantifled functional illiteracy. An Individual was Iden-



tifled as functionally Illiterate when he or she scored at or below the
fifth grade level on at least one of the subtests on the Tests of Adult
Basic Education (TABE). In order to address the Issues relating to learning
deficlencies In the adult prison population, data were collected on the fol-
lowing categories of variables:

1. Demographic variables

2. Criminal justice varlables

3. Educatlonal background varilables

4., Family background variables

5. Academic achievement variables

6. Abllity variables

7. Disability variables

Information on general background variables of Interest (Categories #1-
4) was gathered by a structured analysis of Institutional records and by In=
terviews at the time of testing. The academic achievement variables
(Category #5) were measured by the TABE. The ability vartables (Category
#6) were measured by the administration of the Wechsler Adult Intellligence
Scale=Revised (WAIS-R). An adaptive behavior checklist based on the Ameri-
can Association of Mental Deficiencies (AAMD) Adaptive Behavior Scale=In=
stltutional Version was also used to address the issue of adaptive behavior
as a component of mental retardation. The disability variables (Category
#7) were assessed by administering selected subtests of the Mann=Suiter
Learning Disabllitles Screening Test. A detailed description of the re~
search design and methodology utllized Is contained in Chapter Ill of this

report,

The choice of the research design, and the selection and administration
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cf the data collection instruments for this study presented several problems
worthy of mention.

The broad area of probléms which such a research effort attempts to ad=-
dress has merit but, as yet, there are still areas of uncertainty, partic-
ularly In regard to deflnition of terms, identification of problems, estab-
I'tshing of relatlionship, and Instrumentation and methodology. Obvlously,
tThese problems have faced researchers conducting studies among dellnquent
youth. They are, however, compounded at the adult level by such factors as
age, self=concept, motivation, extended contact with the criminal justice
system and by long periods- of Incarceration.

The problems-of defining and Identifying such inmate-related factors as
specific learning dIsabIllfles‘(LD), mental retardation, emotional dis=
turbance, physical handicaps and other Influential variables, of deter=-
mining thelr prevalence, of examining possible relationships between these
factors and various backgrodnd characteristics of Inmates could have Been
addressed In at least three broad ways. The most "attractive" in a research
sense would have been to concentrate on a narrow area of deflclency (e.g.,
visual perception, minimal brain damage, auditory discrimination), to select
or design a sophisticated Instrument to measure i+, and to seek tc establish
some relationship. The difficulty with this approach Is that the
development or purchase of a sophisticated battery and Its administration to
a sufficlently large sample would be |imited by available funds ($200,000)
and allocated time (2 years). It would also limit the possibility of ad-
dressing the broader Issues of pollicy, program and treatment by the criminal
Justice system,

A second approach would have been fo select a sample from a single In=



stitution and approach the problem as an "in-depth case study," to address
many more areas of deficiency and to examine thelr relationship to other
background factors. This abproach, however, would not result in any degree
of representativeness and would not take Into account reglonal, sex,
"system," or institutional dlfferences.

The approach used In this study, which is explalned In detalil In
Chapter 111, addresses this problem from a somewhat broader perspective. We
are of the opinlon that before a narrow, deflciency-specific approach can be
utillized, much more needs to be known about the prevalence of Bgoadly-de-
fined learning deficiencles and their relationship, if any, to. educational
attainment and background characteristics including criminal justice vari-
ables. Past experience, both in the flelds of correctional and special edu-
cation and with the National Correctional Education Evaluation (Bell et al.,
1979; Bell, Conard, Laffey, Volz, & Wilson, 1977), led us then to the
approach utilized In this project. The nature of the problem and the fact
that it has yet to be researched In any serious fashion has had an Impact on
this approach. The Issues addressed and the research questions asked are,
of necesslity, both broad in scope and yet attempt to deal with those speci-
fic areas of Interest that our research, and that af others, have Indicated
as being most fertile.

The selection of instruments for the study presented some problems.
While the TABE, utilized to measure academic achievement, and the newly re-
vised Wechsler Adult Intelllgence Scale, selected to measure the abillty
levels of the sample are, by consensus, considered to be the best available,
they do have some weaknesses when utlilized In an adult population that was

Incarcerated for some time and who, for the large part, have not compléfed a
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formal and normal educational program. The Mann=Sulter Learning
DIsabIIITIes'Screening Tests, administered to those subjects who scored at
or below a fifth grade level on the TABE, were used to attempt to determine
the specific nature of the disablilities, This Instrument was chosen for Its
adaptability and ease of use and because of the necessity to garner as much
information as possible on such areas as auditory and visual dlscrimination,
memory, and closure.

The Issue of adaptive behavior assessment as an integral part of any
diagnosis of mental retardation warrants some comment. This will be dis-
cussed In detail In Chapter IIl.

The difficulties of conducting research in the prison setting deserve
some comment in this introduction. Most social science research, whether I+t
is conducted In the community or in educational and mental and health faci-
Iitles, Is essentially carrled on in a hospitable environment with re-
latively cooperative subjects. Thils is not the case In correctional
facilities. By and large, any data collector or test administrator Is
understandably viewed as a possible security threat by the security staff.
The testing of prisoners, elther In groups or as Individuals, requires the
disruptlon of the normal movement and work routine of the prison population
and most administrators, work supervisors and correctional offlcers can
conftrol their enthusiasm for such movement and break In routine caused by
the researcher's attempt to collect data and complete the festing. The
generous cooperation and support of the administration and staff of the nine
Institutlions and of the Chief Correctional Officers In the three state
capitals used In this study has been acknowledged in this document and our

appreciation Is noted once more. However, security and work restrictions



which hampered access to subjects required considerable flexibility on the
part of the test administrators as Indicated by thelr willingness to return
to the Institutlions to complete testing and by their ability to respond to
the political needs of the Institutlional bureaucracy. Such barrlers are
time consuming and draining but are a reality of pflson research.

Another major difflculty In conducting reseafch In the correctional
sefting Is the suspicion and insecurity of the Inmate who has, by and large,
falled In the educational enterprise on the outside and Is being asked to
willingly give of his or her time to take a series of academic and Intel-
Ilgence tests. This Is coupled with the natural resentment of belng asked
to glve up income from work assignments or to give up recreational oppor-
tunities. |t was feared that such problems would seriousiy limit+ the number

of Inmates willing to participate, and possibly skew the sample In favor of

" the more able Inmates. The methods used to combat this are described in

Chapter 111, but suffice It to say that we are reasonably conflident that the
sample, as drawn, Is representative of the Institutions used In the study.
The barriers raised by the Insecurity of the Inmates, the lack of incentives
to participate, the threatening clrcumstances of any testing situation and
the typlcal unplanned movement of prison population (e.g., transfer,
release, escape and death) did result in the "bleeding" of subjects from the
original sample., This, we suggest, was unavoidable and does not in any way
detract from the validity of the research findings reported In Chapter IV or
the recommendations stated in Chapter V.

In order to address the problems assoclated with the analy;ls of the
previous research, the research design, the selection of Instruments and of

sample selectlon and retention, the research team was fortunate to have the
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services of an advisory board who reviewed all data collection Instruments
and the research approach and advised on the best way of presentirg the In-
tent and design of the study to the Correctlonal Agencies and to the
Inmates. The advisory board was made up of the fol lowing members:

¥ Dr. Paul B. Campbel! = The Ohlo State Unlversity.

Dr. Campbell has had wide experience In the area of assessment of
fearning disabilities and, as Director of Program Administration, Educa-
tlonal Testing Service, Princeton, N.J., he was Involved In the research on
the 1Ink between juvenile dellinquency and learning disabillties.
¥ Dr. Philip A. Mann = The University of Miamli.

Dr. Mann Is the co-author of the widely used Mann-Suiter Learning Dis-
abllities Screening Tests utilized in this study. He has had broad academic
and practical experlence In the field of speclal education in general, and
In the assessment of learning deflclencles in particular.
¥ Dr. Barry Mintzes = Michigan Department of Corrections

As a psychologist and a prison superintendent, Dr. Mintzes has had
broad experience in both correctional treatment and admlnlsfrafién.

The advisory board, representatives of the National Institute of Jus-
tice (NiIJ) and the Lehigh University Project Staff met for a one~day dis-
cussion of the design, Instrumentation and data collection In November, 1981
at the NIJ offices In Washington, D.C. The guidance and advice of this
board and of Phylills Jo Baunach and Bob Burkhart of NIJ did much to avoid
many of the plitfalls assocliated with a research project of such a scope and
Intent.

The results of the data analyses, reported in Chapter 1|V, are divided

Into five major sections:




1. Comparative Information on participants and non-participants.

2. Descriptive Informgfion on the nature of the sample by race, sex .
and by state. This Information is also presented separately for
the learning deficlent and the non—-learning deficient inmates.

3. Achlievement, intelligence, and disability test results for the
sample.

4. The relationshlps between academic achievement, Intelllgence and
learning deficlencies and background and demographic character-
Istics of the sample by race, sex and state.

5. A discussion of the analyses as they relate to the research ques-
tlons posed earlier and the implications of the findings.

The final chapter of this document is a summary and discussion of the
study's findings as they relate to future policy decisions, program design
and research needs.

I+ should be noted that, given the large body of Information collected
in the course of the study, not all possible analyses have been done nor
have all potential research questions been addressed. Given the thrust of
the study and the constraints of time and resources, only those Issues
outlined above and described in detall In Chapter |Il have been addressed.
It Is to be hoped, however, that the body of research summarized In Chapter
Il and the questions ralsed in the final pages of this report will lead us
and other researchers to continue to analyze the currently available éafa

and to expand upon this ploneering effort.
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CHAPTER 11

LITERATURE REVIEW

Since Information regairding learning deficlent adult Inmates Is sparse
at best, literature In related areas with related populations [s reported.
This chapter presents the research on learning deficlencies among these
populations, The first major section of the chapter addresses the Issues on
learning deficiencies among Juvenile dellinquents and the second section
presents information on research done on mental retardation among adult In-

mates.

Learning Deficlencies among Juvenlle Dellnquents

In an early study of dellnquent boys in the Chlcago area, Shaw and
McKay (1969) found that 60.2% of their sample (399 delinquents who had been
brought into the Cook County Juvenile Court on dellnquency petitions during
1920 reappeared in court as adult offenders. More recently, Greenwood,
Petersilia, and Zimring (1980) studied 340 adult male Inmates In Californla
and found that 59% of the sample had had at least one juvenile conviction.
According to Greenwood et al., "Both common sense and prior research
[indicate] . . . that the Juvenile record Is the best avallable predictor of
young adult criminality" (p. 41). |+ also should be noted that youthful
of fenders (age 16-21) account for "39 percent of all arrests . . . 34
percent of all violent arrests, 40 percent of all property arrests, and 46
percent of all robbery arrests" (Greenwood et al., 1980, p. 4). In light of
this, It should be of some value to look at fhg studies which have been done
with juvenile dellnquents Investigating the possible relationship between

handicapping conditions and low |Iteracy levels.
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Although there Is more Information available on the Incidence and prev-
alence of learning deficlencles among Juvenfle delinquents than among adult
Inmates, areas of uncerfalﬁfy still exist, particularly In regard to the

‘deftnlfion of terms, identification of problems, establishment of
relationships, and instrumentation and methodology. Therefore, caution must
be used when citing research In this area. Even though learning
deficlencles pose fewer definitional problems than do speciflc learning
disablilities (LD), some confusing Issues remain. Although observable
physical problems such as orthopedic handicaps: can be relatively easily
identifled, these types of handlicaps are rare in the juvenile delinquent
population. Additionally, moderate to severe mental retardation is seen
Infrequently among juvenile dellnquents (Kindred, Cohen, Penrod, & Shaffer,
1976). Instead, learning deficient delinquents are often In the mildly
retarded range. Unfortunately, It is difficult to pinpoint the source or
nature of such a deficiency since many of the symptoms of mild retardation
can easily be confused with symptoms of learning disabllitizs or soclo-
emctional disorders.

Given any sample of juvenile dellnquents, accurate assessment and eval-
uation are difficult to achieve. The problem Is compounded-when attempts
are m;de to gather facts and figures from various locales since different
states use a variety of tests, procedures, and definitions regarding thelr
adjudlicated delinquent populations. Greguras, Broder, and Zimmerman (1978)
referred to this problem as "difficulty In cross-jurisdictional research"
(p. 19). AddITISnally, since much of the data available on the national
level are based on self~reported state Incidence figures, care must be taken

in interpreting these studies.
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"Soclety's concerns for preserving order, protecting individual rights,
and offering equal educational opportunities to all citizens conflict when
soclety confronts the handicapped young adult In the justice system"
(Kellitz & Miller, 1980, p. 117). The justice system, which protects
soclety, Is juxtaposed against the educatlonal and psychological practi-
tioners who advocate the Individual needs of an educatlionally handicapped
Juvenile offender. By virfue of their Institutionalization, those juvenile
del inquents who are confined In correctional facllities across the nation
are more avallable for assessment than non-institutlionalized dellnquents.
I+ Is useful o know the nature of the offenses which have been committ+ed by
delinquents and to have an [dea of the breakdown of thelr demographic char=—
acteristics such as age, sex, and race. Accurate figures of such a nature
are relatively easy to obtain. In planning a useful educational program,
however, a close look at the educational needs and the Incidence of handi-
capping condlitions among this group Is necessary. Despite the definitional
and loglistical problems discussed earller, many researchers have been turn-
Ing thelr attentions, In recent years, to Investigations of the nature and
prevalence of these handicapping conditions among delinquent youth.

Mental Retardation

During the early part of. the 20th century, many myths and prejudices
exlsted concerning the mentally retarded offender. Goddard (1915), who
estimated that 50% of all criminals were "feebleminded," stated the follow-
Ing:

If we wish to save our teachers from the possibility of
being murdered by thelr pupils or our daughters from
being killed by thelr wooers or businessmen from belng
struck down by the blows of feeble~minded boys, we must
be on the watch for symptoms of feeble-mindedness In our

school chlldren, When such symptoms are dlscovered, we
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must watch and guard such persons as carefully as we do

cases of leprosy or any other malignant dlsease.

(Biklen, 1977, p. 51)
This Type of statement reflects some of the fear and loathing socliety had of
mentally retarded indilviduals early In thls century. In a study done with
19 patients at the Massachusetts School for the Feeble~minded, Fernald
(1909) identiflied certalin subjects as criminal Imbecile types and recom-
mended that they be removed from society as soon as possible (Biklen, 1977).
A few years later, Pyle (1914) examined 24 residents of a state Institution
for delinquent girls and found that two-thirds of them were of subnormal in-
te!ligence (Morgan, 1979). The conclusion arrived at by many researchers
during that time was that a close relationship existed between mental
defects and crime. Goddard, as a result of his study of feeblemindedness In

children at the Vineland Research Institute, conciuded that subnormal intel-

| igence was causally related to crime (Biklen, 1977).

Since the early part of the 1900's, most of the research which has been

done Investigating the Iricldence of mental retardation among delinquents has
viewed this deficlency as one of a number of potentially handicapping con=
ditions. One notable exception to this approach was a research study re-
ported by Haywood (1981). Haywood discussed two studies which were con-
ducted during the 1970'S which examlined the Incidence of mental retardation
among adjudicated dellinquents serving in Juvenlle correctional institutions
In Tennessee.

As a result of an examination of 1,054 adolescents In the Tennessee I[n-
stitutions, Haywood found that 34% of the sample scored between 70 and 84 on
a group administered intelligence test, and 18% scored below 1Q 70. In one

institution for adolescent males between the ages of 12 and 14, only 28% of
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the population had lQ's'of 85 or above, and 72% of the sample were at least
one standard deviation be!ow the national mean, When Individual Intel-
lIgence tests were administered to all those who had scored below 85 on the
'group {Q Test, however, "fhe plicture changed markedly with respect to IQ.
The percentage who achleved 1Q's In the mentally retarded range fell from
over 30% on the baslis of group administered tests to about 9% on the baslis
of indlividually administered tests" (Haywood, 1981, p. 282). Haywood's
findings Indicate that, depending on the type of test used and the manner In
which it Is administered, 1Q scores can vary widely for a given Individual.
Haywood also made the observation that Institutionallzed juvenile delin-
quents In Tennessee were overwhelmingly of {ow socio-economic status, more
so even than Incarcerated adults. He labeled the majoflfy of retarded,
Institutionalized juveniles as "mildly retarded," the products of environ-
ments That were not conducive to optimal educational and Intellectual
development. The retarded youths were also found fto have Impaired social
skllls, and there was evidence that they were involved In more fights with
thelr peers and were punished more frequentiy than those dellnquents who
were not identifled as retarded.
Learning Disabilifies

Prior to the 1960's, terms such as "feeblemindedness" and "academic un=-
derachlevement®" were used as catch-all ferms In an attempt to explain the
high Incidence of learning problems which were seen to exIst among juvenile
delinquents. At that polnt, "dyslexia," "minimal bralin dysfunction," and
"speciflic learning disabilities" had been neither Identifled nor defined as
possible contributing factors. In refrospect, careful analysis of the early

studies which proposed a possible relationship between |earning deficiencies
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of some kind--no matter what the label--and juvenile dellnquency suggest
that they may have been describing learning disabled (LD) children.

Murray (1976), In a réporf on research conducted by the American In-
stitute of Research (AlR), stated that "learning disabilities was Intended
.as a label, a conven ient way of referring to a varliety of learning problems
which apparently were not caused by low Intelligence, emotional disturbance,
physical handlcaps, or incompetent teachers" (p. 11). Long before Kirk
coined the term "learning disability" In the early 1960's (Lerner, 1981),
however, practitioners were looking at connections between learning problems
and juvenile delinquency. Although some early hypotheses were presented in
an attempt to explalin the link between learning problems and delinquent
behavior, for the most part it was assumed that poor performance In school
was just one aspect of the delinquent's general rebelllon against society.
Zinkus, Gottlleb, and Zinkus (1979) stated: "Poor l[earning was seen as the
result of disordered personality traits and aberrant behavfor,frafher than
the cause. Whlle professionals searched for psychosocial etiologies,
perceptual disorders and learning disabilitles were largely ignored" (p.
180).

Early research studjes. In the first half of the 20th century, below
average academic achlevement was viewed as a symptom of rebellion agailnst
soclal Instifutions such as the school, Kvaraceus (1944) reported that as
many as 90% of dellinquents were reading deficient (Zinkus et al., 1979).
Around this time, researchers were beginning to turn thelir attentions fo the
possible connection between reading disabilities and juvenile dellnquency.
Monroe (1932) pointed to the Inability to read as a critical school problem

which often led to truancy and incorrigibility (ZInkus et al., 1979). |In
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examining more closely the works of such investigators as Alchorn (1935),
Binet and Simon (1916), Fernald (1912), Glueck and Glueck (1950), and
Strauss and Lehtinen (1947), it seems |ikely that these early reports on
dellnquenf behavior were describing "learning disabled" chlldren. Problems
such as motor coordination deflicits, hyperactivity, poor attention span,
expressive language deficlits, and reading disabilities with frequent
reversals, were discussed frequently in the |iterature. [+ was suggested by
both researchers and practitioners that something might be "causing" the

academic problems which seemed to be connected with delinquent behavior.

. With the advent of the term "learning disablilities" in 1963 came a rapid

growth In Interest both In LD and In the possible relationship between
specific learning disabilitlies and juvenlle delinquency.

The recognition of learning disabilities as a deficiency area provided
researchers with a possible explanation for the apparent connection between
reading problems and academic fallure and Juvenilé del'nquency. Formal and
informal observations appeared to support a |ink between learning disabii=-
Ities and juvenile dellnquency (Lane, 1980). The so-called "LD/JD |Ink"
became a popular Issue for researchers and many studies of the prevalence‘of
learning disabilities among the adjudicated delinquent population were done
using a variety of testing batteries and criterla, The estimates which
emerged from these studies covered a wide range. Murray (1976) stated the
following: "The disparity of estimates falrly reflects the disparity of
definitions, procedures, and analyses in the study" (p. 61). In spite of
the general understanding among practitioners that the causes of juvenile
del inquency were complex and varlied, substantial federal funds were spent in

the late sixties and early seventies In an effort to prove that a causal re-
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lationship exlisted between learning disabilities and Jjuvenile delinquency.
Atthough, due to certaln definitional, dlagnostic, and mefhodologlcal prob-
iems the studies did not prove the exlstence of this causal relationship,
there were clear Indications that this Issue deserved closer Investigation.
The AIR Report (Murray, 1976) contalns an annotated bibiTography which
'summarizes 86 studlies which |inked learning disabilities and juvenile delin=-
quency. The Interested reader can refer to Murray for a more comprehensive
review of the LD/JD |iterature through 1975. For the purposes of thls
report, the most significant of these studies will be discussed briefly In
an attempt to highlight "the state of the art" in the time period between
the emergence of the LD definition and Murray's AIR Report in 1976. In sum=
marlizing these research studlies it should be noted that, although incldence
estimates of learning disabillties among both delinquents and non-delin~
quents are readlily avallable, few researchers have done comprehensive
studies which have looked at both the dellnquent population and the non-
del inquent population. Therefore, care must be taken In making comparisons
between available figures since these estimates have not been arrived at
through uniform assessment procedures. Whereas the "entire" American school
population is difficult (and expensive) to accurately measure, institu-
tionalized Juvenile dellnquents==by virtue of their Institutionalization--
are, at least temporarily, avallable for testing and assessment. However,
institutionalized juvenile delinquents are an extremely select and unrepre-
sentative population. Wolfgang, Figlio, and Seliin (1972) reported that
fewer than one apprehension In ten resul+s In Institutionalization;

additionally, a large peréenfage of delinquent acts do not even result in

apprehension. The Institutionalized delinquent s "special," therefore, due
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to both his Institutionalization and his unique avallability for testing.

When compared to LD prgvalence estimates of 5 to 10% (Murray, 1976) In
the generatil population, "prevalence estimates of LD among juvenile
delinquents . . . have been higher and have varied more widely" (Keillitz,
Zaremba, & Broder, 1979, p. 7). Most of the research studies which have
produced these estimates, however, have examined the symptoms often
associated with learning disabilities without directly and explicltly
confronting LD incidence among dellnquent as opposed to non~delinquent popu=
latlions. In his study of 102 male youths In the San Francisco area,
Tarnopol (1970) found high rates of functional lllfferacy (58%)and visual-
motor problems (67%), and left=right orren%a+ton difficulties. Welnschenk
(1967) found many of his subjects to exhibit classical signs of perceptual
disturbances such as word and letter reversals and missequenced letters
(Zinkus et al., 1979). In a study by Berman (1974),_55% of delinguent
subjects manifested elther signlficant leual-percepfual or visual=motor
coordination deficits, or a combination of the two. Additionally, 31%
showed evidence of perceptual=motor disabilities, while 30% evidenced
auditory memory deficlits (Murray, 1976). Rubin and Braun (1968) noted
visual, audltory, tactile and kinesthetic perceptual problems In
behaviorally disturbed children, as well as signiflcant deficits In verbal.
and nonverbal. Integration, orientation in tIime and space, and fine motor
controls (Zinkus et al., 1979).

Keldgord (1968), In his examination of statistics on Juvenile offenders
and brain~damaged children, concluded that a high percentage of children
commltted to the Callfornia Youth Authority had subtle neurologlcal damage

manifested as Impalired learning and soclal maladaptation (Zinkus et al.,
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1979). Barcal and Rabkin (1974) Identified hyperactivity, Impulsivity, and
distractibility as some of the characteristics used to describe dellinquent
children (Zinkus et al., 1979). In a 1965 study of delinquent subjects,
Denhoff (Zinkus et al., 1979) found 53% to have evidence of organic brain
dysfunctlion resulting In delayed motor skill development as well as speech
impairment. In an address at the ﬁinfh international Conference of the
Association for Children with learning Disabilities In 1972, Walle, an
audiologlst, reported that of 128 young male priscners in Jessup, Maryland,
63, or nearly 50% were found to have ciinically diagnosed disorders of
speech and communication (Poremba, 1975).

The studies which have been cited above are representative of the body
of research which was done prlor 1o the publication of the AIR Report. The
results of these studies attracted a great deal of attention and led to in-
creasing competition for funding. Confusion arose regarding the Issue of
who or what was responsible for the high inclidence of learning disabilities
among delinquents. Neurologlsts, reading specialists, and LD speciallsts
were all critized for not having diagnosed and corrected these problems
within the schools. Classroom teachers were also blamed. Peterson (1971)
stated that "much of what we have been callling learning disabiiities Is
nothing more than mediocre education" (p. 14).

Although many Important questions regarding the validity of the LD/JD
| Ink remalined unanswered, urgent requests were made to the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration (LEAA) to Implement freatment and prevention pro-
grams for learning disabled juveniles. |t was thought by some that, by
treating the learning disability, one couid both "cure" the adjudicated de-

| Inquent and prevent others from becoming delinquent. At the same time,
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however, skeptics warned agalinst basing expensive treatment and prevention
programs on a concept Thaf might or migh+ not justify the outlay of such
funds. LEAA and the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Dellnquency
Prevention (NI1JJDP) then directed the American Institute for Research to
conduct an objective review of the problem. The result was a critical
turning point in the ongoing "LD/JD |ink" debate.

The AIR Report. The Washington Office of the American Instifute for
Research (Murray, 1976) performed an extensive, critical review of the then-
current |iterature, theory, and expert opinion concerning the relationship
between learning disabilities and juvenlile delinquency. The [Iterature
avallable was summarized and critiqued. Murray's report concluded that
"even [f the comparison between dellnquents and non-dellnquents Is ignored,
no estimate of the Inclidence of LD can be derived from the existing studies"
(p. 66). Definitional, diagnostic, procedural, analytic, and presentational
problems exlsted, alone or In combination, in virtually all of the studies.
Most of the estimates of LD Incidence were concluded to be not only Inac-
curate but also In many cases, "simply uninterpretable" (p. 67).

Desplite the weaknesses of the studies discussed, however, part of the
AIR Report Is a technical critique, which more closely examines seven of the
studles which could be viewed as models from which some things can be
learned. Berman (1975) and Hurwitz, Bibace, Wolfe and Rowbotham (1972) re-
ported on comparisons between dellnquent and non-delinquent populations on
perceptual and Integrative deficlits. "A summary of our assessment is that
both studies are valld tests of whether a clinlical sample and a normal
sample differed on the tests being administered" (Murray, 1976, p. 47).

Studies by Compton (1974), Critfchley (1968), Dullng, Eddy, and Risko
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(1970), Mulligan (1969), and Stenger (1975) were also considered by AIR. [+
was felt that these five studies were unique In that they "expliclitly sought
To dlagnose LD among a delinquent sample which was not preselected on the
basis of learning problems . . . [and] sought to draw some conclusions about
the Incidence of LD" (Murray, 1976, p. 76). As was mentioned earller, the
range of Incldence estimates varied from Compton's 90.4% to Stenger's 22%,
the others fallling In between. Again, first-hand examination of Murray's
work [s recommended +ov+he Interested reader.

Some of the studlies, Including Tarnopol (1970), were mentioned by the
AIR researchers as not having been intended to be Incidence studies in the
first place, or only Including LD incidence In passing. Murray stated that
"this Is not to denigrate the articles, but to point out that their
Inclusion as part of the sclentific 'proof' for the LD/JD relationship Is
unwarranted" (p. 56).

As mentioned eariler, Institutionalized juvenile delinquents are a
"speclal" population. Despite the multiplicity of problems with the studies
which.Murray so thoroughly discussed, there are suggestions that the Issues
of the Incidence of learning disabilities among this group merits closer in-
vestigation. As Murray (1976) stated: "Adding up the fragments from these
and other studlies, even though most of the quantitative studies can be
criticized for not grappling with learning disabilities as such, they
persistently suggest a pattern of learning handicaps" (p. 67).

The AIR Report gives conclusions and recommendations as a result of the
research of Murray and his associates. Thelr finding, that no strong
evidence for a causal |ink between learning disabillties and dellnquency ex~-

Isted, was a reflection of the methodological weaknesses of the studies
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which had been done. Murray's program recommendations and highlights of
procedural I[ssues have provided much of the direction for the work that has
been done since 1976 regarding Juvenlle dellnquents and learning dis=-
abilitles. He suggested that there should be a moratorium on LD-related
grant applications until a program strategy could be prepared and announced.
The second baslc‘guldeline recommended a concentration in the research and
evaluation sector. Technical advice was needed on some exceedingly dIf-
ficult polnts which had to be resolved. The Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention (0JJDP) was seen as an arbiter, contributing to the
methodological considerations Inherent in the accumulatlon of practicai
knowledge on an extremely controversial subject. Sound, rlgorous research
to determine the Inclidence of l|earning handicaps, Including learning dis~-
abilltles, among several specific populations was recommended. [t was fur-
ther recommended that the LEAA support a demonstration project to test the
value of dIagnoslné and treating learning disabilities as an aid to the re-
habilitation of serious juvenile offenders. As a result of these recom-
mendations, two major projects were funded by the federal government, both
following Murray's mandate regarding sound research definitions and method-
ological procedures.

Recent research studies. The first of these studies Is described In
the General Accounting Office (GAO) Report (Comptrollier General of the U.
S., 1977). This study "investigated underachievement among juvenile
delInquents in Institutions and found that about one-fourth of those tested
by education consultants In Connecticut and Virginia Institutlons had
primary {earning problems or learning disabilities" (p.1). The GAO used the

term "learning problems" to describe the broad category of educatlonal dif=
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flcultles of youths functioning two or more years below their expected grade
levels. This category was then subdivided Into three classifications:
"satisfactory slow learners," "lImited academlc potential,” and "under=—
achlevers." The flrst two of these categorles did not fit Into the LD
reaim. The third category, underachlevers, was further dlvidedllnfo two
areas consisting of primary learning problems and secondary learning prob-
lems. The former term was used synonymously with what are commonly accepted
as "speciflc learning disabiiities.” Whereas "secondary learning problems"
were referred to by the GAO as learning difficulties due to exogenous fac=
tors such as poor attendance or emotional and behavioral problems, the term
"primary learning problems" was defined as "deflcits In essential learning
processes having to do wlth perception, Integration, and verbal and non-
verbal expression" (p. 7). The GAO Report further discusses thelr classifi-
caton of learning problems.

In additlion to the 25% previously cited estimate for learning dis=-
abilit+les among institutionallzed de!lnquents, 51% of the subjects in the
GAO study were found to have secondary learning problems. A bleak plcture
was shown overall, as.only one of the 129 juveniles dlagnosed was found to
be functlioning at the expected grade level.

Services which existed within the juvenile systems were judged by the
GAO Report to be Inadequate. Dlagnostic eQaluaTions either did not exist or
were not used properly. The majority of the teachers did not have the ap~
propriate certiflication or expertise to deal with students with special
problems. The two factors which were found to negatively affect proper ser-
vices In the Juvenile Institution setting were (a) the relatively short pe~-

riod of time the child was In the program and (b) the severe emotional and
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academic problems of the children who entered Infto the juvenile system.

The GAO Report also examined the responsibilities of the nation's
public schools to provide the necessary educational programs In order to
treat children wlth elther primary or secondary learning problems. The
| 1terature has tended to concur with the GAO's opinifon that dealing with the
LD/JD problem Iles In the educational realm, as opposed to +he realm of the
Juvenlle justice system. The consensus s that the fask can be more appro-
priately accomplished in that way. The ablility of the public school system
to deal with these problems Is |imited by, among other things, class slize
and fiscal constralinfts. An LD child whose needs are not being met by the
school system may become entangled in a pattern of academic fallure and
frustration. The literature widely recognizes such failure and frustration
as possibly a major contributing factor to the growing del inquency problem.

The GAO Report found that government Involvement In Identifylng and
treating learning problems has come through both the U.S. Department of Edu-
caton and the U.S. Department of Justice's Law Enforcement Assistance Ad-
ministration. The Department of Education has involved Itself through three
major pleces of legislation which provide federal funds to state-level
programs designed to meet the needs of special students: The Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965, The Education of the Handicapped Act of
1970, and the Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975. LEAA, on
the other hand, has supported major research In the area of dellnquency and
delInquency prevention, including some studies examining the LD/JD |Ink.

The five year Assoclatlon for Chlldren with Learning Disabillties Re-
search and Dévelopmen+ Project (ACLD-R&D) Is the result of a joint effort

between the National Center for State Courts (NCSC) and the Asscclation for
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Children with Learning Disabilities. In |Ight of the conclusions and recom-
mendations of the AIR Report, the NIJJDP commissioned a project that has
addressed three major Issues:
(1) To determine the prevalence of LD in groups of
adJudicated dellinquent and officlally non-de-
I Inquent 12-15 year old males;
(2) To design, develop and Implement a treatment
program for selected delinquents who were
classified as LD; and

(3) To evaluate the effectiveness of the remedia-
tion program (U.S. Dept. of Justice, 1981).

"The ACLD-R&D Project was the second major federally funded study of the
LD/JD relationship to take place since 1976. This effort was funded In
October, 1976; ACLD developed and conducted the remediation component while
NCSC conducted the research and program evaluation. Additionally, the
Educational Testing Service (ETS) of Princefon, New Jersey was retained by
NCSC to perform diagnostic testing.

This comprehensive study used carefully developed and applied defini=

tions of learning disabl|itles (Campbell, 1978) and juvenile dellnquency

(Greguras et al., 1978). Data for this study were collected in the metro-
pol itan areas of Baltimore, Maryland, Indlanapolls, Indlana, and Phoenix,
Arléona. "in the spring and suﬁmer of 1977, and the summer and fall of the
following year, the educational records of 2,197 12=to-17 year old boys and
girls were reviewed systematically for Indicators of learning disabiiities"
(Broder & Dunivant, 1980). The Educational Testing Service supervised
reviews of records and administration of Tésfs. Each youth whose records
did not preclude the possibility of learning disabilities was administered a
battery of educational tests, In order that an "LD"™ or "non-LD" classifica-
tlon could be made for the purpose of the research.
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Standard procedures were developed and carefully applied to
operationalize the ACLD=-R&D definition of learning disabilities. "The fests
that were administered Included the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for
Chlldren=-Revised, the Woodcock Reading Mastery Test, the Key Math Diag-
nostic Arithmetic Test, a visual perceptual test, and several other
measures" (Broder & Dunivant, 1980). Additionally, each youth was
Interviewed In an effort to gather further Information (e.g., familly
background, attitudes toward school, involvement in dellnquent activities).
Each youth was then classifled as learning disabled or not.

Only boys who were between the ages of 12 and 15 years at the beglnning
of the study were Included for the purpose of estimating the prevailence of
learning disabilities. This sample Included 968 non-del Inquents and 628 ad-
Judlicated dellnquents for whom complete data were available. In the of-
ficlally non-dellnquent group, 183 of the boys (18.9%) were classifled as
learning disabled. However, 229 of the officially delinquent youths (36.5%)
were found to be learning disabled. The 36.5% flgure, although not as
alarming as the findlngs of many other LD/JD studies, still showed nearly
twice the rate of learning disabliities among juvenile delinquents as among
non-adjudicated youths. The quallty control procedures and objective
decision rules of the ACLD-R&D study, coupled with the large sample size,
lend credence to the accuracy of these figures. Broder and Dunivant stated
that the statistically reliable differences between the groups "suggest that
learning disabled boys are more |ikely than nonlearning disabled boys to be
members of an adjudicated delinquent group. Further data analysis revealed
that the boys who were classifled as learning dlsabled ‘were proportionately

more llkely to have been members of the delinquent group, even when
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differences in age, soéial status, and ethnicity were taken Into account"
(Broder et al., 1980, p. 3). |t Is Important to remember that uniform stan-
dards of assessment were apblied to both the dellnquent and officlally non-
delInquent popuiatlions, so that a major weakness of many of the pre-AlR
prevalencg estimates was el iminated.

The fact that signiflcantly more adjudicated delinquents were class-

Ifled as learning disabled than were public school youths is an Important |

finding, but should not be viewed as proof of a causal relationship between
learning disabilitles and dellinquency. Kellltz et al. (1979) discussed the
conditlons of cause and effect which are generally required to establish
such a causal relationship. Although the existence of a relationship be~
tween LD and JD remalns scientifically unveriflied, the notion of such a
relationship has become an accepted reality for some researchers and prac=-
titicners. Prilor to the ACLD-R&D Project, there were two fairly widely=
accepted explanations for the LD/JD link: +the "school fallure rationale"
and the "susceptibility rationale." The first of the two theories has been
discussed frequently In the |iterature and appears to be the most widely ac-
cepted explanation for the relationship between learning disabllitles and
delinquency. "The strong, consistent finding that juvenile dellnquents have
records of l|ower-than-average school achievement makes this explanation ap-
peallng" (Kelllt+z et al., 1979, p.8). The logic behind this theory Iden-
tifles a four-stage process which is Iikely to occur with the learning dis-
abled student, and which may ultimately manifest itself in acting out and
delinquent behavior. Beginning with an initial stage wﬁen the child Is
labeled as a slow learner or discipline problem by adults, and as soclally

awkward by his/her peers, the chain progresses to a second stage when the

28




negatively-labeled child gradually develops a poor self-Image and Is grouped
with other "problem" students. The need to somehow compensate for continued
school fallure characterizes the third stage and Increases the probablil ity
of absenteelsm, suspension, or dropping out of school. "At the fourth
stage, Immediately preceding dellinquent behavior, the child has the psycho~
logical Incentives, the economic Incentives and Increased opportunity (in
the form of time on his hands) to commi+ delinquent acts™ (Murray, 1976, p.
6).

The "susceptibility rationale" theorizes a more dlrect relationship
than the "schoo! fallure ratlionale." |+ basically argues that learning dis-
abilitles, certain types and combinations In particular, are associated with
behavioral tendencies which may lead to dellinquency. Murray states that
"general Impulsiveness |s one characteristic; a second is |Imited ability to
learn from experlience; a third is poor reception of social cues--the LD
child can back himself into a confrontation without knowing how he got
there" (p. 7). In short, some of the factors which might normally restrain
a child from committing a delinquent act do not serve as signals to the LD
chlld. The messages do not get through.

An assumption inherent to both of these proposed rationales Is the no-

tlon that learning disabled adolescents commit more del inquent acts than do

hon—learnrng disabled youths, and that this results in the higher percentage

of learning disabilities among adjudicated youths. "It Is our tnvestigation
of preclisely this notion ghlch has led us to question the school fallure and
susceptibility rationales and to propose an alternative hypothesis concern-
Ing the relationship between LD and JD (Kellitz et al., 1979, p. 8). In an

attempt to test the two existing theories, the ACLD-R&D researchers ad=-
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ministered a self-reported delinquency scale to the adjudicated and non-
adjudicated youths In their sample (for procedural detalls and relfiability
and validity estimates of the scale, see Zimmerman and Broder, 1978).
Although there were significant differences In some areas between the ad-
Judicated and non—adjudicated youths, there were no significant differences
between the frequency of seif-reported delinquent acts between the learning
disabled and the non-learning disabled youths who were assessed. Zimmerman,
Rich, Kellitz, and Broder (1978) repor?ed a further analysis of these data.
They found no consistent differences In elther the frequency or serlousness
of self-reported delinquent offenses between the learning disabled and the
non-learning disabled youths. Additionally, they found fthat among the
adjudicated population, learning disablied and non-learning disabled
del inquents committed the same types of offenses.

The school failure hypothesis and the susceptibility hy=-

pothesis both purport to explain why learning disabled

children are more |lkely than non=learning disabled

children to engage in delinquent activities. Our data

do not support these hypotheses about the LD/JD |Ink.

If I+ Is accepted that learning disabled and non-learr—

Ing disabled children engage in the same delinquent be-

haviors, our data do not support the school fallure hy=

pothesis, the susceptibility hypothesis, or any other

hypotheses that propose differences in learning disabled

children's dellinquent behavior. (Zimmerman et al.,

1978, pp. 17-18) '

In light of this evidence, It was felt that a new rationale was nec-
essary. Given the greater prevalence of learning disabilities among ad-
Judlcated juvenile dellnquents than among public schoo! children, If one
accepts the self-reported dellnquency data concerning comparable behavior
among learning disabled and non-learning disabled youths, "school fallure"
or "susceptibility" rationales do not sufflice. The ACLD-R&D people proposed

a "differential treatment ratlionale" as a general hypofhesis that may better
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expfain the relationship between learning disabllities and juvenile de=
IInquency. According to this |Ine of reasoning, somewhere In the Juvenile
system, learning drsabled'youfhs are treated differently from thelr non-
learning disabled peers. According to Barton (1976), there Is much discre-
tional decision-making within the juvenlle court system. The research shows
That as a youth progresses through the juvenile court system, other factors
such as school background, family, race and prior record assume Increasing
Importance. The child is not, In short, judged according to the offense
alone., This can, of course, be beneficial to the youth to the extent that
individualized treatment is possible. On the other hand, this subjective
power may be harmful If It is blased against a certain group, in this case
the learning disabled. Hazel, Schumaker, and Deshier (1980) stated that "if
learning disabled youths exhibit common behavior deficits, unrelated to the
Illegal offense, which tend to lead to less favorable dispositions by
Juvenile court judges, then the discretionary power is harmfuf" (p. 12). A
delinquent child who has developed a coping style in school Is less |lkely
to be adjudicated, since school records are often taken {nto account. Ad=
ditionally, Thé possibility of "differential apprehension" ties In with the
notion of "differential treatment."” Upon initlal contact with a pollice of-
flcer at the time of appréhension, and before "officlal™ contact with the
Juvenile court system, the chlld's coping style and abi!lity to read appro-
priate cues come into play. A contrite and "appropriate'" demeanor may re-
sult in a warning and a ride home.

Although the ACLD-R&D project flﬁdlngs Indlcated that there is some
support for all three rationales, the most "significant" (Broder et al.,

1980) of these stil!| appears to be the "school fallure rationale." Learning
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dlsabillities Increase the probability of dellnquent behavior and of
adjudlcaflon,-under certaln conditions. The results of a ftwo-year fol low=up
study of 351 of the boysiin the orliginal sample suggested that under
"certain conditions," learning disabled youths were more lfkely to have
acquired court records than thelr non—learning disabled counterparts.

I+ can readily be seen In the above discussion that there has been a
great deal of controversy among researchers regarding the existence and na-
ture of the LD/JD link., Although no clear causal relationship has been
established, there Is certainly evidence that this Is an area which merits
further scrutiny, The children who could potentially benefit from research
In this area include not only learning disabled juvenile dellnquents, but
also learning disabled non—-delinquents and delinquents who are not learning
disabled. Many systems and representatives of those systems, including
teachers, soclial workers, law enforcement officers, and judges must also be
.Involved In this research process. .if a clear understanding of the
relationship between learning disabilities and delinquency can be arrived at

through further research, the Implications for delingquency treatment and

“prevention would be far-reaching and profound.

QOther disabllities

In a 1928 study of the Incldence of physical Impairments among Insti-
tutionalized delinquents, Ball found that of his sample of 146 delinquents
ranging in age from 10 to 18, 10% had defective vision, 23% had hyper-
trophied tonsiis, and 38% had no physical defects (Morgan, 1979). More
recently, Cozad and Rousey (1968) investigated the Incldence of speech dis-
orders among delinquents housed in two Institutions and found that incidence

estimates for this group were flve times as large as comparable estimates
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for non-delinquent population (Morgan, 1979). Several years later, In a
similar study, Gagné (1977) found the Incidence of speech dlsorders among
dellnquents to be twelve times more frequent than among thelr non-dellnquent
peers.

In 1975, as a result of both congressional studies and pressures by ad-
vocacy groups, new leglslation was enacted by the federal government which
greatly affected the area of educational opportunities for handicapped chil-
dren. This law, +he.EducaTIon for All Handlcapped Children Act (l.e., PL
94-142), is viewed by practitioners as the most important federal mandate to
provide services to chlldren with special needs, guaranteeling fhe right to a
free and appropriate education for all handicapped children, Including.ln-
stitutlonalized delinquents. PL 94-142 has pfovlded the Impetus to re-
searcher and practitioners to take a more comprehensive look at the special
educational needs of the adjudicated deiinquent population.

A recent PL 94-142 Task Force of the Virginia Department of Correc%lons
and fﬁe Rehabllitative School Authority examined 300 Inmates, 21 years of
age and younger, In an effort to derive some figures that describe the In-
cldence and nature of handicapping conditions. Brogan (1981) of the Re—
habl|ltative School Authority contended that there do not currently exlst
any rellable prevalence data for youthful offenders residing in jJuvenlle
correctional facliitles. From the originai sample of 300, the potentially
handicapped Individuals were categorized according to the 11 definitions of
handicapping conditions In +the "Regulations and Administrative Require-
ments for the Operation of Speclal Education in Virginia." Brogan found 47%
of the 300 to have potentially educationally-related handicaps. Regarding

the primary disability Indicated, he found 20% to be mentally retarded, 6%
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to be seriously emotionally disturbed, and 21% to be specifically learning
disabled. Particular mention was made of the problem regarding strict In-
terpretation of the Iearnlné disabi!ities definition which states that "the
term does not Include children who have learning problems which are pri-
marily the result of . . . environmental, cultural, or economic disad-
vanfage" (Federal Reglster, 1977, p. 65083). For 56 of the 62‘young of=
fenders who were Identifled as specifically learning disabled, environmen-
tal, cultural, or economic disadvantage could not be ruled out as a con=-
tributing factor.

Research studles discussed above, such as those undertaken by Brogan
(1981) and Haywood (1981), most often attempted to obtain figures on han-
dicapping conditions from single states. A broéder survey, conducted by
Morgan (1979) in an effort to obtain a natlonal profile of juvenile of=
fenders, 1llustrated the problems whlch were al luded to earller regarding
cross=jurisdictional work. |In order to comply with PL 94-142 aﬁd provide
services for handicapped delInquents, each state must identify these chil-
dren as well as assess the educaflona] efforts being made In thelr behalf.
Finding |ittle such comprehensive Information available, Morgan undertcok a
survey to ldentify the number of handicapped Juvenile offenders committed to
state correctional facillitles throughout the United States and Its ter-
ritories. Responses were returned by 204 Institutions. The accuracy of
Morgan's totals relies on the accuracy of each state's findings. Therefore,
due to differing state definitions and assessment methods, these figures can
not necessarily be compared or contrasted among states.

Morgan (1979) reported a 42.4% Incidence of all handicapping condltions

which far exceeds the average inclidence for the general population (12.03%)
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(Blackhurst & Berdine, 1981). He reported that 16.2% of institutionallzed
delinquents were classifled as emotionally disturbed, 10.6% were ldent!fled
as learning disabled, and 7.7% were labeled educable mentally retarded. As
was stated earlier, however, it is necessary to recognize the aforementioned
problems regarding cross=-regional study when interpreting these results.
For exémple, five states (Kansas, Maine, ldahoc, Delaware, and Montana)
claimed that 100% of thelr Institutionalized dellnquents were handicapped.
I+ should be noted that certain states define all of their Institutionalized
del inquents as handicapped by virtue of thelr Institutlionalization. This Is
generally done for funding purposes. Mesinger (1976) stated that sig-
nlficant percentages of juvenile delinquents being Identifled as handicapped
does not represent research hyperbole, that there Is indeed an argument for
ever? Institutionalized Individual being considered "handicapped." The
basic argument Is that the state of lnsfifuflonallza*lon, by definition,
indicates a lack of adaptive behavior. In contrast to the 100% figures,

South Carolina (Morgan, 1979) clalmed the lowest percentage, Indicating that

only 4% of their Institutionallzed dellinquents were handicapped. Certainly,

a disparity must exist regarding the definitions employed by the states.
Regarding the 42.4% total, Morgan himself stated that "there [s strong
reason to believe that this figure Is inflated" (p. 292). In addition to
the probiems of definition and assessment differences, Morgan stated several
other reasons for the high incidence flgures whi;h were revealed by his
survey, One possibility was "overlabeling" In an effort to secure exira
subsidles or funding. He also mentioned the possibility that the states
made hasty evaluations In an effort to give the Impression that they had

complied with PL 94-142, Additionally, he cited "attempts fto conceal raw
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data In order to support conclusions favoring the researchers' biases and
predilections™ (p. 292). These are unfortunate conciusions but they must,
nevertheless, be considerea when evaluating apparently contradictory data.
Before another attempt at a national study is made, the cross-jurlsdictional
problems should be corrected, so that accurate figures from each state
contribute to a meaningful natlional survey. There Is still strong evidence,
however, that a high rate of learning deficiencies explains, at least In

part, the poor academic records of the jJuvenile delinquent population.

Mental Retardation among Adulf Inmates

One of the problems in evaluating the needs of exceptional offenders In
corrections is the lack of systematic, rigorous research concerning this
population. Little Is known about the prevalence of learning deficiencies
among prisoners. The most comprehensive surveyiln regard to exceptional
offenders Is the frequently cited Brown and Courtless study (1968),
concerning mentally retarded individuals In penal Institutions. In their
review of |iterature In criminology, psychiatry and related fields, they
concluded that there were "nc systematic data avallable about the prevalence
of mental retardation In the antisocial population of the United States"
(Brown & Courtless, 1968, p. 50). They found that few attempts had been
made to examlne elther the nature of offenses or management and treatment
programs for adult offenders of low Intelligence. Despite this discouraging
commentary, some effort has been made to consider mental retardation among
offender populations.

There are over 6 million retarded individuals In the United States.
Approximately 2.5%, or 150,000 of these, live In residential Institutions
for retarded individuals (Haywood, 1981). The "remaining 97.5 percent are
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distributed across a varlety of settings, not all of which have been
designed to enhance the development of retarded persons® (p. 275). In con-
sidering "atypical settings" Haywood states that the variety of settings In
which mildly and moderately retarded Individuals are distributed presents
prob}ems In Identliflcation, dlagnoslis and treatment. Among such atypical
setftings, Haywood discusses ftwo whlch are‘"noT designed for retarded
persons, but In which large numbers of retarded persons are found (at l|east
In the United States)" (p. 276). These are adult prisons and psychlatric
hospitals.,

Of 400,000 incarcerated adults In the United States, studies show that
most are "undersk!lled, undereducated, and from culturally and financially

Impoverlished backgrounds" (Marsh, Friel & Eissler, 1975, p.21). According

. to Haywood (1981), the same subgroups of American society which produce the

majority of the U.S. prison population "produce 80 percent of mildly and
mdderafely mentally retarded persons" (p. 277).‘ I+ has been suggested "that
mental retardatlon and crime are more frequently related to . . .
environmental factors than they are to each other (Allen, 1966, p. 4).
Statistical data describing Inmate variables Indicate that the majority
of Incarcerated Individuals are from marginal segments of society, and
commit unsophisticated crimes (Haywood, 1981). "Adult mental retardates are
Increasingly being processed through the criminal justice system" (Marsh et
al., 1975, p. 21). From the point of contact with this system they are
"doubly dlsadvantaged." These Individuals lack the mental competence to un-
derstand the Inifricate judiclal! system, and are often incarcerated (Brown &
Courtless, 19€68) as a result of this. After falling to adapt to society's

requirements, they are offten avoided by soclal agencles which are reluctant
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Toldeal with adjudicated retarded Individuals (Brown & Courtless, 1968).

The estimates of the ]néldence of mental refardation range from 5 to
304 of the prison population (Haywood, 1976). Figures fluctuate according
to varlables such as geographic location, research design of avallable
studies, and reporting practices of institutions. The most frequently clted
es+lma+es indicate that 10 to 20% of prison populations are mentally
retarded (Santamour & West, 1977). Significant questions are suggested when
these flgures are compared to an estimated range of 1 to 3% for the
Incidence of retardation In the general population (Mercer, 1973;
President's Committee on Mental Retardation, 1975b; Tarjan, Wright, Eynean &
Keeran, 1973).

Differing placement practices among states Influence sentencing, and
differential sentencing practices skew prevalence estimates (Haywood, 1981;
Santamour & West, 1977). There are no rellable estimates avallable, for
example, of the number of retarded persons who are directed from the
correctional system to other Institutions (Santamour & West, 1977). In
Thelr 1973 study, Haskins and Friel noted that 10 percent of the population
In residential facllitles for retarded persons had had previous criminal
Justice contact. Santamour and West (1977) reported that, in a sample of
state facllities for retarded individuals, five percent of the population
had had contact with the criminal justice system. |

Differences In Incldence figures depend upon testing practices,
reporting style, and education programming of various institutions. In most
institutions, efforts are rarely made to dlagnostically separate retarded
Indlviduals frém those who are "slImply I[lliterate™ (DeSilva, 1980, p. 27).

The cost of such dlagnosis Is prohibitive In most prisons, In which only an
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estimated 5 to 9% of the total budget for corrections Is allocated for
educational programs (Bel! et ail., 1979; DeSiiva, 1980).

DeSilva (1980) cited several examples of state evaluation and reporting
practices that fall to distinguish 1lllteracy from learning handicaps. In
Michigan and |lllnols, group Intelligence tests are administered with no In-
dividual follow-up evaluation to distinguish between illiterate and retarded
Individuals. This procedure Is Intentional, and serves to facllitate ef-
forts to malnstream retarded Inmates into existing remedial reading pro-
grams. In California where "routine testing" Is done, "tests used aren't
sensitive to detecting retardation" (DeSiiva, 1980, p. 27). All 1lliteracy
Is treated as a reading or functional deficit rather than a cognitive defi-
ciency, and mentally retarded offenders are placed In regular remedial read—
Ing classes. |

In analyzing the records of nearly 200,000 Inmates from every Institu-
tion in the country, Brown and Courtless (1963) reported t+hat 40% obtalned
1Q scores below 85 (Allen, 1966; Marsh et al., 1975). Although standard-
ized Intelilgence tests are the primary means of determining Intellectual
level both In the general population and In prisons, evident difficulties In
applying these measures must be considered In analyzing resulting prevalence
figures.

Some authors describe "loading factors" (Brown & Courtless, 1968), or
Inmate variables, such as educational opportunity or |lteracy rates which
influence test achlevement (DeSilva, 1980; Rowan, 1976). ‘Many offenders
exhibit assessment patterns In the retarded range of development, but these
scores are "Instead the results of cultural, soclal and economic

disadvantage, poor education, and other environmental factors that mask
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greater potential for learning and for satisfactory adjustment" (Haywood,
1981, p. 277). Because of the difflculties in distinguishing evident re-
tardation from the effects 6f cultural disadvantage "even an |Q of 60 might
not warrant a dlagnosis of mental retardation" (p. 279). Haywood concluded
that because of "administrative artifacts" and unquantifiable soclocultural
and environmenta! factors "the proportion of mentally retarded persons In a
prison population may be no more than the representation of retarded persons
in those segments of society from which most prisoners have come® (p. 277).

Studies have shown that many prisoners are functionally Illiterate
(Bell et al., 1979; Conard, Bell & Laffey, 1978; Kilty, 1977; U.S. Depart-
ment of Justice, 1979; Reagan et al., 1976). Therefore, deflnitive
statements about mental retardation among offenders may be Inappropriate
since many prisoners may not have been able to read the measures used to
Identify them as retarded. Psychologlsts as well as correctlional officlals
have questioned the sensitivity and precision of intelligence and
achlevement measures (Haywood, 1981; Mercer, 1971). One commonly accepted
means of distingulishing between mentally retarded and low-achieving Indivi=-
duals Is To Include an assessment of adaptive behavior skills In a diag~
nosis. Haywood (1981), howevgr, has criticized existing adaptive behavior
measures such as the AAMD Adaptive Behavlor Scale, polnting out that "by
dé}lniflon, the adaptive behavior of all prisoners is significantly Impaired
(especial ly on the maladaptive behavior dimension)™ (p. 277).

Haywood (1981) recommended clinlcal evaluation of Inmates, rather than
1Q or achlevement testing alone, as the most accurate means of idenfifying
retarded Inmates. Differences between the application of the clinical

method and "routine" achlevement and |Q tTesting are evident in prevalence

40




statistics. For example, DeSilva (1980) criticizes Atlanta's reported 39%
Incidence rate of retardation among Inmates because of evident discrepancies
In application of assessmen+‘measures. DeSilva compared this figure to that
of North Carolina, where individual WAIS 1Q scores were obtalned on those
scoring In the retarded range of group tests. Using individual testing,
only 3.6% of 8,000 inmates were reported as retarded (DeSilva, 1980).

Although a varlety of Intelligence measures are used among in-
stitutions, resulting 1Q's are often reported as though they are comparable.
DeSiiva (1980) discussed the prison practices of four states In regard to
Identification of retarded offenders. In Tennessee, several attempts were
made to determine the extent of retardation among 6,500 adult Inmates;
however, results were reported by that state's assistant corrections
director as "unrellabfe" (p. 32). Although the Virginia Department of Cor—
rections reported 360 retarded individuals among 7,725 inmates, department
officlals also reported a lack of confidence In these figures. The group [Q
testing done by a central reception center of the Maryland Department of
Corrections was reported by Its superintendent as "so sloppy that you'd be
concerned about labeling" {(p. 28) on the basis of these tests.’ The director
of services for the Georgla Department of Offender Rehablilitation reported
that no testing was done to separate retarded and non-retarded offenders.
All evaluation was done In group testing and those who did poorly were
generally placed in the same |iteracy and vocational programs.

Several writers have discussed factors that result inh a rate of inmate
retardation that Is three times that of the general population (Allen, 1968;
Brown & Courtless, 1968; DeSilva, 1980; Santamour, 1978; Santamour & West,

1977). One suggestion (Haskins & Friel, 1973) In regard to these figures s
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that "the preponderance of mentally retarded Individuals Involved in the
criminal justlice system may be more an administrative and legal artifact
than evidence for a causaf relationship between mental retardation and
criminal ity" (Santamour & West, 1977, p. 3).

Ahalysis of the characteristics of retarded offenders has led to three
conclusions, Mentally retarded offenders are committed at an earlier age
than non=retarded offenders (Mann & Rosenthai, 1971; Marsh et al., 1975).
They remain in the correctional system longer than non-retarded Inmates
(Haskins & Friel, 1973; Ken+ucky, 1975)and there are disproportionate
numbers of minority groups among retarded offenders (Haskins & Friel, 1973).

It Is possible that retarded offenders are punished for violating rules
they do not understand (DeSilva, 1980). Statistical data, on a limited sam=
ple of retarded inmates, seem to support the observation that retarded of-
fenders are helpless, Inept, and easily caught (Brown & Courtless, 1965,
1971; DeSilva, 1980; Santamour & West, 1977). From a sample of 50 retarded
llnma+es Iin the Brown and Courtiess survey, the following statistics were
calculated from information appearing In criminal records: during thelr
trial, 7.7% wers not represented by lawyers; 69% had court appointed repre-
senféflon; ?9% entered gullty pleas, and 40% of those pleading not guilty
waived the right to a jury trial. |+ was additionally reported that In 80%
of the cases, the original charges and the convicting charges were the same,
In two=thirds of The cases, incriminating statements were obtalned.
Approximately 78% of the cases revealed no pretrial psychological or psy=
chlatric examination. For 92% of the retarded Inmates, competence and
criminal responsibility were not questioned In regard to the ability to

stand trial. No appeal of conviction was made for 88% of the sample, and
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for 84% of +the inmates, post conviction release was not requested. On the
basis of statistical analyses such as these, the assumptions and observe-
tions presented below have béen made regarding retarded offenders.

The cognitive difficulties of retarded persons dealing with the crim
inal Justice system have previously been noted. Mentalliy retarded priscners
are often unable to understand police and court proceedings (Allen, 1966),
and are unlikely to understand their legal rights (President's Panel on
Mental Retardation, 1963). [+ Is suggested that retarded defendants are
more easily convicted because of thelr limited ability to recall details,
focate witnesses, and present credible testimony (Haggerdy, Kane & Udall,
1972; President's Panel on Mental Retardation, 1963, 1967; Santamour & West,
1977). Retarded Individuals have often learned to assume a facade of
competence In order 1o mask discomfort concerning thelr handicap (Edgerton,
1967; Edgerton & Bercovicl, 1976; Fox, 1976). Criminal justice personnel,
consequenfly,’remafn unaware of the handlcap.

I+ has been suggested that when confronted by criminal justice per-

sonnel, retarded individuals aré |ikely to confess more readily than other

‘Individuals (Hagerty & Israelski, 1981). They are more |ikely fo react to

Intimidation by authority or may be more easily influenced by friendly sug-
gestion (DeSilva, 1980). A study by Schilit (1979) examined how the
criminal justice system handled mentally retarded offendeirs. The author
surveyed the knowledge and awareness of police, lawyers, and judges In re-
gard to mental retardation., The study implles that mentally retarded
individuals might be "unduly prosecuted, fried and convicted" (p. 16) of
crimes, even If not gullty, If criminal justice personnel are not

knowledgeab]e about mental retardation.
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In a survey which was sent to 210 criminal justice personnel (Schilift,
1979), 70% of police, 53.3% of lawyers, and 57.1% of judges responded.
Ninety-seven percent of the i30 total respondents reported that they had re-
ceived no frélning In regard to mental retardation. Over 31% had had no
professional contact with retarded persons. Sixty=five percent of the re-
spondents felt they understood the term inental retardation, and 97% realized
mental retardation and mental illness are different conditions. Upon analy=-
sis, however, questionnaire responses refliected misunderstanding of terms
and Inconsistency In perspectives. Conclusions drawn from specific ques-
tionnaire responses indicate that criminal Justice personnel are confused to
the point of contradiction over the meaning of the term "mental retarda-
tlon,"

Two possible results can occur from confusion Iin the criminal Jus+}ce
system In regard to mental retardation. Retarded individuals may be either
Inappropriately sentenced and commltted, or released from punishment for a
crime against society (Schilit, 1979). "Little, If any, research has stud-
ied the effect of mental retardation on a person's ability to understand the
criminal proceeding or participate effectively in his defense" (Marsh et
al., 1975, p. 22). |t should be noted that much of the discussion that has
been generated In the literature In regard to mentally retarded persons In
the criminal justice and correctional systems Is based upon expert opinions
as opposed to the results of experimental research.

Many Issues have been raised In regard to a mentally retarded indivi-
dual's ability to stand trial. In general, defendants plead guilty in 90%
of all criminal cases and less than 10% of ail misdemeanor or felony cases

go to trial (Marsh et al., 1975; Pollack & Smith, 1970). Marsh et al.
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suggested that the way In which various statutes are written Influences the
ITkel Thood of mentally retarded defendants coming to trial. |If the fact of
retardation Is revealed, Eefarded persons may be negatively affected by
statutes established for mentally Ill defendants. |If retardation is not
revealed, the right to due process may be Inhibited. "Avoiding legal errors
In trials and convictions of the mentally retarded presents a difficult
problem for the courts and prosecutors alike"™ (Marsh et al., 1975, p. 24).
In analyzing the Brown and Courtless figures (1968), it would appear that
the competency of mentally retarded persons is not determined prior to
trial, conviction, and sentencing (Marsh et al., 1975).

"If the retarded offender is poor, in addition to his mental handicap,
he has an even smal ler chance for speclal consideration by the court" (Marsh
et al,, 1975, p. 24). According to Marsh et al., court appointed attorneys
often plea bargain, because they "do not have the time to expend as much
effort on an indigent as a regulaE client" (p. 24), Although the pres-
sures of overcrowded prisons and court dockets are the usual reasons for
this process among lawyers, It [s described as a short circuit In due
process for retarded defendants. [t has already been suggested that re-
tarded Individuals do not have the reasoning capacity to decide among sev-
eral alternatives, Through this process, they may plead guilty without ever
having committed a crime (Hagerty & Israelskl, 1981; Kindred et al., 1976;
Santamour, 1978; Santamour & West, 1977).

Once In the correctional system, mentally retarded offenders encounter
difficulties which cause them t¢ remain in the system longer than [nmates of
average ability. 1In a 1976 study of Kentucky state prison records

(Santamour & West, 1977), 42% of mentally retarded Inmates were found to
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have served more than three years of their sentences, as compared to 23.5%
of other prisoners, Several reasons have been suggested In an attempt to
explain this difference (éanfamour & West, 1977). The nature of offenses
for which the two groups have been incarcerated may differ. Retarded
offenders tend to evidence a higher Incidence of Institutional "mis-
demeanors," leading to loss of "good time." Limited cognitive capacity in=-
hibits the probabllity of completing training and education programs that
Influence parole.

From their statistical data, Brown and Courtless (1971) suggested that
retarded offenders are slow to adjust to prison routine. They have dif=-
ficulty comprehending expectations and, consequently, commit frequent rule
ihfracfions. Even thelr physical conditions contribute to diminished func-
tioning., Studies have shown that, upon entering prisons, retarded offenders
frequently may evidence poor health, are malnourished, require extensive
dental care and have parasites (Gordon & Haywood, 1969; Haywood & Switzky,
1974; Haywood, Filler, Shifman & Chatelanat, 1975).

Observations of social patterns among retarded Inmates reveal that they
often present "problems" for correctional officlals (Sauliner, 1981). Men-
tally retarded offenders are described by prison officials either as stub-
born and recalcitrant (DeSiiva, 1980), or as easy victims for other of=-
fenders (Haywood, 1981; Morgan, 1973; Santamour & West, 1977). These In-
dividuals are frequently the brunt of Jokes (Brown & Courtless, 1971), or
are subject to physical and sexual abuse by other Inmates (Haskins & Friel,
1973; Illinois, 1975; Kentucky, 1975; South Carolina, 1973). Retarded in-
mates exhibit little Insight into their behaviors and offer few excuses

(Gan, Alexander, & Nishihira, 1977; Kahn, 1976; Santamour & West, 1977).
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Due to thelr Inability to react as quickly as others (Saccuzzo, Kerr, Marcus
& Brown, 1979), tThey become scapegoats, and may be less likely to earn early
release time. '

Natlonal correctional statistics reveal that three out of five inmates
earn early release Instead of continuing their full sentences (Marsh et al.,
1975). As mentlioned earller, correctional and rehabl!it+ation programs are
general ly not geared for exceptional offenders. Retarded offenders require
more time and attention In education and training programs. Even with In-
struction, they may be unable to develop self support and employment skills
which parole boards take Into consideration for release. Retarded Inmates
have been described as poor parole risks (Brown & Courtiess, 1968; DeSilva,
1980; Santamour & West, 1977). They generally Iack_Job skills and are
unable to present employment and residentlal plans at parole hearings.
Since a steady job is frequently a requirement for parole, they remain [m=-
prisoned longer.

Frequently, mentally retarded offenders do not have family or community
advocates who might supervise thelr return ftv the community. Once they are
released, they may be unable to negotiate social service and mental health
systems In order to obtain services that are avallable to them (Charles,
1953; DeSilva, 1980; Edgerton, 1976). |f they do obtain jobs, they fre-
quently lose positions, not because of Inability to perform work, but be-
cause they are unable to get along with fellow employees (Cohen, 1960;
Goldstein, 1964). Retarded individuals often fail on the "“outside" because
of lack of social skills, not lack of vocational skills (Edgerton, 1967;
Edgerton & Bercovic, 1976; Meredith, Saxon, Doleys & Kyzer, 1980). Rather

than risk recidivism, parole boards tend to retain retarded offenders for

~
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thelr full prison terms (Allen, 1966; Haggerdy et al., 1972; Santamour &
West, 1977).

In addition to the lnSTITuflonal factors which might be reflected In
prevalence figures, psychodynamic factors have also been considered in rela-
tion to the kinds of offenses that mentally retarded individuals commit. In
1963, a natlional survey of mentally retarded offenders in correctional In-
stitutions examined the extent of retardation in the population. The survey
considered the kinds of crimes committed and the problems encountered in
dealing with retarded persons in institutions (Brown & Courtless, 1968).

From the American Correc+lonaf Association (1963) directory, 207 insti-
qulons were polled. Elighty=-four percent of the survey questionnaires were
returned., From these data, a non-random sample of 90,277 Inmates was
chosen, representing "48 percent of the Tofal inmate population surveyed"
(Brown & Courtless, 1968, p. 1165). The average 1Q of the population was
93.2. Using I1Q's of 69 or below on recognized 1Q tests to define retar-
dation, 9.5% of the sample population was identified as mentally retarded.
0f the total sample, 1.6% scored IQ's below 55. Sharp geographic dif=-
ferences were evident In the prevalence figures. In the East South- Central
region (l.e., Kentucky, Tennessee, Alabama, Mississippl), 24.3% of the
Inmates were identified as mentally retarded. The Mountain states revealed
the lowest rate, with 2.6% of the inmates reported as mentally retarded.

Analysis of Institutional data In the Brown and Courtless survey re-
vealed Iinteresting statistics In regard to the kinds of offenses committed
by retarded offenders. In ranking offenses committed by this sample, 38% of
the Institutions surveyed |isted burglary and breaking and entering as the

most frequently committed crimes. Thirteen percent ranked homicide as a
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frequent occurrence. Crimes agalnst persons, such as homicide, assault, or
sexual offenses, were more frequently committed by retarded Individuals with
1Q's below 55. Of the samble scoring 1Q's below 55, approximately 57% had
committed crimes agalnst persons, Fifteen percent had committed criminal
homicide offenses. At that time, Federal Bureau of Prisons statlistics
Indicated that 24% of all prison Inmates were confined for personal offenses
and 5.1% were committed for criminal homicide offenses (Brown & Courtless,
1968) .

Studies of the relationship between crimlnall+§ and mental retardation
have attempted to explain these statistics (Levy, .1953; Sternlicht & Kasdan,
1976). Although criminality and subaverage Intelllgence were once equated
(Goddard, 1916) this assumption was later replaced by a more benign perspec-
tive of retardation (Bal]er, 1936; Charles, 1953). Arguments regarding re—
tardation and criminality are numerous and varied. Current [Iterature pre-
dicts that one's Inability to compete In society, because of retardation and
associated factors, may be causally related to antisocial behavior (Allen,
1968). "Although there is a paucity of factual Information about mental
retardation and crime, there has been no shortage of opinions about it
+hrough the years" (Allen, 1968, p. 22).

Zeleny (1933) evaluated 163 studies of criminal conduct and "feeble-
mindedness" completed prior to 1933, Inconsistency In definitions used In
these studies resulted In three possible suppositions regarding criminallty
and retardation. Simply stated, some studies found more mental retardation
among criminals than among the general population, while others found the
same amount, or'less. After equating test scores of these early studles,

the author conflirmed a 30% Incidence rate of "feeblemindedness" among prison
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populations.

During the 1940's and'1950's, the |iterature reflected a reluctance to
assoclate mental retardation and criminality. Studies revealed that re-
tarded Individuals committed fewer and less serious crimes than the general
public (Jewel, 1941; Thompson, 1941). Santamour and West (1977) described
the perlod from 1921 fo 1960 as a period of "denial and neglect" in regard
to examining relatlionships among criminality, retardation, environment, and
soclal values. According to Grigg's (1958) review of research |iterature,
an assocliation between functional Intellligence and criminal behavior was
noted, although a cause and effect relationship was not established. In
| ight of dlscrepancies between the 9.5% incidence figure Identifled in the
Brown and Courtiess study and the usual 3% prevalence of retardation quoted
for the general pobula*!on, It is Important to examine functional
Intelligence and criminal behavlior. "Currently there Is less of a
reluctance to assocliate retardation directly with . . . [antisocial be=-
havior]" (Santamour & West, 1977, p. 2).

In examining statlstlics on types of crimes committed by retarded of-
fenders, studies suggest that characteristics attributed to retarded persons
account for some of the criminal behaviors. Grigg (1958) examined the char-
acteristics of crimes committed by retarded Inmates and explored the general
psychodynamics of the population. A group of 25 "sevefely retarded," white
male Inmates from the Virginla State Penitentiary was evaluated. Analysis
of the offenses committed by this group revealed three categories of crimes:
acts due to the Impulsive nature of the offender, Illogical acts, and
chronic antisocial behavlior. Impulsive acts were characterized by lack of

control, thought, or foresight. Illogical acts reflected a bizarre quallity
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In which there was an "absence of highly organized thought patterns" (Grigg,
1958, p. 372) evident In the behavior., Intelllgence and poverty were
described as assoclated fécfors in the problems of chronic antisoclal be=
havior,

Wol fgang (1967) offered a rationale for the high incidence of homicide
and "person crimes" among moderafely'%efarded of fenders (Santamour & West,
1977). These are crimes committed by Individuals who tend to be impulsive.
Convictions are easier to obtain for these crimes and sentences are longer.
Mentally retarded offenders who commit person crimes "pile up" In
institutions. Brown and Courtless (1968) explained that the high Incidence
of these crimes in the population sample reflects the nature of the maximum
securlity classification of the institutions that were surveyed. Those
commlffing property crimes or lesser offenses may go to other institutions.

Literature considering crimes of mentally retarded offenders indicates
that |imited cognitive capacity contributes to the committing of Illogical
or antlsocial acts (Grigg, 1958). The inability to percelive the conse-
quences of behavior Is a further complicating variable (Haywood, 1981). In
addition, factors that are attributed to prison popuiations in general fur=—
ther influence the chances of this group encountering the correctional sys-
tem, Retarded prisoners belong to a population that Is undereducated,
underemployed and poor (Hagerty & Israelskl, 1981). Ninety percent of the
adult prison population have not completed high school. When considering
the needs of t+he total prison population and given current costs of running
criminal justice or correctional programs, differential treatment inevitably
occurs both in sentencing and rehabilitation praéfices (Santamour & West,

1977).
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Despite the figures in the Brown and Courtless (1968) study, contro-
versy persists concerning the Incidence and preva{ence of mental retardation
among offenders anu regardlﬁg types of crimes committed by this population.
Discrepancies among estimates of mental retardation are confusing and
sometimes misleading for both criminal justice and éorrecfional personnel ,
The following studies reveal some of these discrepancies.

in 1973, the South Carolina Department of Corrections investigated the
nature and extent of retardation In its prison population. Eight percent of
state Inmates were Identifled as mentally retarded, and treatment
recommendations were made as a result of t+his study. South Carolina's data
did not, however, conflirm the 24% offender retardation rate reported In the
1963 survey of four other Southeastern states in the Brown and Courtless
(1968) study. In the same year (1973), the Atlanta Assoclation of Retarded
Citizens estimated that "27 percent of Georgia's prison Inmates have IQ's
below 70" (Santamour & West, 1977, p. 17), a figure which supports the Brown
and Courtless (1968) study. It has been suggested that differences in these
figures reflect differential sentencing patterns, cultural bias in tests,

and a variety of criminal justlice practices (Allen, 1968).

In 1973, a study entitled Project CAMIO (Haskins & Friel, 1973)

surveyed the retarded population of the Texas Department of Corrections.
The study Identiflied 10% of Texas adult Inmates as retarded. Among other
objectives of this extensive project was a |imited national survey of the
retarded offender population (Rowan, 1976; Santamour & West, 1977). In an
effort to provide foliow-up data from the 1968 Brown and Courtless study,
the project surveyed 81% of the total U.S. state prison population. Within

the sample that responded were 84% of the original correctional sample from
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the 1963 study. Among other data, the 1973 statistics Indlcate that "4.1
percent of the current adult male offenders entering correctional facilities
were mentally retarded" (Rowan, 1976, p. 664).

Statistics regarding types of crimes committed by retarded offenders
add to controversy about associating mental retardation and criminallty.
The Haskins and Friel (1973) Investigation of the most frequénf of fenses
committed by retarded inmates revealed I|ittle dIfference between crimes
committed by retarded and nonretarded Inmates. The Tennessee Research and
Demonstration Project (Dennis, 1976) reported "fewer crimes against persons
as Intelligence level decreased" (Santamour & West, 1977, p. 8). Kentucky
reported that 63.1% of retarded offenders committed "person crimes"
(Kentucky, 1975).

I+ Is important to try to account for some of the discrepancies evident
in prevalence figures. The 4.1% Incidence of retardation (Rowan, 1976)
among offenders entering correctlional Institutions is particularly
interesting In light of current copfroversy regarding 1Q testing and the
definition of mental retardation.

Changes In the definition of retardation and the means of lden+lfyrng
mild retardation huve led to confllicts In prevalence statistics. A sig-
niflcant factor which confounds both the definition of retardation and of-
fender retardation statistics Is confusion with respect to what constitutes
soclo~-cul tural retardation. It Is the deficlency that is variously labeled
as mild, soclo-cultural, cultural-familial or borderline retardation that
often appears in the offender population and is reflected In the 1963‘
prevalence statistics.

tn 1963, Brown and Courtless reported that 40% of thelr sample scored
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IQ's of 85 or less. |[n t+he 1973 study (Haékins & Friel), 18% of the adul+
male offenders entering correctional facllitles were border!ine mental ly
retarded. In earlier sections of this paper, numerous factors were
described that Influence cognitive development and adaptive behavior in re-
lation to mild retardation. It Is |lkely that these factors continue to In-
fluence the rate at which borderiine and miidly retarded !ndrvlduéls
encounter correctional systems (Haywood, 1981).

Two factors are evident in considering the 4.1% rate (Rowan, 1976) of
retardation In offenders entering correctional Institutions. The Incidence
of retardation at entry Is dlffer.en'l' from prevalence rates among Inmates.,
Secondl'y, the administrative artifacts (Santamour & West, 1977) migh+t ac=
count for the higher prevalence of retardation In the prisons -than In the
general population, or in offenders entering correctional institution. As
noted eariler, retarded Individuals are more likely to enter the
correctional system and remalin there longer than the general population.
The change In the definitlon of retardation very likely affects the 4.1%
Incldence flgure. Not as many !hdlviduals are [dentifled as retarded, but
they may, nevertheless, be "iearning deficient."

A third factor might eventuaily change Incidence and prevalence rates
concerning deficlient and exceptional offendérs. Changes In educaticnal,
soclal, and mental health perspectives have culminated In t+he passage of PL
94-142, the social repercussions of which are yet to be determined. Ap-
proximately one-half of the states have Involved state education departments
In implemenﬂng PL §4-142 In prison education programs. Despite these
efforts, however, Implementation of PL 94-142 In correctional educational

programs Is minimal. Studies have shown that educational and correctional
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programs. are Inadequate fto meet the needs of prison inmates In general
(Bell, Conard, Laffey, Volz & Wilson, 1977; Bell et al., 1979). It Is un=
lTkely, fhérefore, that significant efforts have been made to address the
special needs of handicapped Incarcerated populations.

According to Travisono, Executive Director of the American Correctional
Asscclation, "retarded In prison are a problem without a program" (DeSilva,
1980, p. 25). Only 1% of U.S. adult and juvenile faclilities have programs
for mentally retarded offenders. Lack of funding Is the primary reason that
few correctional faclilities attempt to identify exceptlional Inmates or
provide speclal programs.

In thelr survey of 160 institutions with 146,622 Inmates, Brown and
Courtless (1963) revealed a notable lack of services to offenders. Among
160 institutions, the survey l|Isted 14 full=time psychlatrists, and 82 full=
tIme psychologists; one-half of the Institutions offered no program for
retarded Inmate. Pallone (1979) and Bell et al. (1979) conflrmed that full-
tIime mental health professionals are not avallable In the majority of state
adult correctional facilities. The Pallone study reported that 87% of the
facilities surveyed had no full-time correctional counselors. Among these
facllitlies, 93% employed no psychiatrists, 76% employed no psychologists,
and 62% employed no social workers. Bell et al; (1979) reported that in 48%
of Institutions surveyed, a lack of |ialson between educational and treat-
ment staff Influenced the effectiveness of the educational programs to some
degree.

There 1s a very practical reason why prison education srograms for ex=-
ceptional cffenders should be conslidered. Wolfenberger (1971) estimated

that "the average rehabilitated retarded individual will return $7 to $10 In
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income taxes for each dollar spent on his rehabilitation" (Santamour & West,
1977, p. 10). The cost effectiveness of rehabilitation Is evident in one
speclial probation program'for retarded offenders in Prima County, Arizona
(DeSilva, 1980, p. 26). In a one y=ar period, 120‘refarded probationers
participated In a program of speclal supportive services., Of the group
served, two Individuals were returned to prison. The cost of malintalning
these Individuals In prison was $80 per day, while they could have been
maintained in the special program at a rate of $3 per day.

Santamour and West (1977) thoroughly explored problems In programming
for speclial offenders. They described programs that have attempted to meet
the needs of exceptional offenders. They |Isted numerous recommendations
for programming and advocacy programs for retarded fnmafes, and the
Interested reader may explore these further. Current education programs in
prisons may not be geared toward educating and training Individuals with
learning disabilities or +hé culturally deprived Individual who Is

functioning at a borderline intellectual level.
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CHAPTER 11!
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

The preceeding chapters presented the reader with an overview of this
research project and the prior research which has been done which is rele-
vant to the I[ssues belng‘addressed. In this chapter, the design of the pro=-
Ject is discussed in detall along with a brief description of the analytical
techniques which were utilized In an attempt to determine the prevalence and
the nature of learning deficlenclies among the population of Incarcerated
adults In the state prison sys+ems In the United States.

The chapter Is divided Into seven sections. The firs+ of these des~
cribes the site selection procedures which were utilized. Information on
the nine participating Institutions Is presented and the questions of the
generalizability of the results are addressed. In the second section,
sampling procedures are discussed. The gquestion of possible sampling bias
is raised, and Information on Initial test results Is presented. The third
sectlion of this chapter presents a discussion of the variables on which
Ihformaf!on was gathered. Loglcal groupings of these variables are
Intfroduced. In the fourth section, the instruments used In data collection
are discussed and procedural Information on the data collection process Is
presented. The fifth section outllines the research questions under
Investigation. The sixth section presents a brlef discussion of the
analysls procedures, and the final section addresses some of the |[imitations
of the study.

As has been stated earlier, there has been |ittle or no previous re~
search which has examined the Inclidence and nature of learning deficliencies
in the adult population In general, or more speciflcally, In the populafion
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of Incarcerated adults. The research which has been done Investigating this
Issue among institutionalized Indlviduals has, by and large, been conducted
with Juvenile dellnquenfs.. (A complete review of these and other relevant
sfﬁdles can be found In Chapter I1.) The findings of this previous research
have indicated that the proportion of Institutionalized juveniles who are
learning disabled Is significantly greater than +he‘propor*ion of the
general population In the same age group. It certainly could be inferred
from this that the same would be true for the population of Incarcerated
adults, since so many of them are "graduates" of the juvenile Justice
system. At the Inception of this sftudy, however, It was felt that this was
too grand an'assumpflon to make. Therefore, the site selection process was
designed as a step-wise strategy, allowing for elther of two alternate plans

dependent on the results of the flrst stage of the data collectlon.

Slte Selection

inttlally, one state was selected for élfe visits and testing. The
state which was chosen was Pennsylvania. Three Institutions were Identi-
fied, two male and one female, as representative of this state's correc-
tional system. The Institutions were selected on the basis of size, secu-
rity status, and type of offender. One of the Instifutions Is a large (N =
2400) maximum security men's prison located outside of Phlladelphia (the
State Correctional Institution at Graterford). The second men's prison Is a
medlum security Institution for younger offenders (N = 1400), located near
Harrisburg (the State Correctional institution at Camp HIll), and the
women's [nstitution, the only one In the state, Is considered minimum,
medium, and maximum security and Is located in the north central part of the
state (the State Correctional Instituftion at Muncy). The population in this
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Institution Is generally around 300, Again, these sites were selected to be
representative of Pennsylvania's eight state correctional Institutions.
There are a total of fhreé large maximum security Institutions and three
medium security Institutions for men In the state, one regional treatment
center for men who are serving short sentences, and one women's institution,

~ Once these Institutions were ldentlfied, contacts were made with the
Bureau of Corrections In Harrisburg and with the Institutional adminis-
trators tc ascertain the extent of their willingness to participate in the
study. Once everyone concerned had agreed fo participate, Inmate samples
were drawn and data collection was begun at these three sites. The sampling
procedure Is discussed in the next section of this chapter.

An agreement was made with the National Institute of Justice that all
data collection would be conducted In Pennsylvania until a rough estimate of
the proportion of learning deficient (LDf) Inmates could be determined.
This estimate was based on the results of the Tests of Adult Basic
Education. Anyone who scored below the fifth grade level on one or more of
the six subtests was to be conslidered learning deficlent., It was agreed
that, If the number of Inmates who were Identifled as learning deficient
constituted less than 25% of those tested, the entire project would be
conducted In Pennsylvania, drawing larger samples and concentrating on
speciflic Information on the types of learning deficiencies which were found
to exist in that state. |f, on the other hand, this percentage was 25% or
more, two additional! states were to be selected In which testing and data
collection would be conducted.

The first option cited above represents a case study approach to the

questlons of interest. The rationale for using this approach, In the event
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tThat the incidence of learning deficiencies was found to be lower than ex=-
pected, was that the larger sample sizes from one state would ensure that
there would be a sufftcleﬁf number of deficlent inmates on whom further
screening could be done to ascertaln the nature of the learning deficlient
population. Of course, with this approach the results could oniy be gener—
allzed to the inmate population In the state of Pennsylvania.

The second option proposed the addition of three institutions In each
of the two new states selected. The states were to be selected on the basis
of reglonal representativeness and, again, the three Institutions within
each state were to be chosen on the basis of statewide representativeness,
The obvious advantage to utilizing thls second plan was that it would enable
more generallzability of the results.

In the Spring of 1982, a sample was drawn from each of the three
Pennsylvania institutions and the Tests of Adult Basic Education were ad-
ministered to 307 inmates. The results of these tests are summarized In
TABLE 3-1. As can be seen from this table, the percentage of learning defi=
cient Inmates dId exceed the cut=off point of 25%4. Therefore, the addi-
tlonal states were selected.

The fwo s*a%es which were selected were Loulsliana and Washington. in
each of these states, two male Institutions and one female institution were
identifled as representative In terms of size, security status, and type of
institution, Contacts were made with both state and institutional officlals
to determine willingness to participate and the data collection process was
then Inltiated in these states. Information on the nine Institutions which
participated in the study is summar zed in TABLE 3-2. All nine institutions

were located in rural areas.
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TABLE 3=1
RESULTS OF THE TESTS OF ADULT BASIC EDUCATION
PENNSYLVANIA%*

INSTITUTION PERCENT BELOW 5TH GRADE LEVEL (LDf)

Graterford (N = 103) 35.9% (N = 37)
Camp Hill (N = 147) 38.8% (N = 57)
Muncy (N = 57) 29.8% (N = 17)

*Sub jects who either did not attempt a subtest or who got
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TABLE 3-2

INFORMATION ON INSTITUTIONS IN SAMPLE STATES

POPULATION Type SECURITY STATUS

LOUISIANA
Angola 4100 Male Max [ mum
Hunt 1050 Male Medlum
LeCal W, 310 Female Combination
PENNSYLVANIA
Graterford 2400 Male Max I mum
Camp HIll 1400 Male Med1um
Muncy 320 Female Combination
WASH INGTON .
Walla 1200 Maie Max I mum
Wal la
Shelton 1200 Male . MedTum
Purdy 190 Female Combination
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sampling Procedure
Once the state departments of corrections and the Institutions.had been
contacted and had agreed to participate in the study, a random sample of In-
mates was drawn from each of the Institutions. These samples were drawn
from |ists which were provided by the Institutions of all Inmates who were
expeé+ed.+o be incarcerated at least until the end of 1982. This stipula

tlon was made In an effort to reduce attrition. Computer-generated random

numbers were used to select the potential subjects from each Institution.

Since particlpation was voluntary, the Initial samples were considerably
larger than the number of subjects desired. TABLE 3-3 sumiarlizes the infor=-
mation on the numbers drawn and the numbers signed up by state and by Insti-
tutlon. It was recognized that the volunteer nature of the study could in-
troduce some bias. Therefore, limited Information was collected from the
prlsop records on a sample of those Inmates who were originally Identified
but who chose not to participate. This Is discussed In detall In the next
chapter.

Site visits were scheduled to each of the nine Instifutions for the
purposes of both identifying volunteers and orienting Inmates and insti-
tutional staff. During these visits, meetings were held with the potential
subjects In small groups. The research project was explained, with par—
tlcular emphasis on what participation would mean In terms of time and
effort, and questions were entertained. Since the project staff was unable
to offer any flinanclal Incentive for participation, [t was basically neces-
sary to appeal to the Inmates' altrulstic Instincts and desire to get out of
work., There were, however, two somewhat concrete pay-offs which were

offered. The first of these was +the fact that inmates would be provided
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TABLE 3-3

NUMBERS OF INMATES SIGNED UP FROM ORIGINAL RANDOM SAMPLE

Number Drawn Number Signed
LOUISIANA TOTAL 910 416
Angola 350 ' 169
Hunt 350 176
LeColoWe 210 71
PENNSYLVANIA TOTAL 662 408
~ Graterford 300 154
Camp Hill 250 172
Muncy 112 82
WASH INGTON TOTAL 1026 " 318
Walla Walla 479 112
Shelton 350 125
Purdy 197 81
TOTAL 2598 1142
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with coples of thelr test results on request. The second, was that a letter

. of appreciation would be placed In a Inmate's file, again on request.

Parole and commutatlion boards frequently consider voluntary participation In
some thing such as this when reviewling cases for conslderation.

Those Inmates who agreed to parficipéfe In the research project were
given signed letters (see Appendix) briefly expialnlng the study and provid-
Ing a guarantee of the confidentiallty of all test results. I+ was ex-
plained to them that, although aggregate Information would be provided both
to the Institutions and to the states, each subject would be assigned a code
number so that no one could be Identifled with his or her scores.
Additlonally, during the orientation meetings, volunteers were required to
sign human subject release forms (see Appendix) granting Lehigh Unlversity
the right to administer tests and to use all results and Information
gathered for research purposes. These release forms were designed in con-
Junctlion with the state officlals In each of the three participating states

to ensure thelr appropriateness and thoroughness from a legal perspective.

Definition of the Variables
The term learning deficiency refers to anything which has acted to hin-
der academic achlevement. Operationally, any subject who was found to be
functioning at or below the fifth grade level was consldered learning defI-
clent, The basic purpose of the study was to determine how many of the in-
dividuals In the sample were academlically deflcient and what §pec[flc infor=
mation could explain these deficiencies. One might hypothesize that defl-

ciencies could be related to a number of factors, Includling access to formal

‘education, Incidence of physical or sensory disabllitles, and abliilty

levels. Since, however, this toplic area was previously characterized by
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such a dearth of Information, It was considered Important to ccllect data on

as many potentially related varliables as was possible and practical given

the limitations of time and avallable resources. Data were collected,

therefore, on the following seven groups of variables:

1.

Se

Remographic Variables. Demographic information collected Included
the age, race, sex, employment history, and physical condition of
sub Jects.

Criminal Justice Variables. This category Included the number and
types of offenses committed, sentencing Information, prior institu=
tlonal commitments, and juvenile adjudication information.
Educational Background Variables. Information was gathered on the
number of years of formal education, academic and vocational pro-
gram particlpation, previous educational diagnoses and placements;
and prior achlevqmenf and Intelligence test results.

Eamlly Background Variables. Data collected In this category In-
cluded living situation during childhood, death of one or both par—
ents during chlldhood; the number of siblings, and any childhood
problems reported (such as chilid abuse or drug dependency).
Academic Achlievement Variables. The tests of Adult Basic Education
were administered to subjects to collect Information on academic
achlevement leveis.

Abllity Variables. The Wechsler Adult Intellligence Test-Revised
was administered to subjects In order to collect Information on
ability levels. An adaptive behavior checklist was also used to
address the Issue of adaptive behavior as a component of mental

retardation.
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7. Disapllity Varlables. Selected subtests of the Mann-Suiter Learn-

Ing DisabilIties Screening Tests were administered to subjects who
were Identified as learning deficient to ascertain whether there
was any Indication of a specific learning disability.

The Issue of adaptive behavior and the instrument selected to address
this issue warrant some comment. |t Is generally agreed that there Is a
necessity to Incorporate a measure of adaptive behavior In the diagnosis of
mental retardation which Is hindered by some ambigulities in the definition
and by a lack of any rellable Instrument for measurling adapfivé behaviors.
The two critical factors considered In all definitions appear 1o be the
leve| of personal Independence and the degree of social responsibllify ex-
pected. The nature of the population under examination In this study, to
some exfen+, confounds any easy examination of these two factors. A prison
Inmate's personal I[ndependence has been |Imited, Ipso facto, by his or her
incarceration. The Inmate's personal Independence has been severely
restricted by society as a punitive action. The fact that he or she has
been found gullty of a crime which warrants removal from society Indlcates
that his or her sense of soclal responsibility Is suspect at least.
Adaptation to the Institutional setting then becomes a doubly confounding
factor. Care must be taken, therefore, In using data collected via the
Adaptive Behavlior Checklist (see Appendix). Consequently, I+ would appear
that collection of Information other than for corroboration ;f mental
retardation by any measure of adaptive behavior would be Inappropriate. The
AAMD Adaptive Behavlor Scale--institutional Version was Initially selected
for this study because It was the only scale avallable which was designed

for an Institutional population. I+ was quickly found, however, not only
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that many of the questions were Irrelevant for this study, but also that the
nature of many of the Items predetermined that everyone In the sample would
have been found to have déflclfs in adaptive behavior had this scale been
used in [t+s published form. Given the fact that the adaptive behavior
measure was Included in the study as a means of corroborating Indications of
mental retardation based on the results of the WAIS-R, It was felt that +his
purpose would be defeated If the scale were used In Its entirety.
Therefore, the Adaptive Behavior Checklist (a modification of the AAMD
Adaptive Behavior Scale) was developed by the project staff to assess those
skills which were felt to be relevant In addressing the Issue of adaptive
behavior as a component of mental retardation. The complete AAMD Adaptive
Behavior Scale Checklist can be found In the appendix.
Data Collection lnstruments and Procedures

Data were collected during site visits to the nine Institutions. The
following Instruments were used In the process:
Ihe Tests of Adult Basic Education (TABE)

These tests were used to obtaln a measure of academic achievement and
to Identify the learning deficient Inmates. They were administered to all
avallable subjects., The TABE (Level M, 1976 edition) are achievement tests
In reading, mathematics and language and are adapted from the 1970 edition
of the Callfornia Achievement Test., They are used "to provide pre-instruc-
tional Information about a student's level of achlevement in the basic
skills" (CTB/McGraw=HIll, 1976, p. 2) and to diagnose areas of weakness.
The Technical Report on the tests cites a correlation of .56 between the
Test of General Education Development (GED) and the TABE. Internal consis-
tency reliabll!ties on Level M, Form 4 were assessed using the Kuder=-
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Richardson Formula 20 and the resulting coefficlents range from .81 to .96
for the subtests and the coefficlents for the total battery are .97 and .98
depending on the grade levél. A special machine readable answer sheet was
designed by the project staff with permission of CTB/McGraw=HIll, publishers
of the test. |

Ihe Wechsier Adult Intelligence Scale-Revised (WAIS-R)

This test was used to measure the ability levels of all avallable
sub jects as well as to identify those subjects who may be mentally retarded.
The WAIS-R (revised In 1981) Is an Individually administered battery
composed of six verbal and flive non=verbal subtests which yield Verbal,
Performance and Full Scale IQs. The test was normed on a sampie which was
stratified In terms of age, sex, race, geographic reglon, occupa+lén,
education, and residence. The rellablilities for all three 1Q's have average
coefficlients of .97, .93, and .97 respectively.

The Mann-Suiter Learning Disabilitles Screening Tests

Selected subtests were used to identify possibie learning disabilitles

(LD) In all subjects who scored at or below the fifth grade level on any cne

or more of the subtests of the TABE. Those subtests that were designed to

fdentify iIndividuals who have possible visual or auditory disabilities were

the following:

*

Visual Motor

E

Visual Discrimination

*

Visual Closufe

*

Visua] Memory

*

Audltory Discrimination
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* Audltory Closure
* Auditory Memory
The Adaptive Behavior Checkllist

This checkllist was derived from the American Association of Mental De-

ficlencies (AAMD) Adaptive Behavior Scale——Institutional Version. The AAMD

Adaptive Behavlor Scale was modified to be more appropriate in this set-
ting.
The Learning Deficlencies Project Data Collection Form

This seven-page data collection form was used to record background in-
formation which was gathered from Institutional records for all available
sub Jects (see Appendix).

The Learning Deficlencies Project Interview Form

This one page Interview form was completed by project staff .during the
administering of the WAIS=R. Areas covered Included educational background
information and Information on the Individual's record (see Appendix) .

Due fo the constraints imposed by limited time, money and personnel, [+
would not have been feasible for the Lehigh University staff to personally
administer all of the tests In each of the three states. Travel expenses
alone would have been prohibitive., For this reason, much of the testing was
subcontracted with Loulsiana State University, the University of Washington,
and Washington State Uriversity which were near the Institutions where the
data were belng collected. Doctoral students In the psychology departments
of these universities, all of whom had received previous fraining In psy=
chological testing inciuding WAIS-R administrating and scoring procedures,
administered all WA!S-R's and TABE'S in both Loulslana and Washington. In

Pennsylvania, the project staff administered all TABE's and local psychoio~
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gists were hired ;o administer the WAIS-R. All doctoral students who were
involved were frained by fhg project staff in administration procedures for
the TABE and were supervised by thelr respective university faculty In the
WAiIS=R administration and scoring. In addition, selected students from the
Loulsiana State University In Baton Rouge assisted In the administration of
the Mann=-Suiters and the Adaptive Behavior Checkllsts. Training and
supervision was provided by the Lehigh University staff for these
instruments. All other Information was gathered directly by the Lehigh
staff. TABLE 3-4 presents information on the total numbers of Inmates on

whom each of .the data col lection procedures was completed.

Research Questions

In order to address the Issues which were discussed in the flirst chap-

ter, the research team posed the following research questions:

1. Is there any Indication of systematic blas introduced as a result
of the voluntary nature of this research?

2. What is the nature of the sample in terms of background and demo~
graphlc characteristics?

3. What percent of the sample Is learning deflclient and how does this
compare to the general population?

4. What Is the distribution of Intelligence among the target popula-
tion and to what extent does i+ compare to that of the norming
sample for the WAIS-R?

5. What Is the distribution of specific types of learning deficiencles
in the aduit offender population and how does this compare fo the

distribution In the general population?
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TABLE 3-4

DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES COMPLETED

L

Mann- Adaptive Data Collectlon Total
TABE WAIS-R  Sulter Behavlor Form Tested

LOUISTANA 283 316 106 56 375 335

TOTAL
Angcia 123 107 52 19 165 124
Hunt 92 143 37 24 143 143
L.C.1.W, 68 66 17 13 67 68

PENNSYLVANIA _

TOTAL 270 248 94 18 389 305
Graterford 67 86 31 8 138 86
Camp Hill 147 111 54 9 172 154
Muncy 56 " 51 9 1 79 65

WASHINGTON

TOTAL 174 196 37 5 301 211

Walla Walla 49 77 8 0 109 84
Shelton 71 66 20 2 121 71
Purdy 54 53 9 3 71 56

TOTAL 727 760 237 79 1065 851
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6. What Is the nature of the relationship between certalin background
and demographlic variables and academic achlevement Ievéls among
Incarcerated adul+s?

7. What is the nature of the relationship between certaln background
and demographic characteristics and I[ntelligence levels among In-
carcerated adults?

8. What Is the nature of the relationship between background and demo-
graphic varfables and the incidence of learning deficiencles among

the adult offender populatlion?

Apalysis Procedures

There are two basic types of research questions which were of Interest
in this study. The first of these (questions 1-5) are descriptive In na-
ture. The second type (questions 6~8) are questions of relationship. Sta-
tistlical procedures for addressing the descriptive questions are relatively
stralghtforward. The questlons of relationship, howevef, are somewhat more
complex. The flrst problem Is that, due to the exploratory nature of this

research, the number of Independent variables which need to be Investigated

.Is prohibitively large to be censidered simultaneously. |t was declded

therefore, that subsets of potential predictors should be ana]yzed sepa-
rafely‘and that the best predictors from each subset should then be combined
for the overall analyses, Multiple regression procedures were chosen for
these analyses. The Initial regression analyses were conducted using the
following categories of variables:
1. Background and Demographic Varlables
a. Age
b. Sex
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c. Ethnic Background
d. Primary Scurce of Income (Prlor to Incarceratlon)
e. Incldence of Physical Probiems Reported
f. Famlly Background
g. Childhood Problems
h. Highest Grade Completed
2. Criminal Justice Variables
a. Total Number of Offenses
b. Type of Offenses
C. Maximum Sentence
d. Prior Institutionalization Reported

Four regression analyses were conducted for each of these two cate-
gories of Independent variables. The first of these used academic achieve-
ment level for the entire sample as the dgpendenf variable. The second
analysis was desligned to determine the nature of the relatlonships between
the Independent varliables and Full Scale 1Q, again for the total sample, and
the third group of analyses were done separately for the learning deficient
and the non-learning deficient Inmates in the sample, using the total TABE
score as the dependent varlable. Step-wise regression techniques were used
for all of these analyses.

The second major problem was related to the nature of the independent
varlables. As can be seen from the |ist above, the Independent variable set
Is made up of a combination of discrete and continuous varfables. It was,
therefore, necessary fto create dummy variables to represent all of the dis-
crete variables In a glven analysis. The analytical techniques used are

discussed In greater detalil In the following chapter.
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Limitations of the Study

Many of the problems'encoun+ered during the course of this research
were related to a lack of researcher control over a number of factors
Inherent In the correctional system. One problem was directly related to
the lack of Incentive for participation. Some of the inmates who agreed to
take part In the study did not show up for scheduled testing sessions
because, In certain Institutions, they lost their institutional pay for time
spent taking the tests. Additlional problems were caused By the fact that
any Inmates who were in administrative lock-up were not allowed out of their
cellblocks for testing. Also, even though the |ist from which the original
sample was drawn was supposed to include only those Inmates who were
expected to remaln Ir the Institutions for the duration of the data
col lection process, unexpected transfers, releases, deaths and escapes
reduced the sample size consliderably.

Another problem was that I+ was necessary to work around Institutional

- schedules In setting up the group and Indivldual testing sessions. Often an

individual had to be scheduled several times before he or she reporfgd for
testing. This caused problems in that the entire data collection process
was exceedingly lengthy and difficul+t.

Data collection was also hampered by the fact that much of the Informa-
tlon of Interest was simply not avallable in the Institutional records., In-
consistenrcies In reporting procedures among the Individual Institutions and
states contributed to this difficulty as well. Even when Information was
avallable, It was often reported in different forms In the different In-
stitutions, leading to definition and Interpretation problems. Each of the

IImitations cited above Is discussed In greater detall in the flnal chapter
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of this report, as It relates to the recommendations for future research.
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CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

In the preceeding chapter, the research questions which were addressed
In this study were presented and the analys!s procedures utilized were
briefly discussed. In this chapter, the results of these analyses are pre-
sented, In detall, together with some of the conclusions which can be drawn
from the flndings. The discussion Is divided into five sections., In the
first of these, comparative Information is presented on the participants and
+he non=participants. This is done In order to ‘address the question of pos=
sible sampling blas related to to the fact that participation In the study
was voluntary. The second section Is basically descriptive and addresses
the general questions regarding the nature of the sample. Sample means and.
frequency distributions are presented on the background and demograptiic
variables which were investigated. All information In this section is
provided by race, by sex, and by state. Additionally, descriptive Infor-
mation Is presented separately for the learning deficient and the non-learn-
ing deficient inmates In the sample (by group).

The third major section of this chapter summarlzes the resulfs of the
tests and other instruments which were used to Identify learning defi-
clencies among the subjects. Data are discussed regarding the questions of
the Incidence and the nature of the deficlencies examined. Again, all In=
formation is presented by race, sex, state, as well as group.

The fourth section of the chapter addresses the research questions
regérdlng the relationships between the background and demographic charac—
teristics of the sample and academic achievement and abil ity meaéureﬁ. The
nature of these relationships Is Investigated separately for the learning
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deficlent and the non-=learning deficlent Inmates In the sample., Addi-
tionally, all data are presented by-race, sex, and state.

The fifth and final section of this chapter presents a discussion of
the results of the analyses as they relate to the research questions posed
earlier. Some conclusions and Implications of these findings are presented
briefly in this context. A more In depth discussion of the findings as they
relate to future research, policy, and program design needs Is presented in

the iast chapter of thls report.

One of the potential problems which exists In any research which de-.

pends on the voluntary participation of the subjects Is the introduction of
sampling blas. Even when the original sample has been drawn at raﬁaom,
there Is a distinct possibility that the self-selection process will'infro-
duce some type of systematic blas Into the characteristics of the flnal
group of subjects.

This potentlial problem was of special concern in this project because
of the nature of the research. If an Inmate chose to participate, he or she
was asked to take at least two standardized tests: the Test of Adult Basic
Education and the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale-—Revised. In addition,
it was explained to all potential subjects, some Individuals would be called
for one or +wb other sessions to complete the Mann=Suiter Learning Dis-
abilities Screening Tests and/or the Adaptive Behavior Scale. Given the
fact that many of these Individuals have had relatively little expérience or
success with formal education, thls request could conceivably have posed a
threat to the very people that the research was designed to assess. In
other words, If any bias as introduced, 1t was expected that the higher
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achlevers would, In general, be more willing to participate than would the
lower achievers. Therefore, the number of inmates identified as learning
deficient (LDf) would not be representative of the true Incidence In the
population of Interest.

In an attempt to ascertain whether such sampling bias was, In fact,

Introduced, certain Information was gathered on a randomly selected group of

those inmates who were In the original sample but who either did not attend

the orientation sessions or who attended but chose not to participate. The
information collected on these Indlviduals consisted of ethnic background,
achlevement test scores, and Intelllgence test scores. All data on the non-
participants was gathered from the institutional records. In order to in-
crease the comparability of the Informatlion, comparisons were made, not with
tesT scores from the TABE and the WAIS-R, but with the recorded information
on the particlipants which was summarized on +he.projec+ data collection
form.

TABLE 4~1 on the following page presents the Intelligence test informa-
tion for the participants and the non-participants. |+ should be noted that
the raclial breakdowns for the two groups are not noticeably different, with
Caucasians making up 43% of the participant group and 44% of the group of
non=participants. This Is encouraging because it indicates that the process
of self-selection was not related to ethnic background.

A careful Inspection of TABLE 4=1 shows that, for the fotal sample,
there Is some evidence that a blas was Introduced by the self-selection
process. The average full scale Intelligence quotient for the non-partici-
pants (X = 88.,33) Is almost three points lower than that of the particlpants

(X =91,18). In addition, It can be seen by looking at the conflidence in-
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COMPARISON OF INTELLIGENCE TEST SCORES
FOR PARTICIPANTS AND NON-PARTICIPANTS

TABLE 4-1

Particlpants Non=Particlpants
95% C.!.

Mean N Lower Upper Mean N

R Caucasian 97.02 318 95.33 98,72 96.29 183
A
c

E Minority 86.78 422 85.44 88.11 81.72 - 237

S Male 91.22 652 90.02 92 .42 88.51 300
E
X

Female 90.90 88 87.94 93.86 88.86 176

LA 85.02. 216 82.92 87.16 81.49 176
S
T

A PA 88.96 255 87.21 90.71 88.50 137
T
E

WA 98.23 269 96.62 99,85 96.45 163

TOTAL SAMPLE 91.18 740 90.07 92 .29 88.33 476
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terval, that this is a statistically significant difference at the .05 level
of significance. Unfortunately, as was anticipated, the difference indi=~
cates that there was a tendency for the more Intelligent Inmates to volun=
teer. |t should be noted, however, that although the difference Is statis-
tically significant, the magnitude of the point spread Is not very large.
The Revised Beta, which Is the Intelligence test from which these scores
were taken, has a standard deviation of 15 (Kellogg & Morteon, 1957). There-
fore, this difference of 2.85 points represents only about one fifth of a
standard deviation, which does not seem to be cause for great concern. It
should be kept In mind, however, that the estimates of the numbers of
mentally retarded inmates which are presented later in this.chapter may be
slightly lower than the true incidence In the population of interest due to -
this sampling bias,

A comparison of reading achievemenf‘feST scores for the particlpants
and the non-particlipants Is presented in TABLE 4-2. Although these tests
results were a]l taken from the Institutional records, they do come from
different tests., Both Loulsiana and Pennsyivania generally administer the
Wide Range Achlevement Test to all inmates upon reception to the criminal
Justice system, while Washington uses the California Achlevement Test. As
can be seen from the within state comparisons, however, tThere are no signif-
Icant dlfferences between the two groups in any of the three states. In
fact, the only s+a+lsfically‘slgnificanf difference in the comparisons
presented In TABLE 4-2 is for the femaie subjects and this difference Is so
small that [+ could easily be attributed to rounding error. Therefore, It
Is felt that there Is no evidence, based on these comparisons, that there

was any systematic bilas introduced into +the sample In the area of reading
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TABLE 4-2
COMPARISON OF READING ACHIEVEMENT TEST SCORES
FOR PARTICIPANTS AND NON-PARTICIPANTS

Participants . Non-Participants

95% C.l.
Grade . Grade

Level N Lower Upper Level N

R Caucasian 9,1 332 8.7 9.4 9.1 177
A
C

E Minority 6.7 454 6.4 7.0 6.0 233

S Male 7.5 663 7.3 7.8 7.3 258
E
X

Female 8.5 123 8.0 2.0 7.8 197

LA 6ol 182 5.6 6.5 5.9 156
S
T

A PA 7.4 344 7.1 7.7 7.1 139
T
E

WA 9.2 . 260 8.8 9.6 9.5 160

TOTAL SAMPLE 7.7 786 7.4 8.0 7.6 455
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achievement,

The comparisons between the participants and the non=participants on
math achlievement are presented in TABLE 4-3. The tests used for assessing
mathematical skills were the same as those used to assess reading achieve-
ment. In this case, there do appear to be noticeable and consistent dif=-
ferences between the two groups. The participants in all categories scored
higher in math than did the non-participants, and in all but fwo categories
these differences were found to be statistically significant. In other
words, there Is a clear indication that some bias, in the direction which
had been anticlipated, was introduced Into the sample in the area of math
achlevement. In light of the evidence, therefore, it is again emphasized
that the results In this study may represent an underestimate of the true
numbers of learning deficlient inmates In the population of interest. Since
only grade level equlivalents were avallable on these two groups, standard
score comparisons could not be made, although this would have led fto more
meaningful Information because of the fact that the results came from a

variety of standardized tests.

Rescripfion of the Sample

One of the major purposes of this research was to examine the nature of
the sample In terms of certaln background and demographlc characteristics.
Information was collected on the ethnic background, the employment history,
the physical condition, the criminal justice history, the educational
background, and the family history of the approximately 1000 inmates in the
sample. MostT of thils Information was gathered on the project data
col lection form (see Appendix) from the Institutional records. In addition,
however, certain self=-reported Information was collected during testing ses-
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COMPARISON OF MATH ACHIEVEMENT TEST SCORES
FOR PARTICIPANTS AND NON-PARTICIPANTS

TABLE 4-3

Participants Non-Participants
95% C.l.
Grade Grade
Level N Lower Upper Level N

R Caucaslian 7.1 323 6.8 7.4 6.4 177
A
c
E Minority 5.0 423 4.8 5.2 4.3 209
S Male 6.0 630 5.7 6.2 5.8 249
E
X

Female 5.8 88 5.3 6.2 5.1 195

LA 4.9 154 4.5 5.1 4.4 146
S
T
A PA 5.3 337 5.1 5.5 5.1 137
T
E

WA 7.4 225 7.0 7.8 6.9 161
TOTAL SAMPLE 5.9 746 5.7 6.1 4.6 444
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slons (see Appendix). Much of this Information was duplicated in the data
collection form. This overlap was intentional and was donebfo provide a
means of checking the rellability of the data. |t was discovered, how-
ever, that most of the information In the Institutlional records was also
based on self-report. In addition, there were frequentiy conflicting re-
ports In the records Themselves: For +this reason, although the research
team I[s confldent that every reasonable attempt was made to check on the re-
ITability of the défa, It Is still llkely that some of the Information is
somewhat l|ess than accurate., Coples of the forms used for data collection
can be found In the Appendix.

All of the Information In this sectlion Is presented in fTerms of means
and/or frequencies. Although comparisons are made by race, sex, state, and
group, no tests of significance were done. Due to the large sample sizes,
almost any small difference between the means of two groups would have been
statistically significant. This would not necessarily indicate, however,
that these differences are Imporfant. For this reason, It was decided that
the Importance of any differences found among groups in the descriptive data
was more appropriate to discuss than the statistical significance of these
differences,

Demographic Variables

The ethnic breakdown of the sample Is presented in TABLE 4-4. As can
be seen from this table, more than 97% of the sample are elther Afro-
American or Caucasian. Because the number of subjects In each of the other
ethnic groups was so small, It was decided that the categories should be
col lapsed to create a dichotomous variable. Since, In the general popula-

tion (United States Census), Caucasians make up the majority (83%), the
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TABLE 4-4
ETHNIC BACKGROUND

Afro-
American Caucaslan Hlspanic Mexican Indlan Asian Other

. Male N = 492 N = 335 N=7 N=5 N=9 N=1 N =1
S 58% 399 .8% 6% 1% .19 1%
E
X
Female N = 85 N =102 N =1 N=0 N=23 N=2 N=0
44% 534 5% - 14 1% -
LA N = 264 N = 120 N =1 N=0 N=0 N=0 N=0
S 69% 314 .39 - - - —
o T
) A PA N = 243 N= 111 N=3 N=0 N=0 N=2 N=0
T 68% 319 .8% - - .6% -
E
WA N=170 N = 206 N=4 N=5 N=12 N=1 N =1
23% 69% 1% 2% 4% .33 .39
G LD N =214 N = 83 N=3 N=2 N=1 N=2 N=20
R 70% 27% 19 7% .39 7% -
0
U
P NON-LD N = 185 N = 235 N=20 N =1 N=4 N=0 N =1
43% 55% - 2% .9% - 2%
TOTAL SAMPLE N = 577 N = 437 N=8 N=5 N=12 N=3 N =1
55% 42% .8% 5% 14 3% .19
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categories used were Caucasian and Minority. All non=Caucasian subjects
were Included in the Minority category. This dichotomous categorization was
used In all subsequent analyses.

“An Inspection of the Information In TABLE 4~4 Indicates that there are
notable regional differences In the ethnic breakdown of the sample. The
Loulsiana and Pennsylvania sampies are both about 70% minority group members .
while the Washington sample [s about 70% Caucasian. Dramatic differences
are also seen between the learning deficient and the nen-learning deficient
groups, with the former being approximately 73% minority and the |atter
about 55% Caucastan. It will be seen In later discussions that these dif-
ferences present some difficulties In Interpreting the results of some
analyses. |t Is felt, however, that they represent, at least In the case of
regional differences, true differences In the population.

The average age of the Inmates in the sample [s presented In TABLE 4-5,
by race, sex, and state. This information Is also presented separately for
the learning deficient and the non-learning deficlent inmates In the sample.
It .is Interesting to note that there do not appear to be any meaningful
differences In the average age In any of the categories considered, even
though three of the institutions in the sample were primarily for younger
offenders. Clear differences In age can, of course, be seen [f one looks at
the Individual Institutions. This information Is summarized In the Appen-
dix. The average for this sample (X = 30.3) Is comparable to United States
Census fligures which indlcate that the national median age Is 30.0 (28.8 for
males; 31.3 for females).

TABLE 4-6 presents Information on the primary language spoken In the

sub jects' homes during chlldhood. This Information was collected during the

87




TABLE 4-5

AVERAGE AGE OF THE SUBJECTS

Mean Standard N
Deviation

R

A Caucasian 30,028 9.033 432
C
E

Minority 30.429 8.010 601

S Male 29.919 8.386 838
E
X

Female 31.733 8.593 195

S LA 30.096 7.375 384
T
A

T PA 30.220 8.515 355
E

WA 30.527 9.630 294

LDf 29,833 8.600 203
G
R
0

u NON=-LD¥f 30,260 8.164 423
P

TOTAL SAMPLE 30.261 8.451 1033
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l TABLE 4-6
I PRIMARY LANGUAGE IN HOME
| I Engl Ish Spanish Other Comb i nation
| Caucasian 285 2 4 17
R 93¢ 6% 1% 6%
z A
C
I E Minority 414 9 3 19
93% 2% .6% 4%
l Male 540 10 6 28
j s 92 2% 1% 5%
& X
Female 159 1 1 8
I 944 .69 .6% 5%
f LA 297 0 1 14
| I S 95% - 3% 43
T
” A
: T PA 232 7 5 3
- a E 94% 3% 2% 1%
: l WA 170 4 5 3
3 88% 3% 5% 1%
1 l LDf 231 8 2 11
. G 2% 3% 1% 4% -
' R
0
: u NON-LDf 354 1 4 18
| l P 94% 3% 1% 5%
TOTAL SAMPLE 699 11 7 36
| l 93% 1% 1% 5%
' l 89




testing sessions. An Inspection of this table shows that the vast majority
(93%) of the sample was ralsed In'homes In which English was the primary
language used. In addition, 5% reported that a combination of |anguages was
spoken, of which English was generally one. The percentages In the other
two categories are so small that it s felt that this variable Is highly
unlikely to contribute anything to any subsequent analyses., Therefore, the
varlable was eliminated from consideration as a possible predictor of abil-
Ity and achieveﬁenf measures,

The Information on the employment history (primary source of income
prior to Incarceration) of the sample Is summarized in TABLE 4-7. |t can be
seen that close to 50% of the sample fell into %he first two categories,
Never Employed and Occasional Jobs. Of fhé remaining 50%, a high percentage
(84%) were classifled as elther laborers or semi=skilled workers. Again,
therefore, the six categories were collapsed Into two. The flfsf of these
included those subjects elther who were never empioyed or who had held a
variety of short fterm or occasional jobs. The second category Included all
those subjects for whom a consistent work history of any kind was reported.

TABLE 4-8 presents the information which was coilected on the incidence
of physical problems reported for the Inmates In the sample. All of these
data were gathered from the Institutional records and It should be noted
that there was very littie consistency in the availability of the Informa=-
tlon in this area. This may, In part, explain the high percentage of the
sub jects (80%) who fall Into the first category, No Problems. Regardless of
this, 1+ Is felt that the number of Individuals who fall Into each of the
speciflic problem categorlies Is so small +hat it would be inappropriate to

maintain the original bresakdown for subsequent analyses. For thls reason,
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TABLE 4-~7
PRIMARY SOURCE OF INCOME PRIOR TO INCARCERATION
Never Occasional Seml-
E sio
Caucasian 53 155 94 81 39 8
R 124 36% 22% 194 9% 2%
A
C 94 199 130 136 33 7
E Minority 16% 32% 22% 22% 6% 1%
Male 104 258 216 192 57 , 13
S 12% 31% 26% 23% 7% 2%
E .
X Female 43 96 9 25 15 2
23% 51% 5% 13% 8% 1%
© LA 40 76 103 121 36 2
—_ S 119 204 27 % 329 10% .5%
T
A PA 75 153 52 46 21 8
T 21% 43% 15% 13% 6% 2%
E
WA 32 125 69 50 15 5
11% 429 23% 17% 5% 2%
G LDf 44 103 75 ' 58 18 1
R 15% 34% 25% 19% 6% 3%
0
u NON-LDf 57 147 82 86 33 14
P 14% 35% 20% 21% 8% 3%
TOTAL SAMPLE 147 354 224 217 72 15

14% 34% 22% 21% 7% 1%




TABLE 4-8
INCIDENCE OF PHYSICAL PROBLEMS REPORTED

No Sensory Serious Serlous Neurologlc Other Comb I ned
Problems  Problems |liness  Accldent Probiems Problems Problems
Caucaslan 321 42 4 . 3 8 23 31
R 74% 10% .99 7% 2% 5% 7%
A
C Minority 504 45 5 2 2 16 30
E 83% 7% .89 3% 3% 3% 5%
Male 706 82 6 5 8 28 9
S 84% 10% .7% .6% 1% 39 14
E
X Female 119 5 3 0 2 11 52
62% 39 2% - 1% 6% 27%
Q LA 361 5 6 2 3 5 T
S 94% 1% 2% 5% .8% 1% .39
T
A PA 225 66 1 1 0 8 53
T 53% 19% | S 1 - - 2% 15%
E
WA 239 16 2 2 7 26 7
80% 5% 7% 7% 2% 9% 2%
G LDf 238 29 3 2 8 4 18
R 79% 10% 1% 7% 3% 14 6%
0
U NON-LDf 320 49 5 1 1 21 25
P 76% 12% 1% 2% 2% 5% 6%
TOTAL SAMPLE 825 87 9 5 10 39 61
80% 8% .9% 5% 1% 4% 6%
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This variable was dichotomized, the two levels being Identified as No Prob-
lems and Problems.
Famlly Background Varlables

Another category of background data Investigated was that of the famlily
background of the Inmates. As can be seen through an inspection of the data
col lection form in the Appendix at the end of this report, information was
collected Initially on a wide range of family background events, Including
whether the Individual was raised In an Intact family, a broken home, by one
or the other parent as a single parent, in an Institutional environmenf; a
foster home, a group home, or in some other environment.

During the data collection process, It was quickly seen that the major-
Ity of subjects had been raised In some combination of these environments.
For this reason, the variable of family situation was coded with only three
categories. These were Stabie Home, Unstable Home, and Institution. An In-
dividual was classifled as having been raised in a Stable Home if the only
sltuation which was reported was an Intact family. Any combination of
situations, such as someone who was born into a stable home, but whose par-
ents later divorced, was classified as Unstable., The third category,
"Institution," took precedence over both of the first two. In other words,
If an Individual was ralsed in either a stable or an unstable home but was
institutionalized for a time during childhood, that Individual was placed In
the third category.

TABLE 4-9 presents the information on family background. For the
analyses, these categories were collapsed even further. The 12% for whom no
Information was reported were eliminated and the 9% who were Institution-

al [zed were combined with the 51% for whom an unstable background was Indi-
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TABLE 4-9

FAMILY SITUATION DURING CHILDHOOD

None Stable Unstable
Reported Home Home Institution
Caucasian 41 148 . 190 56
R : 9% 34 44% 13%
A
c
E Minority 88 140 345 34
14% 239 ) 579 6%
Male 83 249 445 73 -
S 10% 29% 52% 9%
E
X
Female 46 39 90 19
24% 20% 46% 10%
LA 116 101 152 17
S 30% 26% 39% a4
T .
A
T PA 7 121 - 215 15
E 2% 34% 60% 4%
WA 6 66 168 60
2% 22% 56% 20%
LDf 46 74 161 24
G 159 24% 53% 8%
R
0 .
U NON=LDf 58 130 203 35
P 14% 31% 48% 8%
TOTAL SAMPLE 129 288 535 92
129 28% 519 9%
94
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cated. According to this new catagorization, 31.48% of those on whom Infor-
mation was avallable were raised In stable environments and 68.52% were
raised In an unstable environment.

Information was collected from the Institutional records on whether It
was reported that one or both of the subject's parents had died during the
subject'!s childhood. This Information was gathered because, In examining
the records In Pennsylvania, the first state In which data collection was
conducted, It was noted by the projécf staff that there appeared to be an
unusual number of cases in which It was reported that the Individual had
lost one or bofﬁ parents relatively early in life. As can be seen from an
Inspeciion of TABLE 4-10, this was the case In Pennsylvania, with a total of
about 17% of the sample reporting that one or both of their paren+s were de-
ceased.

If one looks at the total sample, however, it can be seen that the in=-
cidence drops to about 10%. It is interesting to ﬁofe that there are sub=-
stantial dIfferences between the learning and non-learning deficient groups
in these Incidence figures, with the former reporting the death of one or
both parents in 13% of the cases and the latter only in 8%. Unfortunately,
it 1s not known how accurate these data are, since the only information
avallable was that which had been voluntarily provided by the inmates during
their Initlal classiflication Interviews. Although the percentages do seem
high, I+ was decided that, due to the Inconsistency in the availability of

this Information, this variable should be eliminated from all subsequent

analyses.,
Simitarly, the Information presented in TABLE 4-11 on the average num—

ber of siblings was not utilized in the analyses. Initially, the Intention
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DEATH OF PARENT(S) REPORTED

TABLE 4-10

None One Both
Reported Parent Parents
R Caucasian 404 26 4
A 93% 6% 9%
Cc
E
Minority 533 63 13
= 88% 10% 2%
Male 753 81 17
S 88% 10% 2%
E
X
Female 184 8 0
96% 4% -
LA 362 21 3
S 94% 5% .8%
T
A
T PA 298 48 13
E 83% 14% 4%
WA 277 20 1
939 7% .3%
LDf 264 34 6
G 87% 11% 2%
R
0
U NON=-LDf 391 29 5
P 929 7% 1%
TOTAL SAMPLE 937 89 17
90% 9% 2%
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TABLE 4-11

. NUMBER OF SIBLINGS

Standard

Mean Deviation N
R

A Caucasian 3.53 2.76 - 398
Cc
E

Minority 4,97 3.25 531

S Male 4,36 3,09 772
E
X

Female 4,34 3.33 157

S LA 4,70 2.85 310
T
A

T PA 4,52 3.28 336
E

WA 3.78 3.18 280

G LDf 4.94 3.41 259
R
0

U NON=-LD¥f 3.96 2.94 377
P

TOTAL SAMPLE 4,36 3.13 929
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was to collect Information on the inmate's birth order, since a great deal
of research has been done on one's position In the family as Pt relates fo
Individual characteristics. Unfortunately this information was not found +o
be available on a consistent basis in elther Louisiana or Washington. Data
on the number of siblings were substituted but there were so many cases of
broken homes In which numerous step, half, and foster siblings were reported
that It was decided that this Information was only useful In a descriptive
sense,

TABLE 4-12 presents Information on the Incidence of childhood probiems
which was reported 1in the institutional records. [+ should be noted that
the Individuals in t+he final category, Combination of Problems, most often
were both drug and alcohol abusers. In general, about 50% of the sample had
a history of some childhood problems. For the purposes of the analysis, the
categories of this variable were collapsed into two, the first of these in=-
cluding those for whom no problems were reported and the second Including
those for whom any one or combination of problems was noted In the records.
Educational Variables

Information on the educational and vocatlonal backgrounds of the
Inmates In the sample was collected both from the Institutional records and
during testing sessions. As was stated earller, some of this Information
was collected twice. In the cases where +this was done, both self-report
data and data from the records are summarized In one table in order to
facilitate comparisons.

The information on the highest grade completed is presented in TABLE 4~

13. Because of the inconsistency in the availability of this information In-

the Institutional records, this was one of the questions which was asked In
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TABLE 4-12
CHILDHOOD PROBLEMS
None Alcohol
Caucaslan 165 29 21 10 70 15 125
R 38% 7% 5% - 2% 16% 3% 29%
A
C Minority 357 11 11 4 132 22 70
E 50% 2% 2% 7% - 22% 4% 12%
Maie 444 28 16 10 169 34 147
S 52% 39 2% 14 20% 4% 17%
E .
X Female 78 12 16 4 33 3 48
40% 5% 8% 2% 17% 1% 25%
LA 289 6 7 2 53 11 18
8 S 75% 2% 2% 5% 14% 34 54
7
A PA 145 8 5 6 108 11 73
T 41% 2% 1% 2% 30% 39 22%
E WA 88 26 20 6 ' a1 15 104
29% 9% 7% 29 14% 5% 35%
G LDf 167 8 5 4 60 12 49
R 55% 2% 14 14 20% 4% 16%
0 A
u NON-LDf 208 17 17 6 83 11 84
P 55% 4% 4% 1% 20% 2% . 20%
TOTAL SAMPLE 522 40 32 14 202 37 . 195

50% 4% 3% 1% 19% 4% 19%




TABLE 4-13

HIGHEST GRADE COMPLETED

Current Sentence Juvenile
Caucasian X =102 X = 10.6
R s = 1,97 s = 2.38
A N = 422 N = 288
Cc
E Minority X =9.9 X = 10.1
s = 2.03 s = 2.32
N = 579 N = 435
Male X =9.,9 X =10.2
. s =2,04 s = 2,38
S N = 808 N = 563
E
X Female X =10.4 X = 10.7
s = 1,83 s = 2,23
N= 193 N = 160
LA X =9.8 X =9,7
S s =2.19 s = 2.27
T N = 369 N = 302
A
T PA X = 10.0 X = 10.4
E s = 1.63 s = 2.05
N = 337 N = 241
WA X =10.3 X =11.2
s =2,13 s =2.58
N = 295 N = 180
LDf X =9,4 X =93
G s = 1.83 s =2,.,19
R N = 289 N =244
0
u NON=-LDf X = 10.3 X =11.0
P s =2.13 s =2,18
N =413 N = 357
TOTAL SAMPLE ®¥ =10.0 X =10.3
s = 2.01 s =2 36
N = 1001 N = 723
100
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the interview. The information from both of these sources is presented. It
should be noted that the mean for the total sample [s essentially the same
In both cases. The slight difference which Is seen in TABLE 4.13 can be at-
tributed to the fact that the humber of Inmates In each group is different.
The scale which was used In reporting these results was based on total years
of formal education, not counting repeated grades. Any college experiences
were added to the highest grade. In other words, an Inmate who had
completed two years of college would have a value of 14 on this variable.

According to the 1980 United States Census Report, white males na-
tionally have completed an average of 12.2 years in school. Black males
have completed 10.5 years; white females have completed an average of 11.8
years, and black females have completed 10.6. Although the means from this
prison sample may be different from the national averages, It Is Interesting
to note that relative differences by race and by sex are quite consistent
with national data.

TABLE 4~14 presents information which was col lected during the testing
sessions on the highest Ievei of schooling for the inmates in the sample.
This Information should examined In conjunction with the information
presented in TABLE 4~13. There are nofable differences among groups In all
categories. More than twice as many minority group members as Caucaslans
were reported to have left school In the elementary grades and only about
half as many of the minority group subjects have attended college. Twice as
many males were reported to have dropped out of elementary school as females
and more females (18%) t+han males (11%) reported attending post~secondary
school. The state differences are not very dramatic at the elementary level

but, if one looks at the Information for post-secondary participation, It Is
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TABLE 4-14

HIGHEST ACADEMIC

LEVEL REPORTED

Post-
Elementary Secondary Secondary
Caucasian 9 232 54
R 3% 79% 18%
A
c .
E Minority 33 369 41
7% 83% 9%
Male 37 472 66
S 6% 82% 11%
E
X .
Female 5 129 29
3% 79% 18%
LA 24 255 25
S 8% 84% 8%
T
A
T PA 8 216 21
E 39 88% 9%
WA 10 130 49
5% 69% 26%
LDf 21 221 7
] 8% 89% 9%
R .
0
U NON=-LD¥f 9 287 70
P 3% 78% 19%
TOTAL SAMPLE 42 601 95
6% 81% 13%
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clear that a far higher percentage of the subjects In the state of Washing-
ton (16%) have attended college than have those In the other two states
(between 8% and 9%). Dramatic differences can also be seen in the Informa-
tion for the learning deficient and the non-learning deficient Inmates in
the sample. In the learning deficlient group, 8% attended school only on the
elementary level and only 3% were reported to have taken any post-secondary
courses. In contrast, only 3% of the non-learning deficlent group left
school In the elementary grades and 19% of these Individuals have attended
college. It should be noted that much of the college participation which
was noted In the records took place while the Inmate was In the institution.
Another category of educational Information which was of Interest was
the individual's class placement during elementary aﬁd secondary school. Of
primary !nterest was any Indication of placement In special education pro-
grams. THe Information which was collected from the institutional records
on this varliable is summarized in TABLE 4-15, [t should be noted, In exam-
Ining this Information, that there was no indication of school placement in
more <than 50% of the records. |f one views the proportion of Individuals
who were placed In special classes as a percentage of those for whom the in-
formation was avallable, the Indication Is that almost 16% of these indivi=
duais were placed In special educatlon programs at the elementary level and
close to 20% were placed in such programs at the secondary level. In any
event, It is enco;raging to note that a much higher percentage of the In-
mates who were Iidentified as learning deficlent on the basis of TABE ﬁesulfs
had been previously identified as having problems at some point during their
school ing. Although piacement figures are not availablie on a national

basis, research indicates that an average of 3% of school age children are
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TABLE 4-15

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL PLACEMENT

SECONDARY

ELEMENTARY ,
None Elementary None
Speclal
Caucaslan 218 182 37 245 154 34
R 50% 42% 9% 57% 36% 8%
A
c 340 228 40 356 194 52
E MInority 56% 38% 7% 59% 32% 9%
Male 463 319 68 503 259 79
S 54% 38% 8% 60% 31% .10%
E
X Female 95 91 9 98 89 7
49% 47% 5% 51% 46% 4%
' LA 323 57 6 ' 324 55 7
S 849 15% 2% 84% 14% 29
7
A PA 72 239 48 113 182 58
T 20% 67% 13% 32% 52% 16%
E
WA 163 114 23 164 111 21
54% 38% 8% 554 38% 7%
G  LDf .M 90 44 183 73 47
R 56% 30% 14% 60% 24% 16%
0
U NON-LDf 215 201 10 242 172 12
P 51% 30% 144 60% 40% 3%
TOTAL SAMPLE 558 410 77 601 348 86
53% 7% 58% 34% 8%

39%




dlagnosed as mentalliy retarded (Mercer, 1973) and 2-3% are diagnosed as
learning disabled (Blackhurst & Berdine, 1981). |

TABLE 4-16 presents the information which was gathered from the Insti-
tutional records on previous educational dlagnoses which were reported for
the inmates In the sample. Agalin, [t Is clear that this information was
simply not available in most (89%) of the cases. Of those Inmates for whom
dlagnostic information was available (N = 117), about 4% were previously
diagnosed as learning disabled: 14% were dlagnosed as socially and/or emo-
tionally disturbed, and 82% had some other educational diagnosis reported.
This final category was composed mostly of Individuals who had been classi-
fled as elther mentally retarded or braln damaged. It Is interesting to
note that a much hIgher.percenfage of the learning deficient Inmates (17%)
were reported to have been previously diagnosed than of the non-learning
deficient subjects (5%). Because of the general lack of availability of the
informatlion In this category, the variable was not used in any addlfional
analyses.

Limited Information was collected during the testing sessions on voca-
tional training and certification. TABLE 4~17 summarizes this Information.
I+ can be seen from an examination of this table that 29% of the sample re-
ported that they had had some type of vocational training and 27% reported
that they had received certification In a vocational area. |t should be
noted, however, that these figures may reflect mainly participation In voca-
tional programs while in the Institution and that the certification reported
Is not to be construed as necessarily reflecting the Incidence of formal
vocational certification programs. Because of the general lack of avall-

abillty of most of the educational and vocational information, the only edu-
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TABLE 4~16

PREVIOUS EDUCATIONAL DIAGNOSES

Socially/
None Learning Emotionally Other
Reported Disabled Disturbed Diagnosis
Caucasian 385 4 6 2
R 88% 1% 1% 10%
A
C
E Minority 544 1 10 54
90% 1% 2% 9%
Male 746 5 13 87
S 88% 1% 2% 10%
E
X 3
Female 183 3 9
. 944 - 2% 5%
LA 364 0 2 20
S 94% - 5% 6%
he
A
T PA 303 0 10 46
E 84% - 3% 13%
WA 262 5 4 30
87% 2% 1% 10%
‘ LDf 252 5 7 41
G 83% 2% 2% 13%
R
0 NON-LDf 405 0 6 14
u 95% - 1% 4%
P
TOTAL SAMPLE 929 5 16 96
89% 1% 2% 9%
106




VOCATIONAL TRAINING AND CERTIFICATION REPORTED

TABLE 4-17

Tralning Certification
No % No. 9

R Caucasion 79 26% 103 34%
A
C .
E Minority 139 31% 102 .25%
S Male 156 27% 146 25%
E
X

Female 62 37% 59 35

LA 62 209 71 23%
S
T
A PA 93 38% 83 34%
T .
E .

WA " 63 339 51 26%
G LD¥f 70 28% 35 14%
R
0
U
P NON=LDf 109 29% 138 37%
TOTAL SAMPLE 218 29% 205 274
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cational variable which was used In subsequent analyses was the highest
grade completed.
Criminal Justice Variables |

Information was colilected on the juvenile and adult criminal justice
histories of the inmates In the sample. Data on adjudication as a
delinquent were obtalned both from the records and In the testing sessions.
This information Is summarized in TABLE 4-18 on the following page. It is
" clear from an examination of this table that the information from these two
sources Is not Qéry consistent. In fact, In all but one of the groups, the
percentages are reversed for these figures. According to the institutional
records, a higher percentage of the inmates were adjudicated as delinquent
in every category. Self-reported information, however, Indicates just the
opposite. Because of this Inconsistency, the information on adjudication
was not utlllized In any subsequent analyses.'

TABLE 4-19 summarizes the Information which was collected from the [n=-
stitutional records on the types of offenses which have been committed by
the individuals In the sample. ‘Al+hough the offense Information gathered
was In the form of specific crimes, the categorization seen in TABLE 4-19
(non-violent, violent, combination) was utilized because I+ was found that
the three states were not consistent in their definitions of certain types
of offenses. Additionally, multiple offenses were reported In many cases.
It was felt, therefore, that a simpler categorization system was desirable
In order to summarize the vast amount of data which were collected. For
descriptive purposes, this information is presented separately for the
current sentence, juvenile offenses, and prior adul+t offenses. It Is

Interesting to note that the incidence of violent offenses Increased steadi-
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TABLE 4~18

ADJUDICATION AS DEL INQUENT

Records Sel f=report
Not Not

Ad judicated Adjudicated Ad judicated Ad judicated

Caucasian 172 . 127 122 172
R 58% 42% 41% 599
A
C
E MInority 251 150 194 249
63% 37% 449 563
Male. 372 200 275 295
S : 65% 359 48% 52%
£
X
Female 51 77 41 126
40% €0% 25% 75%
LA - 119 97 129 186
S 59% 45% 419 59%
T
A
T PA 151 103 114 131
E 59% 41% 47% 53%
WA 153 77 73 104
‘ 67% 339 41% 59%
LD¥f 119 69 117 134
G 63% 27% 47% 53%
R
0 NON-LDf 164 131 148 218
U 56% 449 40% 60%
P
TOTAL SAMPLE 423 277 316 421
60% 40% 43% 57%
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TABLE 4-19
TYPE OF OFFENSES COMMITTED

Current Sentence Juvenlle Prior Adulft
Non=- Non=- Non-
Caucaslan 174 175 86 60 7 19 121 23 53
R 409 409 20% 709 8% 22% 61% 12% 27%
A . .
C Minority 160 297 151 64 24 59 130 65 108
E 26% 49% 25% 449 16% 40% 43% 21% 36%
Male 244 393 212 1M1 30 75 196 80 148
S 29% 46% 25% 51% 14% 359 46% 19% 35%
E N
X Female 90 79 25 13 1 3 55 8 13
46% 41% 13% 76% 6% 18% 72% 11% 17%
- LA 146 179 59 44 5 12 115 34 31
o S 38% 47% 15% 72% 8% 299 63% 18% 17%
T
A PA 69 180 110 27 16 45 46 39 76
T 19% 50% 319 31% 18% 51% 29% 24% 47%
E
WA 119 113 68 53 10 21 90 15 54
40% 38% - 23% 63% 12% 25% 57% 9% 349
G LDf 81 155 68 29 6 27 64 33 44
R 27% 514 21% 47% 10% 439 45% 23% 31%
0 )
U NON-LDf 151 185 90 45 17 29 100 30 59
P 35% 43% 21% 49% 18% 329 53% 16% 31%
TOTAL SAMPLE 334 472 237 124 31 78 251 88 161
329 45% 23% 534 13% 339 50% 18% 329
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ly over time. In the Juvenile offense category, violent offenses were
reported in about 47% of the cases. This figure Increased to 50% for prior
adult offenses and to 68% for the current offenses, These flgures represent
a combination of the second and third categories of offense type since, by
definition, anyone in the third category has been convicted of one or more
violent offenses. Thls dichotomous categorization (non-violent vs violent)
was used for all subsequent analyses.

The data which were gathered on the number of offenses committed, in-
cluding the number of offenses for which the individual Is currently serving
time, the number of juvenile offenses, and the number of prior adult of-
fenses, are summarized In TABLE 4-20. It shoild be noted that, when this
Information was examined In order to determine Its value In predicting both
academic achievement and 1Q, a total was computed for each Individual In the
sample representing the total number of offenses reported. In cases where
an inmate is currently serving a sentence for a parole violation, the
original offense was counted In the relevant category (juvenile or prior
aduit) and the violation, along with and new offenses, was counted for the
current sentence information.

TABLE 4-20 presents offense Information for all the inmates in the
sample. Unfortunately, a value of zero (0) was recorded for the number
of offenses either if It was reported that the individual had no offenses or
[f there was no information in the records. For this reason, these
figures were re-computed, omitt+ing all zero responses, Thls information is
presented In TABLE 4-21, I+ should be noted that the true figures probably
fall somewhere in between these two numbers.

Information on the maximum sentences the inmates In the sample are
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TABLE 4-20
AVERAGE NUMBER OF OFFENSES

Current Sentence Juvenlle Prior Adult
Caucasian X =1.842 X = 0.546 X = 1,339
R s = 1,361 s = 1,589 s = 2.370
A N = 436 N = 434 N = 434
C
E Minority X = 1,967 X = 0.855 X =2,370
s = 1.264 s = 2.298 s = 2,534
N = 608 N = 598 N = 607
Male X = 1,931 X = 0.856 X = 1.538
s = 1,306 s = 2.220 s = 2.534
S N = 850 N = 838 N = 847
E
X Female X = 1.845 X = 0.155 X = 1,088
s = 1.306 s = 0.565 s =2.210
N = 194 N = 193 N= 194
LA X =1.735 X =0.318 X = 1.021
s = 1,278 s = 1,308 s = 1.628
S N = 385 N = 381 N = 382
T
A PA X .= 2,265 X =1.196 X = 1,677
T s = 1,557 s = 2.817 s = 3,090
E N = 359 N = 352 N = 359
WA X =1.727 X = 0,689 X = 1,740
s = 0.853 s = 1.524 s = 2.447
N = 300 N = 299 N = 300
LDf X = 1,957 X =0,781 X = 1,337
G s = 1.410 s = 2.246 s = 2.213
R . N = 304 N = 301 N = 303
0
] NON=LDf X =1.960 X = 0,664 X = 1313
P s = 1,449 s = 1.864 s = 2,105
N = 426 N = 426 N = 425
X = 1,915 X = 0.725 X = 1.454 .
TOTAL SAMPLE s = 1,306 s = 2,035 s = 2,467
N = 1044 N = 1032 N = 1041
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TABLE 4-21

AVERAGE NUMBER OF OFFENSES OF THOSE REPORTED

Current Sentence Juvenlle » Prior Adult
Caucasian X = 1.842 X = 2.633 X = 2.934
R s = 1,361 s =2.594 s = 2,763
A N = 436 N =90 N = 198
C
E Minority X = 1.967 X = 3,453 X = 3,049
s = 1,264 s = 3,312 s = 2.849
N = 608 N = 148 N = 306
Male X =1,931 X = 3,249 X =3,073
s = 1,306 s = 3,312 s = 2.849
S .N = 850 N = 221 N = 424
E
X Female x =1.,845 X =1.745 X = 2,637
s = 1,306 s = 0.903 s = 2.849
N = 194 N=17 N = 80
LA X =1,735 X =2.051 X =2.179
s = 1.278 s = 2,757 s = 1.771
S N = 385 N = 59 N = 179
T
A PA X = 2,265 X = 4,527 X =3,716
T s = 1,557 s = 3,877 s = 3,689
E N = 359 N = 93 N = 162
WA X =1,727 X =2.395 X = 3,202
s = 0,853 s = 2,002 s = 2.517
N = 300 N = 86 N = 163
LDf X = 1,957 X =3,790 X = 2.872
G s = 1.410 s = 3,636 s = 2.664
R N = 304 N = 62 N = 141
0
U NON=LDf ®* = 1,960 X =3,011 X = 2,937
P s = 1.449 s = 2.957 s = 2,269
N = 426 N = 94 N = 190
X =1.915 X = 3,143 X = 3,004
TOTAL SAMPLE s = 1,306 s = 3.223 s = 2.815
= 1044 N = 238 N = 504
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serving for thelr current offenses Is summarized In TABLE 4-22 and TABLE 4~
23. This Information Is presented In two forms. TABLE 4-22 furnishes the
means and standard devlafioﬁs of the maximum sentence data for the sampie,
broken down by race, sex, state, and group. It can readily be seen from an
inspection of this table that the averages are quite high (20 years for the
total sample). The median sentence for the total sample Is 12 years. The
reason for the large discrepancy between these two numbers Is that all Iife
sentences were quantified as 99 years. Since there were 67 inmates In the
sample who are serving |Ife sentences, this inflated the average con-
siderably. A clearer picture of the maximum sentence information can be
seen In TABLE 4-23. This table presents frequencies and percents for 18
ranges of sentences. It can be seen that about 60% of the inmates In the
sample are serving sentences of 15 years or less, Approximately 31% are
serving between 15 years and 40 years.
TABLE 4~24 furnishes information which was gathered from the Institu-
.tlonal records on whether the subjects had previously served time in an In-
stitution, either as a juvenile or as an adult. |t should be noted that the
percentages reported In this table reflect the percent of those for whom
prior offenses were reported, not percents of the entire sample. |+ can be
seen that, for the total sample, approximately 21% of +the inmates for whom
Juvenile offenses were reported spent time in a juvenile Institution. This
flgure increases to about 43% for adult offenses., It Is clear from an exam—
ination of this table that there are some ethnic and sex differences in the
percentage of Individuais who have been convicted of an offense who are com
mitted to an institution. A higher percent of non-Caucasion subjects and a

higher percentage of males have been Institutionalized for prior offenses.
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TABLE 4-22

MAXIMUM SENTENCE INFORMATION

Standard
Mean Deviation N

R Caucasian 21.378 27 151 432
A
C
E Minority 19.173 19.879 606
S Male 20,734 22,942 844
E
X

Female 17.179 24,130 194
S LA 15.200 15.836 384
T
A
T PA 18.335 18.100 358
E

WA 28.486 32 .621 296
G LDf 17.717 19.542 289
R
0 * ~
U NON=LDf 19.472 22,313 424
P .
TOTAL SAMPLE 20,070 23.198 1038
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TABLE 4-23

MAXIMUM SENTENCE INFORMATION FREQUENCIES
TOTAL SAMPLE

Maximum Sentence Cumulative
Value Rage Frequency Percent Percent
2 to 5 years 177 17.05% 17.05%
6 to 10 years 326 31.41% 48.46%
11 to 15 years 120 11.56% 60.02%
16 to 20 years 203 19.56% 79.58%
21 to 25 years 41 3.95% 83.53%
26 to 30 years 49 4.72% 88.25%
31 to 35 years 14 1.35% 89.60%
36 to 40 years : 22 2.11% 91.71%
41 to 45 years 6 .58% 92 .29%
46 to 50 years 4 .39% 92.68%
51 to 55 years 1 .10% 92.77%
56 to 60 years 5 .49% 93.26%
61 to 65 years 0 0 93.26%
66 to 70 years 2 .19% 93,45%
71 to 75 years 0 0 93.45%
76 to 80 years 0 0 93.45%
81 to 85 years 1 .10% 93.55%
LIFE SENTENCE 67 6.46% 100.00%
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TABLE 4-24

PRIOR INSTITUTIONALIZATION
JUVENILE AND ADULT

Juvenile Adul+t
N Percent N Percent

R Caucasian 88 209 171 409
A
C
E Mlnority 132 22% 271 46%
S Male 201 24% 376 459%
E
X

Female 19 109 66 35%
S LA 50 13% 161 439
T
A
T PA 80 23% 132 38%
E

WA 90 309 149 50%
G LDf 56 19% 124 429
R
o .
U NON=LDf 84 209 163 399
P -
TOTAL SAMPLE 220 21% 442 43%

117



The differences between males and females Is especially dramatic at the
Juvenile level where 24% of the males who were convicted of an offense and
only 10% of the females served time in a juvenile institution. There do not
appear to be any notable group differences. |

In summary, much of the Information collected on the criminal and
Juvenile justice backgrounds of the Individuals In the sample may present a
somewhat blased picture of the population of Interest. In cases where such
a bias exlsts, however, It leads In every instance to an underestimate
rather than an over~-estimate of the figures. This Is due to the lack of In=
formation In the Institutional records. In general, the indication s that,
of the total sahple, at least 23% of the Inmates had some record of Juvenile
offenses and over 48% were répor+ed to have been convicted of one or more
prior adult offenses., Of these individuals, 21% were committed to an insti-
stitution as a juvenile and 43% had previously served time In an adult In=-
stitution. A ﬁajorlfy of inﬁa+es In the sample (68%) have been convicted of

violent offenses and over 6% are serving |Ife sentences.

Jest Resultfs

The ablility and disability variables which were dlscussed in Chapter

Il were assessed by means of both standardized and informal testing pro-

cedures., The insfruments which were utilized were the tests of Adul+t+ Basic

Education, the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale--Revised, the Mann=Sulter

Learning Disabilities Screening Tests, and an Adaptive Behavior Checklist.

Each of these was discussed In depth In the previous chapter. In this sec-

tion, the results of these tests are presented and discussed.
The Tests of Adult Basic Education

The TABE (Level M, Form 4) were administered to the subjects in order
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to determine the a;ademrc achievement levels of these Individuals. The TABE
were also used to Identify the learning deficient inmates in the sample. As
was stated earller, all Inm$+es who scoired at or beiow the fifth grade level
on one or more of the subtests of the TABE were defined as learning defi=-
clent. These indiv!duals were then screened further fo try to identify the
nature of this deficiency. Although repeated attempts were made to test all
the Inmates In the sample, the Instituticnal limitations discussed ear|ier
made this Impossible. A total of 765 inmates were given the TABE., The re-
sults of these tests are presented In TABLE 4-25 and TABLE 4-26 by race,
sex, state, and group.

As can be seen from an Inspection of thest tables, the average grade
levels of the sample on the TABE subtests range froﬁ a low of 6.5 to a high
of 7.6. The overall mean (total test score) represents a grade level equiv=-
alent of 6.7. When this Information s compared to the Information on the
highest grade completed (TABLE 4-13), [t can be seen that the Inmates in the
sample, In general, are functioning an average of more than three years
below grade level. When one looks at this comparison separately for the
learning deficlent and the non-=learning deficlent Inmates in the sample,
however, It is clear that the former group accounts for most of this dif=-
ference. The Inmates who were identified as learning deficlent are func-
tioning an average of almost flve years below their highest grade completed
In overall academic achievement. In contrast, the non-learning deficient
group are only an average of two years below grade level.

In addition to the obvious dIfferences between these two groups, It is
also evldent that there are differences in academic achievement by ethnic

background and by state. Slight sex differences are also found but the mag-
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TABLE 4-25

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL PLACEMENT

Caucaslian . 8.5 7.4 7.6 7.9
R N = 316 N = 315 N =312 N = 309 N = 309 N = 307
A
C 6.8 7.0 6.6 5.9 5.7 7,0
E Minority N = 444 N = 443 N = 445 N = 428 N = 421 N = 419
Male 7.0 7.5 6.9 6.5 6.2 7.1
S N = 582 N = 582 N = 581 N = 564 N = 562 N = 560
E
X Female 7.4 7.9 7.1 6.8 7.2 8.5
N =178 N= 176 N =176 N =173 N = 168 N = 166
LA 6.6 7.0 6.6 6.0 6.0 7.0
= S N = 283 N = 283 N = 282 N = 279 N =278 N = 278
o T
A PA 7.3 7.7 7.0 6,6 6.5 7.3
T N = 299 N = 298 N = 300 N = 284 N = 277 N = 276
E
WA 7.8 7.7 7.0 6.6 6.5 7.3
N =178 N= 177 N =175 N =174 N =175 N= 172
G LDf 5.6 5.4 5.5 4.5 5.0 4,5
R N = 319 N = 319 N = 319 N = 319 N = 319 N = 319
0
u NON-LDF 8.5 9,2 7.9 7.8 8.4 9,0
P N = 447 N = 447 N = 447 N = 447 N = 447 N = 447
TOTAL SAMPLE 7.2 7.6 7.0 6.6 6.5 7.3
N = 760 N = 758 N = 757 N = 737 N = 730 N = 726
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TESTS OF ADULT BASIC EDUCATION--TOTALS

TABLE 4-26

Reading Total Math Total Total
R
A Caucasion 8.1 7.4 7.3
C N = 317 N = 312 = 318
E
Minority 6.7 6.7 6.5
N = 445 N = 446 = 447
Male 7.1 6.7 -}
S N = 584 N = 582 = 587
E
X
Female 7.6 6.9 7.0
N= 178 N = 176 = 178
LA 6.6 6.4 6.3
) N = 283 N = 282, N = 283
T
A
T PA 7.3 6.4 6.3
E N = 300 N = 301 N = 303
WA 8.1 7.3 7.3
N = 179 N =175 N = 179
LDf 5.4 5.1 4.7
G N = 319 N = 319 N = 319
R
0
U NON=-LD¥ 9,2 7.9 8.2
P N = 447 N = 447 N = 447
TOTAL SAMPLE 7.2 6.7 6.7
N = 762 N = 758 N = 765
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nitude of these does not appear to be very notable except on the last two
subtests.

An examlnation of the TABE results by ethnic backgroundAreveals that
the Caucaslian subjects In the sample are achlieving a minimum of about one
grade level above the subjects In the other ethnic groups. This finding Is
consistent with national figures which Indicate that, on a standardized
achievement test, white secondary school students performed about one stan=
dard devliation above black students In both reading and math (Dearman &
Plisko, 1981).

The regional differences which are evident in TABLES 4-25 and 4-26 are
also consistent with natioral data. |t has been found that the academic
achlevement levels In the South are generally lower than those in the North=-
east and Northwes+t, It also should be noted that there may be an interac-
tion between region and race.

A total of 319 of the 765 subjects who were given the Tests of Adult
Baslc Education were found to be functlioning at the fiffh.grade level or
below on one or more of the six subtests. This figure indicates that about
42% of the sample are learning deficient, according to the operational defi-
nition of learning deficlencies utillzed In this study. Further screening
was done on these Individuals to try to determine the nature of the defi-
ciency. One of the possible explainers of low academic functioning which
was Investligated was overall Intellectual functioning.

The Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale=—Revised
The WAIS-R was used to assess the general abilities of the inmates In

the sample. It also served the purpose of Identifying the possibly mentally
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retarded Inmates. The results of this test are summarized In TABLE 4-27.
Again, Institutional and other factors made [t impossible to administer this
test to all of the Inmates In the sample, although all realistic attempts
were made to do so., A total of 756 Inmates were glven the WAIS-R, an
individua! Intelligence test which takes approximately an hour and a half to
administer. The test Is discussed In Chapter Ill.

An inspection of the information in TABLE 4~27 shows that the average
full scale intelligence quotient for the sample is approximately 86, with a
standard deviation of 12, Jn general, this means that the sample, as a
whole, scored almost one standard deviation below the national average for
this test (X = 100, s = 16). |t Is c]ear that there are substantial differ=-
ences In the scores on the WAIS-R by race, by state, and by group. The data
for the two ethnic groups Indicate that the Caucasians In the sample scored
an average of ten points higher on the total test (Full Scale 1Q) than did
the subjects from minority groups; This finding Is consistent with the
findings of the Psychological Corporation, the publishers of the revised
WAIS (Herman, 1982). In norming the test nationally, It was found that the
Caucasian subjects had an average Full Scale 1Q of 101.4 while the black
members of the norming group averaged 86.8. The standard deviations for
these two groups were 14,7 and 12.9 respectively.

The state differences which were found In this study are also supported
by ndrmlng data. In general, the South, as a region, scored |lower on the
WA1S-R than did the Northeast and the Northwest. The average amount of the
differences was almost four points In Full Scale 1Q scores. As In the case

of the results of the Tests of Adult Basic Education, there is most |ikely

an Interaction between ethnic background and region which contributes to the
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WECHSLER ADULT INTELLIGENCE SCALE--REVISED

TABLE 4-27

Verbal 19Q Performance 1Q Full Scale 1Q
Caucasian X =90.8 X = 95,7 X =092.2
R N = 307 s = 13,8 s = 13,8 s = 13,8
A
c
E Minority X =82.3 X = 84.6 X =82.1
N = 451 s = 9,5 s = 10.6 s = 9.3
Male X% = 85,7 X = 89.4 % = 86.3
S N = 588 s = 12.4 s = 13,2 s = 12.5
E
X
Female X = 85.9 X = 88.0 X = 85.9
N = 170 s = 11.4 s = 13.0 s = 12.0
LA X = 85.5 X = 84.9 x = 81.8
S N = 316 s = 9,9 s = 11.6 s =9,9
T
A
T PA X = 86.8 X =89.3 X = 86.9
E N = 247 s = 12.3 s = 13.4 s = 12.7
WA X =91.4 X = 095.6 X =92.5
N = 195 s = 12.8 s = 12.6 s = 12.4
LDf X =77.6 X = 81.0 %X =77.8
G N = 256 s = 6,6 s = 9,6 s =70
R
0
U NON=LDf X =91,5 X = 94.6 ¥ = 92,1
P N = 379 s = 12.8 s = 13.3 s = 12.9
X = 85.7 X = 89.1 X = 86,2
TOTAL SAMPLE s = 12.2 s = 13,2 s = 12,4
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magnitude of these differences, both natlonally and In this study.

An Inspection of the Information presented In TABLE 4-27 for the learn=-
Ing deficlient and the non-learning defliclient inmates In the sample shows
that fhe.laffer performed about 14 points above the former on the total
test. Thls represents a difference of almost one standard deviation., I+ Is
also Interesting to note that the standard deviation for the learning defi-
clent Inmates (7.0) Is substantially lower than that for the non-learning
deflcient subjects (12.9), Indicating that there is considerably less vari-
abill+y In the scores of the learning deficlent inmates. Additionally, the
overall mean for this group (77.8) Is less than four points above the cut=
off which was used to Identify those subjects who may be mentally retarded
(less than 75),

It must be kept in mind In Interpreting the results of the WAIS-R that
the test does not purport to measure "innate ability" exclusively, although
this Is one component. A great deal of what the test measures iIs related to
educational and cultural background, and scores are not to be viewed as
static. The assumption Is that, given the opportunity to Increase one's ex-
periential horizons, one can, in fact, Improve scores on the WAIS-R. There-
fore, the results of this test should be considered in conjunction with the
other Information gathered In this study, especially the scores on the TABE,
which indicate that the inmates in the sample, in general, are academically
depresséd. The correlations between Full Scaie |IQ and achievement test
scores are high (.64 for reading; .61 for math), which is a further indica
tion that the WAIS=R scores are, to a great extent, a reflection of academic
level,

TABLE 4-28 presents a graph of the WAIS-R subtest scores by race, sex,
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TABLE 4-28
GRAPH OF WAIS=R SUBTEST SCORES BY GRCUP
Yerbal Scale

Scaled Score

20~
19-
18-
17-
16—
15=
14-
13-
1=
10~

9- e . . . Non-LDf
8- .___,_——"'"“‘-.___‘7 . . Total Sample

7=
B= A e . LDf

1= l I | | | 1
~ Infor- Digit Vocabu= Arith=  Compre- Similar=
mation Span lary metic hension ities

Performance Scale

Scaled Score

20~

19=

18-

17=

16=

15=

14=

13= -

11=

10=

Q= ] v . — NON=LDF
8- — ToTal Sample

6- T Lpf

1= I | | 1 |
Plcture Plcture Block ObJect Digit
Completion Arrange. Design- Assembly  Symbol
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state, and group. All of these scores represent age-normed scaled scores.
The national mean for each subtest is 10, with a score range from zero to
twenty.

The Information which was presented numerically In TABLE 4-27 Iis
presented graphically In TABLES 4-29 to 4-33. In each of these tables, the
percentage of the sample who scored In particular score Intervals Is plotted
agalnst the normal expectations for the WAIS-R, based on the national norm-
Ing sample. This Information [s presented separately by race, sex, state,
and group. TABLE 4-33 furnishes the comparison for the total sample. The
actual percentages which these points represent are gliven for each subgroup
in TABLE 4-34 (Verbal 1Q), TABLE 4-35 (Performance 1Q), and TABLE 4-36 (Full
Scale 1Q).

Comparisons between project and recorded test results. In an attempt
to check the rellability of the standardlized tests which were used in this
research, some comparisons were made between the TABE and the WAIS=R results
of achlevement and intelligence tests which were obtained from the Institu-
tional records. This was done by computing correlations. coefficients be-
tween the varicus palirs of‘scores. The results of this analysis are sum-
marized In TABLE 4~37. |t can be seen from an inspectfion of the Information

presented In this table that the correlations between project results and

‘recorded data are quite substantial. It Is clear that the WAIS-R Is a bet-

ter predictor of academic achlevement than the Revised Beta. Correiation
for the WAIS=R range between .61 and .71 while the same correlations for the
Revised beta have a range from .49 to .62. It has been established (Mack,
1970) that the Revised Beta, although it Is highly correlated with the WAIS

(before the revision) provides a consistent overestimate of WAIS scores.
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WAIS=R 1Q DISTRIBUTIONS PLOTTED ON NORMAL DISTRIBUTION BY RACE

Caucasian

Verbal 10Q
4

60~
55=
50=
45~
40~
35=
30-

Performance 10

60-
55-
50-
45-
40~
35=
30~
25=
20-
15=
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TABLE 4-29

Vefba] ]6
60=-

Minority

Performance |Q

60-
55-
50~
45-
40~
35-
30-
25-
20~
15=
10-

S

Qe

I

d

;ull Scale 1Q

60-
55~
50=
45=
40-
35=
30=
25=
20-
15=
10=

S

0=

1

.




TABLE 4~30
WAIS=R 1Q DISTRIBUTIONS PLOTTED ON NORMAL DISTRIBUTION (BY SEX)

Males Females
Verbal [Q , Verbal 1Q
% %
60- 60-
55= 55~
50- 50~
45- 45~
40- 40~
35= 35-
30= 30=
25=- 25-
20- 20-
15= 15=
10~ 10~
5= 5
Q= I T | ] Q=
Performance 1Q Performance [Q
60- : ’ 60=
55= 55=.
50= 50-
45~ 45~
40= 40~
35= 35=
30= 30=-
25= 25=-
20~ 20~
15- 15-
10= 10~
5= 5=
Q= Q=
Full Scale 1Q Full Scale 1Q
% %
60~ 60-
55w 55=
50- 50-
45= 45~
40- 40~
35= 35=
30- 30-
25= 25=-
20~ 20-
15~ 15=
10= 10=-
5= 5=
Q= 1 1 1 I Q0=
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TABLE 4-31

WAIS-R 1Q DISTRIBUTIONS PLOTTED ON NORMAL DiSTRIBUTION (BY STATE)

Louisiana
;erbal 10 Performance IQ
60~= 60~
55= 55=
50 50-
45~ 45~
40~ 40~
35= 35=
30~ 30-
25= 25=
20=- 20~
15= 15=-
10~ 10~
. 5- 5-
Q= ] ] ] Q-
Pennsylvania
;erbal 1Q Performance 1Q
60- 60=
55- . 55=
50- 50=-
45- 45~
40~ ' 40~
35= 35=
30= 30~
25=- 25=
20~ 20~
15= ‘ 15~
10= 10=-
Se= ; 5=
Q= ] ] ] ] Q=
Washington
;erbal 19 Performance [Q
60~ 60-
55= 55=
50~ 50=-
45~ 45~
40- 40~
35= 35=
30- 30-
25~ 25=
20- 20~
15= 15~
10= 10=-
5= 5=
Q= Q=
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TABLE 4~31 (Continued)

Louisiana
;uli Scale 10

60~
55=
50~
45~
40-
35-
30~
25~
20~
15=

10~

5—
- 1 11

Pennsylvania

Full Scale 1Q
%

60~
55~
50~
45~
40~
35-
30~
25~
20~
15=

Washington
Full Scale 1Q

60~
55~
50~
45~
40~
35-
30~

131



TABLE 4~32

WAIS=R 1Q DISTRIBUTIONS_PLOTTED ON NORMAL DISTRIBUTION (BY GROUP)

Learning Deficient

Verbal [Q
%

60=
55=
50~
45-
40-
35=
30-
25=
20~
15=
10-

-

0=

Performance 1Q
60=-

50=
45-
40~
35~
30~
25-
20~
15=
10-

S

Q=

;ull Scale 10

60~
55=
50~
45-
40~
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" 30~

Non—-Learning Deficient
Verbal 1Q
%
60=-
55=
50=-
45=-
40-
55=

25=
20~
15=
10-
5=

Qo= -

Performance [Q

60-
55
50
45-
40~
35-
30-
25=
20-
15=

;ull Scale 1Q

60-
55=
50-
45=
40~
35=
30~
25=
20~
15=-
10~

Se

Q=
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TABLE 4=33
WAIS-R DISTRIBUTIONS PLOTTED ON NORMAL DISTRIBUTION (TOTAL SAMPLE)
%erba! Scale 1Q

60~
55=
50~
45-
40~
35-
30-
25-
20~
15=
10-

B=

0=

Performance 1Q

60~
55=-
50=
45-
40~
35=
30~
25=
20~
15-
10-

S

Q=

Full Scale 1Q
%

60~
55-
50~
45=
40~
35-
30~
25~
20-
15-
10~
S
0=
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TABLE 4-34

PERCENTAGES FOR WAIS-R INTERVALS
VERBAL 1Q

Below Above
70 70-79 80~89 90-109 110-119 120-129 130

Normal 2.2 6.7 16.1 50.0 16.1 -~ 6.7 2.2
Distribution

Caucasian 2.3 22.5° 26.4 38.1 6.2 4.6 0
Minority 4,7 41.0 33.0 20.3 .9 2 0
Males 3.9 33.6 30.7 26.1 3.4 2.2 0
Females 2.9 32.9 28.8 32.4 1.8 1.2 0 '
LA 6.3 46.5 28.8 17.1 1.0 3 0
PA 3.2 28.7 34.4 27.1 4.5 2.0 0
WA 0 18.1 27.5 45.1 4.7 4,7 0
LDf 7.5 62 .7 23 5 6.3 0 0 0
Non=-LDf .3 15.3 31.5 44 .2 4.7 4.0 0
Total 3.5 33.6 30.4 27.6 3.1 2.0 0
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I TABLE 4=-35
' PERCENTAGES FOR WAIS=R [INTERVALS
’ PERFORMANCE 10Q
1
Below Above
l 70 70-79 80-89 90-109 110-119 120-129 130
_ Normal 2.2 6.7 16.1 50.0 16.1 6.7 2.2
I Distribution
l Caucasian 1.6 12 .1 17.9 52 .1 12.4 2.9 o7
| I Minority 6.0‘ 29,5 33.0 24,5 1.8 0 0
I Males 3.9 22.5 25.9 40.1 6.0 1.4 o3
. Females 5.9 22 .4 30.6 33.5 6.5 1.2 0
‘ LA | 7.3 29.8 29.4 31.0 1.9 NS O.
i
PA 2.4 22.7 32.0 33.6 7.3 2.0 0
i
WA 0 18.1 27.5 45.1 4.7 1.2 .8
I LDf 2.1 10.3 16.4 57.4 11.3 2.6 0
l Non-LDf 10.2 10.0 24,1 52.7‘ 9.5 2.4 5
l Total 4.4 22 .4 26.9 38.7 6.1 1.3 o3
1
: l 135
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TABLE 4-36

PERCENTAGES FOR WAIS-R [INTERVALS

FULL SCALE 1Q

Below Above
70  70-79  80-89 90~109 110~119 120-129 130
Normal 2.2 6.7 16,1  50.0 16.1 6.7 2.2
Distribution
Caucaslian 5.4 39.9 40.8  18.5 T 2 o3
Minority 4.7 41.0 33.0 20.3 .9 2 0
Males 3.6 31.4 32.4  28.0 2.6 1.9 .2
Females 4.7 27.6 35.9  27.1 3.5 1.2 0
LA ‘6,3 40.8 33,9  18.4 .3 3 0
PA 2.0 31.2 35.2  25.1 4.1 2.0 .4
WA 2.1 13.0 29.5  46.6 5.2 1.0 0
LDf 7.8 60.0 26.7 5.5 0 0 0
Non-LDf o3 11.9 35.7  43.6 4.8 3.4 3
Total 3.7 30.6 33.3  27.8 2.8 1.7 o
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TABLE 4-37
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN‘IQ AND ACHIEVEMENT
(PROJECT AND RECORDS)

Revlsed TABE TABE Other “Other
Beta Reading = Math Reading Math
WAIS=R .70 .64 .61 .68 .71
Revised
Beta .54 .49 .55 .62
TABE :
Reading .76 .72 .59
TABE
Math .54 67
Other
Readling 71
Note: All correlations are significant at the .001 level
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This was the finding In the study as well, as the information summarized in
TABLE 4-38 Indicates.

The TABE and the WAIS-R were used to identify those inmates in the
sample who either had Indications of learning deficiencies or of mental re=-
tardation. These Individuals were then scheduied for further screening with
el ther the Mann=Suiter Learning Disabilities Screening Tests or the Adaptive
Behavior Checklist. TABLE 4-39 summarizes this Information. Chl Square
tests for significance were performed to determine whether there were sta-
tistically significant differences by race, sex, or state. It should be
noted that the percentages gliven for learning deficliencies represent percen-
tages of those individuals In a given category who took the TABE and the
percentages glven for mental retardation represent percentages of those who
were administered the WAIS-R. [+ can be seen from an Inspection of the In-
formation In this table that there are significant differences In the inci-
dence of learning deficlencies In all three categories and In indications of
mental retardation both by race and by state.

The direction of each of these differences Is again consistent with
national dlfferences by race and by region. Some possible explanations of
these differences are discussed in the final chapter of this report. Suf-
fice It to say at this point that the Issue of Instrument bias needs to be
Investigated for both the TABE and the WAIS-R before solid conclusions can
be drawn about the significance of these differences.,

The Mann-Suiter Learning Disabilitles Screening Tests

Certain subtests of the Mann-Suiter Learning Disabilities Screening

’Tesfs were administered to those Inmates In the sample who were Idenfi}Ied

as learning deficient on the basis of their scores on the TABE. As was the
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TABLE 4-38

COMPARISON OF WAIS-R FULL SCALE iQ SCORES

WITH REVISED BETA SCORES

WAIS-R Revised Beta
-Mean N Mean N
R Caucaslan 92.2 307 97.0 318
A
Cc
E Minority 82.1 449 86.8 422
Male 86.3 586 91.2 652
S
E
X Female 85.9 170 90.9 88
S LA 81.8 315 85.0 216
T
A
T PA 86.9 247 89,0 255
E
WA 92.5 193 98.2 269
G
R . LDf 77 .8 256 82.0 200
0
U
P NON=LDf 92.1 379 97.5 296
TOTAL SAMPLE 86.2 756 91.2 740
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TABLE 4~39

INDICATIONS OF LEARNING DEFICIENCIES AND MENTAL RETARDATION

Learning Defliclencles Mental Retardation
N g % N g %%
R Caucasian 83 26 27 9
A
C
E Minority 222 54 82 20
2 2
Chl Square Test X = 55,37 (p = .000) X =15.84 ( p = .000)
for Race 1 1
Male 209 44 85 15
S
E
X emale 47 . 30 26 15
: 2 v 2
Chl Square Test X =837 (p = .004) X = .020 (p = .888)
for Sex 1 1
S LA 127 48 75 24
T
A
T PA 89 42 29 12
E ;
WA 40 25 7 4
2 2
Chl Square Test X =22.,56 (p = .000) X  =41.31 (p = .000)
for State 2 ) 2

* Percent of those In a given category who took the TABE

*¥* Percent of those In a given category who took the WAIS=R
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case with the TABE and the WAIS-R, not all eligible Inmates were avallable
for testing for one reason or another. A total of 237 of those who scored
at or below the fifth grade level on one or more TABE subtests were given
the Mann=3Suiter. The results of these screening tests are summarized In
TABLE 4-40.

I+ Is Important to note that the scoring criteria which were used In
identifying those inmates with potential problems on the subtests of the
Mann-Suiter were based on recommendations for children. Even so, It can be
seen that 82% of those tested showed evidence of problems In one or more of

the subtests. The areas In which the most errors were made were the Visual

- Motor Test, Visual Closure, Auditory Discrimination, and Auditory Closure.

Caution must be taken In Interpreting the results of these tests and it must
be kept In mind that they were designed for screening rather than dlagnostic
purposes. All that can be accurately stated is that they provide an
indication that problems may exlst anﬁ tThat dliagnostic process would be
appropriate to determine the speciflic nature and extent of these problems.
Keeping these cautions in mind, it can be said that there is evidence
to Indicate that as many as 25% of those inmates who were administered the
Tests of Adult Baslc Education have some symptoms of a specific learning
disablility. TABLE 4-41 and TABLE 4-42 summarize these results from a
slightly different perspective. The first of these presents the numbers
and percentages of Individuals, by race, sex, and state, who, based on the
Mann=Sulter subtest scores, showed indications of elther visual or auditory
problems. These figures represent those inmates who had problems on one or
more of the visual subtests or on one or more of the auditory subtests. The

percentages are based on the total number of individuals In a given category
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TABLE 4-40

MANN-SUITER LEARNING DISABILITIES SCREENING TEST

Problems No Problems
Test N % N ‘ 4
Visual Motor 101 42 .62 136 57.38
Visual
Discrimination 2 .84 235 99.15
Visual Closure
Part A 8 2.39 228 96.61
Visual Closure
Part B Level 1 15 6.40 220 93,63
Visual Closure
Part B'Level 2 26 11.9 209 88.93
Visual Closure
Part B Level 3 44 18.75 191 81.27
Visual Closure ‘
Part B Level 4 62 26,39 173 73.62
Visual Memory 35 14,83 201 85.17
Auditory
Discrimination 20 8,53 215 91.49
Part A
Auditory
Discrimination 77 32 .63 159 T 38
Part+ B
Auditory Closure 135 57.68 99 42 .31
Auditory Memory 38 16.08 198 83.99
Any One or
More Tests 192 81,70 43 18.30
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l’ TABLE 4-41
3 l INDICATIONS OF VISUAL AND AUDITORY DEFICITS
l Visual Aud!tory
N 3 N 7
' R Caucasian 24 40 36 59
A N = 61
C
B B
Minority 69 41 125 75
' N = 169
T 2 2
r Chi Square Test X =0 (p=1.00) X =4,66 (p= .031)
I for Race 1 1
l Male 72 43 123 74
, N = 168
- E
. X Female 12 41 20 69
N =29
' 2 2
Chi Square Test X =0 (p=1.00) ° X = ,089 (p= ,766)
‘ for Sex - 1 1
" LA 54 54 79 81
S N = 100
i -
A
| T PA 16 23 44 62
l E N = 71
f ‘ WA 14 50 20 71
N =28 ‘
| l 2 2
Ch1 Square Test X =16.57 (p = .000) X =7.92 (p=.,000)
( I for State 2 v 2
Note: Not all subjects completed all subtests
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TABLE 4~42

INDICATIONS OF SPECIFIC SKILL DEFICITS = MANN-SUITER

Discrimination Closure Memory
Skills Skllls Skills
N % N % N %
Caucaslan 23 38 17 28 24 39
R N = 61
A
C
E Minority 63 38 51 30 38 23
N = 169

Chi Square Test

2 2 2
X =0 (p=1.00) X =,011 ( p=.92) X

=5.64 (p=.02)

for Race 1 1 1
Male 62 37 54 32 45 27
N = 168

S

E .

X Female 14 48 7 24 10 35
N =29

Chi Square Test
for Sex

2 2 2
X =,912 (p=.34) X =.414 (p=.52) X

=,420 (p=.52)

m—~>-—-4w

41 42 39 39 27 27
19 27 14 20 15 21
16 57 8 29 13 46

Chl Square TestT
for State

2

2 2 2
X~ =8.70 (p=.01) X" =6.77 (p=.03) X" =6.43 (p=.04)
2 2

Note: Not all subjJects completed all subtests
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who were administered the Mann-Suiter Learning Disabllities Screening Tests.
A Chl Square Test of Significance Is reported for each classlflication (race,
sex, and state).

An examination of the tests for significant dlfferences Indicates that,
In the visual area, there are no race or sex dlfferences, but there are sig=-
nificant state differences. In the area of auditory skills, significant
differences are seen both for race and for state, with a substantially
larger percentage of the minority group subjects and a larger percentage of
the Inmates from Loulsiana showing evidence of auditory problems. In all
fairness, [t is felt that at least some of these differences are at=-
fributable to dialectic variations, since the tests draw heavily on standard
English.

The information in TABLE 4-42 presents the results of the Mann-Suiter
Learning DisabilIties Screening Tests by specific skill areas, These fig=-
ures represent combinaflqns of the auditory and visual discrimination fests,
the audltory and visual closure tests, and the auditory and visual memory
tests. The only significant race differences which were found were in the
area of memory skills. It Is felt that these dlfferences are largely due to
differences In learned language skills. There were no significant sex dif-
ferences found in any of these three areas but there were clear differences
among the states. One possible explanation of these state differences re-
lates to the differential ethnic breakdowns of the sample In the three
states. |t has already been suggested that there may be some indication of
racial blas in the TABE. Since the administration of the Mann-Sulter was
based on TABE results, It is |ikely that the process used to identify the-

learning deficlient Inmates was somewhat more accurate for the Caucasian sub-
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Jects than for the minority subjects. This Issue Is discussed In greater
defall in Chapter V. In general, great care should be taken 1In inter-
preting these resuits. The Mann-Suiter Tests are screening rather than
dlagnostic tests and, at best, one can only say that they provide Indica-
tlons of the need for further and more Intensive testing in the area of
specific learning disabilitles among prison Inmates.

The Adaptive Behavior Checklist

The results of the Adaptive Behavior Checklist (a modification ofwfhe
AAMD Adaptive Behavior Scale-—Institutional Version) are present in TABLE 4-
43 and TABLE 4-44. As was stated earlier, this checklist was primarily used
to address the Issue of adaptive behavior as a component of mental re%arda—
tion. |t was gliven to those inmates in the Sample who recelved a WAIS=R
Full Scale 1Q below 75. Of the eligible subjects, a total of 77 were Inter-
viewed to ascertain thelr adaptive skills. A structured Interview was used
In an effort to control for sources of error due to the lack of Infe}ra*er
rellabllity. |In addition, initlal ratings were recorded by two separate
raters simultaneously. It was found that the Impressions of the two raters
were elther identical or were within one point in either direction on the
rating scale. A detalled discussion of the Adaptive Behavior Check!list can
be found in Chapter |l and a copy of the Checklist is included in the
Appendix.

It can be seen from an examination of TABLE 4-43 that the only skill
area In which severe problems were observed was that of writing skills.
Clearly this relates to the problems in the area of academic achlevement as
measured by the TABE. In all, only 16 Individuals had an aggregate score on

the checkl|ist of 14 or more, which was the cutoff point used to - determine
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TABLE 4-43
ADAPT IVE BEHAVIOR CHECKL IST RESULTS = TOTAL SAMPLE

Ttem No to MITd to

No Mild Mild Severs Severe

Problems Problems Problems Problems Problems
Independent N = 56 N=19 N=29 N=2 N=20
Functioning 73% 13% 129 39 0%
Physical N =69 N=7 N=1 N=20 N=20
Development 90% 9% 1% 0% 0%
Writing N =26 N=19 N =14 N=7 N=10
Skills 34% 25% 18% 9% 13%
Verbal N =52 N =20 N=5 N=0 N=20
Skills 67% 26% 6% 0% 0%
Sel f= N = 47 N= 18 N= 11 N=1 N=20
Direction 614 23% 14% 1% 0%
Respons |- N =48 N=19 N=29 N=1 N=20
bility 62% 25% 12% 19 0%
Socializa=- N = 46 N =20 N=29 N=2 N=20
tion Skills 60% 26% ) 12% 39 0%
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ADAPTIVE BEHAVIOR CHECKL IST RESULTS

TABLE 4-44

TOTAL SCORE

Cumulative

chre Frequency Percent Percent
7 16 21.05 21.05

8 11 14,47 35.53

9 8 10.53 46.05
10 10 13.16 59.23%
11 7 9.21 68.42
12 6 7.89 76.32
13 2 2.63 78.95
14 4 5.26 84,21
16 1 1.32 85.53
17 2 2,63 88.16
19 3 3.95 92.11
20 2 2.63 94.74
21 2 2.63 97.37
23 1 1.32 98.68
25 i 1.32 100.00
TOTAL 76 100.00 100.00
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clear adaptive behavior deficits. TABLE 4-44 presents the frequencies of
scores, A score cf seven Indlicates that the Individual did ho+ appear to
have any problems In the areas assessed and a score of 35 would indlcate
severe problems In all seven areas.
Relationships Among the Variables
As was stated eérller, the questions of relationships among the
variables were addressed by means of multiple regression techniques. Al-
Though the original list of possible predictor variables was quite exten—
sive, Inconsistent reporting procedures and lack of avallable Information
caused this list to be pared considerably. For example, much of the Infor=-
mation on particlpation In acédemlc and vocational education programs was
slmbly not avaliable In most institutions. Other predictors, such as the
primary language spoken In the home and the number of siblings, were only
used to provide descriptive data. As was noted previously, a number of
multiple level variables were also collapsed Into dichotomous categories.
In the flnal analysis, the following variables were used as independent
variables In the multiple regression analyses:
1. Demographic and Background Variables
a. Age (contlinuous)
b. Ethnic background (dichotomous)
c. Sex (dichotomous)
de Primary source of Income prior to Incarceration (dIchotomous)
e. lIncidence of physical problems (dichotomous)
" f. Family background (dichotomous)
g. Chlldhood problems (dichotomors)

h. Highest grade completed (continuous)
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2., Criminal Justice Variables
a. Number of offenses (continuous)
b. Type of offenses (continuous)
C. Maximum sentence (continuous)
d. Prior Institutionalization (dIchotomous)
A total of twelve (12) multiple reg}esslon analyses were performed.
The first four of these were done using the demographic and background vari-
ables as predictors of both academic achievement and intelligence. Two

analyses were performed for the entire sample and two additional analyses

were done separating the learning deficient and the non-learning deficient

Inmates In the sample. It shpuld be noted that all analyses which were done
. for the learning deficient and the non-learning deficient inmates utillized
the total TABE score as the dependent variable. WAIS=R scores were not used
because of the problems which would have arisen due to range restriction.
The range of scores for the former group wés from a Full Scale 1Q of 62 to
106, whereas the range for the latter group was from 67 to 135, Because of
this, It was felt that any significance found would have been very difficult
to explain.

The same four analyses described above were then performed using the
criminal Justice variables as the predictors, and the final set of analyses
used the best predictors from these two groups of variables In four overall
regression analyses. The primary reason that this step by step process was
used to ldentify the most powerful predictors relates to the maln goal of
multiple regression analysis which Is to select, from a pool of variables,
the best combination of predlcfors avallable. With samples as large as this

one, almost any predictors can be statistically significant, although they
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may not be very highly correlated with the dependent variable and may add
virtually nothing to the power of the equation. [+ was felt that by exam—
Ining sub-groups of potentlal predictors first, the best predictors from
each subset could be more clearly identified. All regression analyses were
done through the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) Regres-
sion program (Nle, Hull, Jénkins, Steinbrenner, & Bent, 1975). SPSS step-
wise Inclusion procedures were used.

The first multiple regression anaiysis was used to identify the nature
of the relationships between the demographic and background variables |isted
earl|ler and academic achlevement level, as measured by the Tests of Adult
Basic Educatlon. The results of this analysis are summarized in TABLE 4-45.
It can readily.be seen from an examination of this table that both the high=
est grade completed and ethnic background were found to be significant pre-
dictors of achlevement at the .001 level of significance. The variable,
highest grade compieted, which entered the equation in step 1 of the analy-
sis, accounted for about 12% of the variance In academic achievement Ieve|
(RZ = ,12357) and the ethnic background of the Inmate accounted for an addi-
+ional 10% (RZ change = ,10228)., The combination of these ftwo variables can
be used to explaln almost 23% of the variance In the total TABE scores. |+
Is also clear that these two variables are the only significant predictors
in the analysis. The addition of the other flve variables (none of which

were significant even at the .05 level) only increases the RZ by a total of

~ .00593, or about cne-half of one percent.

The second multiple regression analysis was performed using these same
independent variablies to predict the WAIS=R Full Scale 1Q. The results of

this analysis are presented In TABLE 4-46. Once again, It can be seen that

151




TABLE 4-45

SUMMARY TABLE - MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS

DEPENDENT VARIABLE - TOTAL TABE SCORE

Independent F to Multiple RZ

Step  Vartable Enter R R2 Change

1 Highest Grade 97.986%* 35152 12357 .12357
Comp | eted

2 Ethnic 91.687%* .47523 22584 .10228
Background

3 Physical 3.534 47934 22977 .00393
Probiems

4 Source of 1.108 -48063 23100 .00123
Income

5 Sex 392 .48108 23144 .00044

6 Childhood .166 .48127 23162 .00018
Problems

7 Age 137 .48143 23178 .00015

Note: F=levei of tolerance level was Insufficient for the variable family

background to be entered into the regression analysis.

¥% significant at the .001 level
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TABLE 4-46

SUMMARY TABLE = MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS

DEPENDENT VARIABLE - FULL SCALE 1Q

Independent Multiple RE
Step  Variable F R RZ Change
1 Ethnic 125.066%% .39196 .15363 .15363
Background
2 Highest Grade 93,078%* 50447 25449 .10086
Comp |l eted
3 Age 49 ,547%% 55194 .30464 05015
4 Family 17 .426%* .56733 32187 .01723
Background
5 Sex 9.825% 57572 33145 .00959
6 Physicai 705 57632 33214 .00069
Problems
7 Childhood .449 57670 33258 .00044
Problems
8 Source of «335 .57698 33291 .00033
Income
** signiflcant at the .001 level
¥ significant at the .05 level
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the best predictors were ethnic background and highest grade completed.
These two variables combined accounted for about 25% of the variance In IQ

(R2 = ,25449). In this analysis, however, three additional variables were

found to be significant, age and famlly background at the .001 level and sex.

at the .05 level. The age of the subject added 5% to the strength of the
prediction equation (RZ change = .05015)., Family background contributed
1.72% and the sex of the Individual Increased the RZ by about 1%. The com~
bination of all five of these variables can be used to explain 33% of the
varlance in full scale Intelligence quotient. It Is clear that the addition
of the other three variables adds little to the strength of the prediction
(RZ change = .00146).

One of the purposes of this research was to determine whether the na-
ture of the relatlionships between background characteristics and academic
achievement differed for the learning deficient and the non-learnirg defi=-
cient inmates in the sample. In order to address this question, separate
regression analyses were performed for these two groups. The dependent
variable was the total TABE score. Inmates were identified as learning
deficlent if they scored at or below the fifth grade level on any one or
combination of TABE subtests.

The results of these analyses are summarized In TABLE 4-47 and TABLE 4~
48. Although the highest grade completed was again significant in both of
these analyses, It Is clear that the nature of the relationships Is, in gen=
eral, quite different, The best predictor for the learning deficlient in-
mates was hlighest grade completed. If one looks at the RZ, however, it can
be seen that this variable only explains about 3% of the variance In

academic achlievement (RZ = ,03305). The addition of the only other statis-
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TABLE 4-47
SUMMARY TABLE = MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS
DEPENDENT VARIABLE = TOTAL TABE
LEARNING DEFICIENT

Independent Multiple RZ
Step Varlable F R RZ Change
1 Highest Grade 9.708% .18180 .03305 .03305
‘ Comp | eted
2 Physical 5.082% .22385 .05011 .01706
§ Problems
? 3 Ethnic 1.173 .23681 .05608 .00597
% Background
% Source of 1.877 24968 .06234 .00626
: Income ~ -
i 5 Sex 515 +25310 .06406 00172
§ 6 Childhood 227 25460 .06482 .00076
4 Problems
7 Age .181 25580 .06543 .00061
8 Faml Ly © .033 +25602 .06554 .00011
Background

* significant at the .05 level
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TABLE 4-48

SUMMARY TABLE - MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS

DEPENDENT VARIABLE = TOTAL TABE SCORE

NON-LEARNING DEFICIENT

Independent Multiple RZ

Step  Variable F R RZ Change

1 Ethnic 72 .209%* 38737 . 15006 . 15006
Background "

2 Highest Grade 52 ,353%% . 49671 +24995 .00323
Comp | eted

3 Sex 1.752 .49995 24995 .00323

4 Famlly 1.041 .50186 25186 .00192
Background

5 Source of .655 .50306 «25307 .00121
income

6 Chlldhood .629 .50422 25423 .00116
Problems

7 Age .400 .50495 25497 .00074

8 ~ Physlical 221 .50535 .25538 .00041
Problems

**% gignificant at the .001 level
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tically significant varliable, Incidence of physical problems, added less
than 2% to the strength of the prediction (R2 change = .01706).and, In gen-
eral, It Is evident that none of these variables contribute much in an at-
tempt to explain academic achievement {evel for this group (fotal RZ =
.06554),

When these results are contrasted with the results of the same analysis
for the non-learning deficient inmates, the differences are dramaflc.‘ The
total RZ for this equation Is .25538, Indicating that this combination of
variables can explain more than 25% of the variance In achlevement. Ethnic
background accounted for 15% of this variaﬁce and highest gréde comp | eted
explained an additional 10%. The other six variabies, none of which are
statistically significant, oniy Increased the RZ by .00866, less than 1%.
The Indication Is that, although these particular variables are useful in
explalning academic achievement for the non—learning deficient Inmates in
the sample, They do not contribute much to the explanation of achlevement
among Inmates with learning deficliencles.

The second major step In the multiple regression analysis was fb run
all four of the prevlous analyses using the criminal justice variables as
the predictors. The first of these analyses was designed to examine the
nature of the relationship between the criminal justice data for the entire
sample and the total scores on the TABE. The results of this analysis are
summarized In TABLE 4-49. Two of the predictors, type of offenses and maxi=
mum sentence, were found to be significant at the .05 level. It should be
noted, however, that the RZ assoclated with this analysis Is not par-
ticularly impressive (total RZ = .01630). In fact, the combination of these

four variables can only be used to explain less than 2% of the varliance In
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TABLE 4-49
SUMMARY TABLE - MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS
DEPENDENT VARIABLE - TOTAL TABE SCORE

Independent Multiple Re
Step  Variable F R . R2 Change
1 Type of 5.839% .08956 .00802 .00802
Offenses
} 2 Max I mum 5.125% 12257 .01502 .00700
Sentence
3 Number of .888 .12743 .01624 .00121
Offenses
4 Prior .04624 .12768 .01630 .00006
Institution

¥ significant at the .05 level
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academic achlevement. The two significant variables only account for about
1.5% of the varlance.

The second analysls in this group examined the relationship between
Full Scale |Q and the criminal justice variables. Again, an Inspection of
the results of this analysis In TABLE 4-50 shows that, although the maximum
sentence Is a statisticaily significant predictor of 1Q at the .001 level,
I+s contribution only accounts for about 4% of the varlance (RZ = .03797),
and the combination of all four variables does not increase the RZ by much
(total RZ = .03903). The statistical significance of these variables Is
most |ikely a function of The large sample slze.

The criminal Justice variables were then examlined to determine whether
the nature of the relationships was dlfferent for the learning deficient and
the non-learning deficient inmates. The results of these analyses are sum-
marized In TABLE 4-51 and TABLE 4-52. Again It can be seen that the results
of these analyses Indicate that the relationships differ between the two
groups. The analysis for learning deficlent Individuals Indicates that none
of the criminal justice variables were found to be significant at the .05
level., The only variable which was found to be significant in predicting
academic achievement for the non-learning deflcient Inmates In the sample
was the maximum sentence. It should be noted, however, that this variable
only accounted for about 1.5% of +the variance in the +total TABE scores.
In general, none of the criminal justice variables appear 1o be very useful
as predictors of elther WAIS=R or TABE scores. In light of the fact that
the maximum sentence was found to be statistically significant in three of
the four analyses (even though It did not contribute a great deal to the RZ)

It was Included In the overall analyses.

159




TABLE 4-50

SUMMARY TABLE = MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS

DEPENDENT VARIABLE = FULL SCALE 1Q

Independent Multiple R<

Step  Varlable F R R2 Change

1 Max I mum 28.178%%* .19485 03797 .03797
Sentence

2 Number of .554 .19676 .03871 .00075
Offenses :

3 Type of 147 .19726 .03891 .00020
Offenses :

4 Prior .090 .19757 .03903 .00012
Institution

*¥* significant at the .001 level
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TABLE 4~51
SUMMARY TABLE - MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS
DEPENDENT VARIABLE - TOTAL TABE SCORE
LEARNING DEFICIENT

E Independent ‘ Multiple RE
Step  Varlable F* R R2 Change
1 Number of ,353 .03445 .00119 .00119
Offenses
2 Type of .129 .04025 .00162 00043
Offenses
| 3 Prior .040 04191 00176 .00014
5 Institution
Maximum .022 .04280 .00183 .00008
Sentence .

* no significance found
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TABLE 4-52
SUMMARY TABLE = MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS
DEPENDENT VARIABLE -~ TOTAL TABE SCORE
NON-LEARNING DEFICIENT

Independent Multiple RZ
Step  Varlable F R R2 Change
1 Max I mum 6.206% .12024 01446 .01446
Sentence ‘
2 Number of 2.723 .14415 .02078 .20632
Offenses
3 Type of 1.081 15620 .02329 .00251
Offenses
4 Prior ‘ 727 .15803 .02497 .00169
institution

* no significance found
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The final set of regression analyses was performed using the variables
which were found to be statistically significant from the first two sets of
analyses. These variables were the following: Highest grade completed;
Ethnic background; incidence of physical problems; Maximum sentence; Sex,
and Age. Agaln, four analyses were done., The first of these Invésfigafed
the relationship between the variablies |Isted above and the Tof%l TABE
scores of the Indlividuals In the sample. The results of this analysis are
presented In TABLE 4-53. It Is clear from this table that the only
variables which are statistically significant are the highest grade
completed and the ethnic background of the Inmate. These two variables ac-
count for a total of 22.5% of the variance In academic achievement, as
measured by the Tests of Adult Basic Education. The addition of the other
five variables adds less than 1% to the explanatory power of the equation.
This finding should not be surprising since, in attempting to predict
academic achlevement from each of the subsets of I[ndependent variables,
ethnic background and highest grade completed confr{bufed far more than did
the maxImum sentence Information.

TABLE 4-54 summarizes the results of the multiple regression analyslis
which was performed to try to determine the relatlonship of these Indepen-
dent variables to the WAIS-R Full Scale 1Q. In this analysis, six of the
seven varlables were found fto be significant, flve at the .001 level of sig-
nificance and one at the .05 level. The only varlable which was not found
to be significant was the Incidence of physical problems. Thls could have
been anticlipated since the only equation In which this particular variable
was signiflicant was_fhe equation In which the total TABE score was being

examined for the learning defliclent inmates In the sample. The combination
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TABLE 4-53

SUMMARY TABLE - MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS

DEPENDENT VARIABLE - TOTAL TABE SCORE

Independent Multiple RZ

Step Varfable F R RZ Change

1 Highest Grade 98 ,559%% .35376 .12514 .12514
Comp | eted

2 Ethnic 88.751%* 47448 22513 .09999
Background

3 Physical 3.814 .47897 22941 .00428
Prob| ems

4 Max imum 2.233 48157 23191 .00250
Sentence

5 Sex 792 .48249 23280 - .00089

6 Age .015 .48251 .23282 .00002

**® significant at the .001 level
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TABLE 4~54

SUMMARY TABLE =~ MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS

DEPENDENT YARIABLE = FULL SCALE 1Q

Independent Multiple RZ

Step  Variable F R R2 Change

1 Ethnic 123 ,877%% .39184 .15354 .15354
Background

2 Highest Grade 92,263%* .50438 25440 .10087
Compl eted

3 Age 48,424 %% 55127 .30390 .04950

4 Famlly 16.939%* .56641 .32082 01692
Background

5 Max1mum 15.010%% 57923 .33551 .01469
Sentence

6 Sex 8.820% .58655 34404 .0853

.7 ~ Physical .796 58721 +34481 .00077

Problems

¥*% gignificant at the .001 level

* significant at the .05 level
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of the other six variables Is seen to account for 34% of the variance In
Full Scale 1Q. It should‘be noted, however, that most of'This variance
(30%) Is again explalned by the combination of ethnic background and highest
grade comple?gd.

An examination of the Information presented In TABLE 4-55 (learning
deficient inmates) and TABLE 4-56 (non-learning deficlent Inmates) Indicates
that, once again, the relationships among these varlables for the two grodps
differ Qreafly. Clearly, the best predictor of academic achievement for the
learning deficient group Is the highest grade completed. In fact, this
varlable was found to be the only significant predictor. In sbife of Its
statistical signficance, however, this variabie only accéunfs for less than
59 of the variance In the fofaI'TABE scores for this group, and, overall,
the combination of these seven variables can only be used to explain about
8% of this varlance. )

The Information which is summarized in TABLE 4-56; on the other hand,
Indicates that this combination of variables accounts for over 24% of the
variance In total TABE scores for the non=learning deficient inmates In the
sample. The two statistically significant variables, Ethnic Background and
Highest Grade Completed, explain 23% of the variance [n academic achleve-
ment. |t Is difficult to conjecture why these differences exist so consis=
tently between these two groups. The {ndication is that this particular set
of varlables, including all those Investigated In prior analyses, have |Iit-
tle relationship to academic achievement levels for the learning deficient

Inmates In the sample.
There are several possibie statistical issues which could help to ex=

plain these findings. Of those Investigated, however, none appear to have
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TABLE 4-55

SUMMARY TABLE - MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS

DEPENDENT VARIABLE - TOTAL TABE SCORE

LEARNING DEFICIENT

Independent F to Multiple RZ

Step  Variable Enter R RZ Change

1 Highest Grade 11,730%% .21893 .04793 .04793
Comp | eted

2 Physical 3.763 25125 .06313 .01520
Problems

3 Age 1.622 26393 .06 966 .00653

4 Ethnic .912 .27080 .07333 .00367
Background

5 Sex .889 27734 07692 .00358

6 Family 528 28116 .07905 00213
Background

7 Max Imum .057 28157 .07928 .00023 -
Sentence

¥% significant at the .001 level

¥ signiflicant at the .05 level

167




TABLE 4-56

SUMMARY TABLE = MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS

DEPENDENT VARIABLE - TOTAL TABE SCORE

NON=-LEARNING DEFICIENT

Independent F to Multiple RZ

Step  Variable Enter R RZ Change

1 Ethnic 54 ,213%% «36851 .13580 .13580
Background

2 Highest Grade 43.,099%% .48168 23202 .09622
Comp|leted

3 Max Imum 3.655 .49002 24011 .00810
Sentence

4 . Physlcal 1.654 49373 24377 .00366
Probiems

5 Sex .671 .49524 24526 .00149

6 Family 557 .49648 24649 .00123
Background

Note: F-level or toleraiice level was Insufficient for the variable age to

*%¥ significant at the .001 level

¥ significant at the .05 level
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had a noticeable effect on these analyses. The problem of range restriction
was discussed briefly eariier In this chapter. When a sample is cut up Into
groups, based on scores on a given criterion variable, what can occur Is

that the range of scores becomes more [imited for one group than for the

" other. This was found to be the case with the WAIS-R. In the case of the

TABE, however, group identification was based on scores on one or more sub=-
tests, rather than the total score, thus leading to more potential vari-
abllity In the total score ranges for the learning deficient group. In or-
der 1o check for the possibility of range restriction, the ranges of scores
were visual ly Inspected for both the learning deficient and the non-learning
deficient inmates In the sample. It was found that the range for the former
group was from 12 to 270, a clear Indication that the Issue of range re-
striction was not Impacting on these analyses.

Another statlistical consideration which could have an effect on the
results of the multiple regression analyses s the possible Impact of out-
Ilers In the dependent varlables. |In general, however, the large sample
sizes In these analyses wouid minimize any such effect. A final statistical
issue which was investigated was the possible Influence of samples which are
not very heterogeneous with respect to one or more of the Independent vari-
ables. It has already been mentioned that the ethnic breakdown of the
learning deficient inmates was notably different from that of the non-learn-
Ing deficlient subjects. In order to ascertaln whether the ethnic breakdown
was related to the lack of significance for this variable In the regression
analyses for the learning deficient inmates, the split for this group was
Investigated to see to what extent it iimited the possible correlation be-

tween race and achievement. It was found that, in fact, the effect of this
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breakdown was Insignificant and, therefore, this statistical consideration
was also eliminated In attempts to explain the differeﬁces In the relation-
ships for these two groups. |

In summary, none of the possible statistical explanations were found to
be appropriate In explaining jhe differing nature of the relationships for
the learning deficient and the non-learning deficlent inmates In the sample.
In the absence of other Information it Is not possibie, within the con-
straints of this ressarch study, to accurately state what is accounting for
these ¢indings.
ummary

The Issues ralsed and the research questions which followed and which
were stated In Chapter [Il are presented again here. The results of the
analyses are presented In summary as they relate to these questions.

1. Is there any Indication of systematic bias Introduced as a result of %he
voluntary nature of thls research?

While there was no substantial difference between the participants on
the basis of ethnic group, there was a slight bias In both Intelligence test
scores and math achievement levels. In both of these cases the non=partici=
pants scored slightly lower than the participants. The indications are,
therefore, that If the results of the anaiyses are biased In any direction
they are producing conslistent underestimates of the learning deficient and
mentally retarded Inmates in the population of interest.

2. What Is the nature of the sample In terms of background and demographic
characteristics?

In general, It can be stated, that the Individuals In +he sample have

come from culturally and educationally deprived backgrounds. The majority
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of the Indlviduals have no consistent work history, have not completed high
school nor have they had any formal vocatlonal Tralnfng. The average age of
the sample Is thirty and Is lower than the average age of the general popu-
lation. Ethnic minority groups make up a majority of the sample and the
indications a}e that these groups are disproportionately represented in the
prison population. There was a high incldence of unstable family background
and childhood problems Including drug and alcohol abuse. The criminal jus-
tice histories of the sample }ndtcafe that many of them have been convicted
of previous offenses either at the Juvenile or at the adult level. The
median sentence for the sample Is twelve years and It was found that ébou+

60% were serving sentences of flfteen years or less.

3. What percent of the sample Is learning deficient and how does this com-
pére to the genera! populztion?

It was found that 42% of the sample were funct!oning at or below the
fifth grade level on the TABE. Since the fifth grade level Is generally
considered to be the determiner of functional literacy It can be sald that
almost half of the sample do not have the |lteracy skills required to func-
tlon effectively In society. While there are no relliable national figure
avalilable with which to compare this Information, it is beileved to be sub-
stanially higher than one might expect to find in the general popuiation.

4. What is the distrlbution of Intelligence among the target population and
to what extent does It compare to that of the norming sample of the
WA1S=R?

The average Full Scale 1Q Score for the sample was 86 which ié 14
points, or almost one standard deviation, below the national mean. Approxi-

mately 15% of the sample scored below a Full Scale 1Q of 75 on the WAIS-R.
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A score of 75 is generally considered to be the cut~off for identifying In—
dividuais who are mentally retarded. The Adaptive Behavior Check!list, which
was administered to corroborate evidence of retardation, was glven to 77
SubJecTs. 0f these, 21% showed evidence of deflcits In adaptive behavior
skills, above and beyond those deficits in the areas which were assuméd by
virtue of thelr incarceratlion. There are dramatic differences In IQ scores
between the ethnic groups and among the states. The most notable dif-
ferences, however, are between the learning deficient group (X = 78) and the
non~learning deficlent group (X = 92). This gives further Incidence to
support the contentlon that any measure of ability Is Influenced by a wide
variety of cultural and other background factors including academic
achlevement. These data support national norming fligures for the WAIS-R
which suggest that a minority group members score consistently lower than
Caucasians and that individuals from the South consistently score lower than
the North-East and North=West.

_5. What Is the distribution of speciflc types of learning deflciencies in
the aduli offender population and how does this compare fto the distri-
bution In the general population?

A very small percentage (2%) of the sample can be considered learning

deficient due to lack of access to formal education. There Is evidence to

Indicate that as many as 25% of the Individuals In the sample have some
symptoms of a learning disability. This Is substantially higher than the 3%
in the general population. In the learning deficlent subjects the incidence
of learning disabilities rises to 82%. |In general there were more problems
indicated In the auditory than the visual modality. An accurate assessment

of mental retardation was not possible due to the lack of an appropriate
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adaptive behavior instrument. Indications are, however, that there may be a
substantlally higher percentage of moderately retarded Indlvfduals in the
prison population than In the general population. While the Information
avallable on physical Impalrments was Incomplete at best, there were some

Indlcations of a disproportionately high Incidence of sensory and neuro-

logical problems.

6. What Is the nature of the relationship between certain background and
demographic varlables and academlc achievement l|evels among Incarcerated
adults?

The two best predictors of academic achievement for the total sample
were the highest grade completed and ethnic group. The combination of these
two varlables account for more than 22% of the variance In total TABE
Scores.

7. What Is the nature of the .relationship between certain background and
demographic characteristics and intelligence levels among Incarcerated
adults?

There were five variables at the .001 level and one at the .05 level
which were found fto be statistically significant predictors of Full Scale 1Q
Scores for the total sample. Once agaln ethnic background and the highest
grade completed accounted for most of the variance (25%). In addition, the
variables of age, famlly background, maximum sentence and the sex of the
Individual contributed significantly to this relationship. The combination
of these six variables can be used to explaln a total of 34% of the variance

in Full Scale I1Q.
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8. What Is the nature of the relationship between background and demograph~
Ic varlables and the Incldence of learning deficienclies among the adult
of fender population?

When the relatlionships are examined separately for the learning and
nen-learning deficient Inmates In the sample, It was found that, although
the nature of the relationships remained the same for the non-learning
deficient, It changed dramatically for the learning deficient. The 6nly
variable which was found to be significant for this group was the highest
grade completed, however, this variable only accounted for 5% of the
variance in the total TABE Scores. The differences in the relationships
between the two groups are difficult to explain. I+ can only be suggested
that the apparent cultural bias of the TABE may have explained the fact that
ethnic background was found to be a gﬁod predictor for the non-learning de-
ficient group but was not found to be helpful in explaining differences in

achievement for the learning deficlent.
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, POLICY, AND RESEARCH RECOMMENDATIONS

In order to address the questions posed In the study with regard to the
nature and prevalence of learning deficlencies among adult inmates, a sample
of Inmates was drawn from three institutions In edch of the states of
Louisiana, Pennsylvania, and Washington. In each state two of the institu-
tlons selected were male and one was female. Each Inmate selected and who
then volunteered to participate In the project was administered the Tests of
Adult Basic Education (TABE) to determine thelr levels of academic achieve-
ment. |f an inmate scored at or below the fifth grade level on any subtest,
it was determined that some learning deflciency was present. Those I[nmates
who were-tdenfified as learning deficlent were given the Mann-Sulter
Learniﬁg DisabllItles Screening Tests to assess the Incldence of dis-
abllitles In visual and auditory closure, memory, and discrimination. Each
inmate was also administered the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale-Revised
(WAIS-R) In an attempt fto determine ability levels. Subjects scoring below
a Full Scale IQ of 75 on the WAIS=R were given an Adaptive Behavior
Checklist in an attempt to address the Issue of adaptive behavior as a com-
ponent of mental retardation. The Checkll!st was based on Part | of the
American Assoclation on Mental Deficlency's Adaptive Behavlor Scale=Institu-
tTlonal Version. |Information was also gathered during testing sesslions and
from Institutional records on selected demographic, criminal justice, family
and educational background variables.

This final chapter Is a summary of the study's findings as they relate
to the demographic, background, achievement, and ability variables and thelr
relationships to learning deficienclies., Conclusions, based on these find=-
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Ings, are presented as are pollicy recommendations with regard to the diag-
nosis and freatment of learning deficlencles In adult inmate populations.

Recommendations for further research are also made.

Summary
Demographic and Background Variables

Age. The age range of the sample was from 15 years to 65 years with
the average age being 30 years. This compares to a median age of 30 years
In the nationai population.

Sex. Sex differences In the sampie by age, ethnic group and region
were comparable to national norms.

Ethnic group. Caucasians made up 42% of the sample and 58% came from
minority groups. The largest ethnic group In the sample was Afro—-American
(55%). It should be noted that In the general population Caucasians make up
83%. The sample showed scme differences by state with Pennsylvania and
Loulsiana having 70% from minority groups while cnly 30% of the Washlngton
sample came from minority groups. |

Language. This was not considered to be an Important factor as 93% of
the sample came from homes where English was the primary |anguage spoken.

Employment. When conﬁldertng the primary source of income prior to In=
carceration, records indicated that almost 50% of the sample elther never
had been employed or had held occasiona! jobs. Of the balance, 84% were
elther laborers or semi-skilled. Only a iittle over 8% were considered to
have held skilled or professlional jobsf

Physical problems. While the Information avallable in the prior re=-
cords on specific physical problems Is both sketchy and unrellable, It Is
Important to note that, In those areas reported, sensory problems and a
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combination of problems including these were the highest categories.
Family Background Variables

Family situation. Almost 70% of those inmates for whom Information Is
avallable come from unstable childhood home environments.

Incidence of childhood problems. Accurate information on this, as well
as on the death of parents or number of siblings was difficult to acdulre.
Many of the formal records do not address these questions. [t Is considered
ImpOﬁTanf, however, to note that in 50% of the sample some type of childhood
problem was reported. This Is probably an underestimate of the true Inci-
dence, The most frequent problem reported was drug abuse (19%) or a combin-
ation of problems Including drug and alcohol abuse.

Educational Background Variabjes

Highest grade compieted. The mean grade level completed by the Inmates
in The sample was tenth grade. There were no noticeable differences among
the states but there was a high level of variability. Six percent of the
sample reported that they never went beyond elementary school while 13% re~
ported some kind ofﬁﬁosf secondary education. This latter figure Includes
post secondary educational experience while Incarcerated,

Prior special school placement. While 50% of the sample had no infor-
mation in their records regarding placement in special school programs it Is
noted that, of those for whom records are available, 16% had been placed in
special school programs In eiementary school and 20% in secondary schooi. A
relatively high percentage of the sample identified as learning deficient in
the study had been previously Identlfied as such. For those previously
identified and for whom Information was available, 4% had been dlagnosed as

learning disabled, 14% as socially and emotionaliy disturbed, and 82% In
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other categoried areas Including mentally retarded and/or brain damaged.

[+ Is Important to note that the lack of avallability of educational
information led to descriptive rather than reiational analyses,
Criminal Justice Varlables

- Prior adjudication as deiinquent. Self report of prior adjudication as

a delinquent while a juvenile (43%) was notably Iowef than the Incidence re-
ported In the offlclal Institutional record (60%). It Is suggested that the
latter figure Is more reiliable.

Iypes of offenses. The evidence of violent crime Is high (68%) among
the sample and It would appear that the ‘level of violence tends to increase
as the Inmate gets older and his or her contact with the criminal justice

system contlinues.

Number of offenses and length of sentence. Inmates are currently serv-

Ing sentences for an average of two offenses (S = 1,3). The Information.

available on prior offenses Is unrellable because of the Inconsistent re-
porting and coding of the data. The medlan sentence belng served Is 12
years. The maxImum sentence for 60% of the sample Is less than 15 years;
31% have between 15 and 40 years while 6% are serving |ife sentences.

Prior Institutionalization. For the total sample 21% of the Inmates
for whom juvenile offenses were reported spent time in a juvenile Institu-
t+ion. This figure increases to about 43% for adult offenses. A higher per-
cent of minority groups and a higher percentage of males had been institu=
tionallzed for prior offenses. The difference between males (24%) and fe-
males (10%) Is especially dramatic at the juvenile level.

Jest Results
Academic achlievement. The average grade level equivalent for inmates
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who were administered the TABE was 6.7. This Is more than 3 years below the
average highest grade reported for the sample. The differencé between the
grade equivalent scores for the learning deficlent (X = 4.,7) and the non-
learning deficient (X = 8.2) Is notable. There are also clear Indications
of ethnic and state differences In the area of academic achlevement.

A significant finding was that 42% of this sample scored at or below
the fifth grade level on one or more of the subtests on the TABE and were
therefore considered to be learning deficient.

Abllity levels. The average Full Scale 1Q for the sample to whom the
WAIS-R was administered was 86 (S = 12). The Verbal IQ was 86 (S = 12),
slightly lower than the Performance [Q of 89 (S = 13). In general, the
sample scored almost one standard deviation below national norms on the
WAIS=R. There are clear Indications of ethnic and state dlfferences which
are consistent with national findings. Dramatic differences (14 points or
one standard deviation) exist between the learning deficient and the non-
learning deficient Inmates In the sample, These differences may reflect the
confounding of abillty and achievement. There is singularly less variabil=-
Ity In the scores of the learning deficlent subjects In the sample,

s evels. The Mann-Sulter Learning Disabilities Screening
Tests, administered to the Inmates scoring at or below the fifth grade level
on one or more subtests of the TABE, Indicated that 82% of those tested had
problems In one or more of the areas assessed. Most errors were committed
on those tests screening for problems In the areas of visual memory, visual
closure, auditory closure and auditory discrimination. In general, the evi-
dence indicated more problems in the auditory modality than In the visual

modal [ty and more problems in both audlifory and visual discrimination than
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in either closure or memory.

The Adaptive Behavior Checklist, adapted from Par+>l of the AAMD Adap-
tlve Behavior Scale and given to those Inmates scoring below the Full Scale
1Q of 75 on the WAIS=R, Indicated that 21% scored more than 14, which was
Judged to indicate problems of adaptive behavior. |t should be noted that
the Checklist did not address the problem of maladaptive behavior which Is
covered In Part |l of the AAMD--Adaptive Behavior Scale.

Relatlionships

Separate regression analyses were run for background and demographic
and criminal justice variables using, In turn, the total TABE scores, WAIS-R
scores and the TABE-learning deficlent and TABE-non-learning deficient
scores as the dependent varlables. The best predictors among'fhe background
demographic and criminal justice variables were then run again, using total
TABE, WAIS-R, TABE learning deficlent and TABE non-learning deflicient
scores.

When the regression analyses using background and demographic variables
with total TABE scores were run, two variables were significant at the .001
level. These were the highest grade completed and ethnic background. To-
gether they accounted for 23% of the variance.

When the WAIS-R Full Scale 1Q scores replaced the TABE as the dependent
variable In the regression analyslis, ethnic background and highest grade
completed were significant at the .001 level as were age and family back-
ground. Sex was significant at the ,05 level. The combination of all five
varfables accounted for 33% of the varlance.

The TABE scores for the learning deficient subjects were run with the

background and demographic variables. In this regression analysis, the
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highest grade completed and incidence of physical problems reported were
significant at the .05 level but together they only accounted for 5% of the
varlance,

The same analysis using the TABE scores for the non-learning deficlient
sub jects Indicated that ethnic background and highest grade completed were
significant at the .001 level and, when combined, accounted for 25% of the
varlance.

The same four regression analyses were run using the criminal justice
variables. When run using the fotal TABE scores as the dependent variable,
type of offense and maximum sentence were signlficant at the .05 level but,
when combined, only accounted for less than 2% of the variance. When run
using the WAIS-R scores as the dependent vaflable, only maximum sentence was
significant at the .001 level and accounted for 4% of the varlance. It
should be noted here that statistical significance was probably due, in
part, to the large sample size and, as seen, has |ittle effect In explaining
any varlance.

No signiflicance was found In the regression analyses using criminal
Justlice varlables with the TABE scores for the learning deficient. With the
non-learning deficient sample, however, maximum sentence was significant at
the .05 level but again only accounted for less than 2% of the variance.

When The best predictors from the demographic and background variables
and criminal justice variables were run In the regression analysis with the
TABE scores for the total sample, the highest grade completed and ethnic
background were both significant at the .001 level and had a combined
variance of 22%. The same predictors run agalnst WAIS-R scores indlcated

that ethnic background, highest grade completed, age, family background and
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maxImum sentence were all significant at the .001 level and sex was signifi=
cant at the .05 level. The combination of all these significant variables
accounted for 34% of the variance In total TABE scores.

The overall regression analyses which were done separately for the
learning deficlent and the non-learning deficient Inmates again Indicated
differing relaTIonsﬁips among the variables for these two groups. The only
significant predictor of academic achievement for the learning defliclent
group was the highest grade completed. For the non-learning deficient
group, both ethnlc background and the highest grade completed were slgﬁlfl-
cant |T was clear that a great deal more of the variance in fotal TABE

. score can be explained by this set of variables for the non-learning defi-

cient Iinmates In the sample.

Conclusions
Based upon the results of fh]s research project the following conclu~
sions are drawn:

1. The average age of Inmates In the state prisons utlilized in the study
Is lower than the medlan age of the general adult population.

2. Language Is not consldered as a significant problem in the states sam-
pled and there Is no difference between the learning deficlient and non=-
learning deficlient groups on this variable.

3. MInorities are disproporiionately represented in the sample as a whole
but particularly in the learning deficient members of the sample (73%)
when compared to the non=learning deficlient (45%).

4. A substantial number of prisoners have a poor and/or Inconsistent em-
ployment history. This, when combined with the educational data on In-
mates, Impiles that It is difficult not to conclude that a relationship
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exlsts between educational background, employment, and crime regardless
of whether or hof one Is learning deficlent,

While there are ﬁroblems In collecting accurate and consistent data,
there appears fo be an unusually high proportion of inmates who report

having sensory or neurological problems.

More than two=thirds of prisoners In state prisons come from unstable
home environments. The learning deficlent inmate tends to come from
unstable circumstances more often than the non=learning deflcient.
Difficulties caused by such unstable conditlons have been compounded by
octher childhood problems with one-half of the sample reporting such
problems. Drug and combined drug and alcohol abuse, are the most fre-
quentiy repor%ed problem areas. This high Incidence of childhood prob-
lems Is probably substantially under—reported.

While Information on Inmates' educafional histories prior to Incarcera-
t+ion was infrequently and Inconsistently reported, it was found that
the percentage of the Individuals the project identified as learrning
deficlent, who had been previously Identified as such, was noticeably
higher than that percentage for those Individuais that the project did
Identify as learning deficlient. |

A substantial number of Inmates~-at least 60%-~ had been adjudicated
delinquent as juveniles, The rate of those adjudicated was higher for
the learning deficlent (63%) than for the non-learning deficlent (56%).
As contact with the various aspects of the criminal justice systems In-
creases over time so does the violence of the crimes commltted. Learn—-
Ing deficlient inmates commit slightly more violent crimes than do the

non—-learning deficient.
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Males are Incarcerated more frequently than are females and minorities
more frequently than Caucasians.

Inmates In the sample score more than three years below +the highest
grade attended. Schoollng does not result In equivalent grade achieve-
ment. This Is especlally so for the learning deficlent Inmates who
scored, on the average, five years below the highegf grade completed
despite the fact that only 22 subjects (2.2% of the total sample) left
school at or before the end of the fifth grade. Given the fact that the
average grade level for the total sample is only 6.7 (based on the TABE
score}, there Is an Indication that, even of that group not defined as
learning deficient, clear academic deflclts exist. This Is parftic=
ularly true when one compares this to thelr years of exposure to formal
education.

Almost half of the sampis (42%) have some form of functional 1llfteracy
under the commonly accepted definition of the term. That is, this
learning deflcient group had a iotal average grade equivalent of 4.7 on
the TABE.

Iin spite of the fact that there were no differences by ethnic group,
sex, or state In the highest grade completed, there were noticeable
differences by state and ethnic group In the total TABE scores. While
these differences reflect the reported norms by region and ethnic
groups on the TABE and on other tests reported In the records, the
questlion remalins as to why these differences continue to exfsf. One
can only conjecture that achievement tests In general refiect a cul-
tural bias and/or that there are Inequities in the quality of education

In the communities from which minorities come. |+ Is also clear that
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14,

these barriers have not been overcome by the educational opportunities
offered within the prison systems.

The Issue of determining ability In an Individuai or a group Is fraught
with controversy and difficulty. The construct of Intelligence Is both
complex and fluid and Is Influenced, among other things, by education
and experlience. The results of the WAIS-R testing must be examined,
therefore, with great care and any conclusions stated In guarded terms.
Glven the Information collected on demographic, backgfound, educational
and criminal Justice variables It Is not surprising to discover that
the average Full Scale 1Q for the total sample !s depressed and Is, In
fact, almost one standard deviation below the national norms for the
WAlS=R. The regional and ethnic group differences reflect, as noted
earlier, the confounding factors involved in the determination and
measurement of ability variables. The particular Influence of the In-
sfffﬁflonal environment has a further depressing effect on these re-
sults. Observations by the cliniclans during the testing sessions In-
dicated that the WAIS-R results were producling consistent underesti-
mates of overall Intellectual functioning.

The dramatic differences In the WA|S~R scores between the learning
deficlent and the non-learning deficlent subjects in the sample give
further evidence to support the confounding involved in measuring
Intel lectual functloning. In addition to such factors as unstable
home, poor employment history, lack of educational opportunity and vo~
catlonal training and an unusually high incidence of possible learning
disabilItles, the academlic achievement levels for the learning defi-

client group, which place them in the functional IllIterate category,
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Impact even more on the WAIS-R scores. The correlations between
achievement levels and measures of Intelligence are consléfenfly high,
which further clouds an already murky Issue. Nevertheless, we must
conclude that Intellectual functioning, as deflned and measured by the
WAIS-R, Is substantially lower for this prison sample than it Is for
the general population.

The screening procedures of the Mann Sulter show that 25% of the total
sample have some [ndications of specific learning disablilities in the
areég of visual and auditfory skills. When one examines the Incidence
of possible disabillties In the learning deficient sample, this inci-
dence Jjumps to 82%. Even with the qualifications and cautions regard-
Ing the use of this screening Instrument expressed earlier, these find-
ings are startilng and dramatic. There were more problems indicated In
the auditory than in the visual modallty. These differences in the
area of auditory modallty, as well as in memory skills, may In part be
a reflection of the specific tasks which require the use of standard
Engl ish. ‘

When the subtests are grouped according to skill areas (discrimi-
nation, closure and memory), significant state differences are found in
all areas. Significant differences between ethnic groups are found In
memory skills. As was noted eariler, the TABE scores, used to identify
learning deficlencies, show an ethnic bias. Therefore, It Is difficult
to explain the state differences in discrimination, closure and memory
skills because of the confounding of the differential ethnic breakdown
In the respective states.

Although only a screening measure, the Mann-Suiter proved to be
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relatively accurate In identifying those subjects in the sampie who had
previously been dlagnosed as having learning problems. Of the Indi-
viduals lIdentifled as learning deficient, 33% had been placed In spe-
clal education programs at the elementary level and 39% at the secon-
dary level. In contrast, 5% and 7% respectively, of the non-learning
deficlent subjects had been placed In épecial programs. The conclusion
fol lows that, in spite of prior Identification, little has been done to
remediates those problems diagnosed. The implication Is that the sys=-
tems of education, both within the prisons and In the communities, may
fhemseives be deficlent in addressing the needs of these Individuals.

16.. There Is no accurate measure of adaptive behavior for an Incarcerated
population. Even the best avallable Instrument--the AAMD Behavior
Adaptive Behavlor Scale=-Is Inappropriate because of the heavy empha-
sis on anti-social behavior which would pre-determine the Identifica-
tlon of a prison population as maladaptive. The adaptation of this
Instrument which was used In the study, the Adaptive Behavior Check-
list, does not redress this lack and, consequently, all the findlngs
In This area are fentative In nature.

If the AAMD Adaptive Behavior Scale was used in Its entirety, all
those subjects scoring below a Full Scale score of 75 on the WAIS-R,
almost one-third of the sample, would have to be identifled as mentally
retarded. This, It is suggested, would be inaccurate. Since the Issue
of maladaptive behavior related to personallty disorders was not ad-
dressed In the derived CheckllIst, the incidence of mental retardation
was quite low (2%). This, too, Is Inaccurate. It must be concluded

that the true incldence of mental retardation 1In +this population Is
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somewhere between these two estimates. It should be noted also, that
in additlon to +hbse subjects Identified In this study as mentally re-
tarded, there exists another group of Iinmates who, on the basis of
prior dlagnosis, have been placed In other types of facilities.

Of the sample taking the TABE, 25% showed some Indication of specific
learning disabilities. This [s substantially higher than the 6% inci-
dence found In the normal population. This high Incidence Is, no
doubt, related to the combined effects of the demographic, background,
criminal Justice, educational, ability and achievement varlables dis-
cussed previously. |

The major theories of causallty which were discussed In Chapter |l were
supported by the findings of this study. The fact that minorities are
disproportionately represented Iin the sample as a whole, ana even more
so In the learning-deficlent group, gives support to the causal theory
of differential treatment. The school fallure theory Is also supported
by the substantial difference between the level of academic achievement
and the highest grade completed while the |ink between learning
disabillfties and juvenile dellnqﬁency Is also reinforced. The
conclusion to be drawn from this evidence must be that it may be the
Interactive effect of soclo-economic background, unstable childhoed

home, and the Inclidence of specific learning disabilit+ies that may be

the single most Important determiner of anti-social behavior which re=

sults In eventual contact with the criminal Justice system.
It is clear that +the most consistent predictor of both academic
achievement and Full Scale 1Q is the highest grade completed. This

should not be surprising in IIght of earller discussions regarding the
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confounding effects of educational and cultural background in assessing
abllity variables. [+ Is difflcult fo explaln the differences between
the relatlonships among the variables for the learning deficlent and
the non-learning deficlent groups In the sample. One can only
hypothesize that the apparent ethnic bias of the TABE, which was dls-
cussed earlier, may have Impacted on the fact that the variable of
ethnic background was found to be a good predictor for the non~learning
deficlient group but was not found to be helpful I[n explaining dif=
ferences In achievement for the learning deficlent Inmates.

The Intent of this study was to describe the nature and prevalence of
learning deficliencies among adult Inmates and to explore the interrela-
tionship to various demographic, background and criminal justice vari-
ables. The conclusions drawn and set out above related to this thrust.
I+ is difficult, however, to avoid seeing the general patterns which
exist In the prison population which lead tc a broader conclusion re=-
garding the characteristics of incarcerated Individuals. As a group,
more often than not, they are a deprived population., They come from
unstable famlly environments, have severe educational deficits, have
[1ttle or no vocational training, have not had steady employment, and
abuse drugs and alcohol. Many have been in contact with the criminal
Justice system since childhood and come from ethnic minorities. The
educational and treatment systems which currently exist on the street,
In schools and in the prisons have not, It would seem, made any sig-
nificent inroads in helping them overcome these barriers. Given the
problems facing the prison system (over—crowding, under—funding, under—

staffing and lack of appropriate fraining) It is hardly llkely that the
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beleaguered teachers and counselors can do much fo Improve the situa=

t+lon In the foreseeable future.

Policy and Research Recommendations
Based on the findings of this study, the following policy and research

recommendations are made for consideration by the National Institute of Jus~

tice and the U.S. Justice Department:

1.

The specific standards which apply to the +treatment and education of
prisoners In state and federal prisons should be amended to more fully
address the needs for adequate diagnosis and treatment of learning de-
ficiencies.

The level of sophistication of the professional +training of teachers
and counselors who work with incarcera%ed individuals should be
substantially Increased and Improved. The needs of this unique
population are more complex and must be addressed in such a peculiar
environment that traditional teacher and counselor fraining programs do
not give the special skills needed to work with a substantially
learning deficient population.

Educational programs in prison should be redesigned fo meet the pbaslic
educational needs of the vast majority of Inmates. These needs Include
Increased emphasis on functional |lteracy skills and vocational and so-
clal education in the most meaningful and practical sense. It is
recognized that these Initial recommendations require an Increased ex-
penditure for prison education. It is acknowledged, however,:that this
Is In complete contradiction to the real trends In almost all state
systems which are for reduced expenditures in the areas of education

and treatment. The truth of the matter is that federal, state and
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local politicians will not appropriate funds for such programs. It Is
equalfy true that the process of allenation of delfnquenfs and
prisoners Is Ineluctable unless meaningful changes occur In the number
of educational opportunities, the gquality of those offerings, and in
the Iraining and quallty of staff In those programs.

Specific screening procedures should be Initiated during Intake Into
the prison systems. This educational diagnosis should be sophisticated
and atfend particularly to sensory and neurological Impairments.

These screening procedures should be standardized nationwide and a com
mon system of reporting and keeping records be Implemented.

Speciflc and sophlsticated dlagnostic freatment programs should be
aval lable throughout the whole network of agenclies which deal with the
Jjuvenile delinquent.

Drug and alcohol abuse prevention and intervention programs should be
emphasized at the Juvenile level.

The public schools have a significant role to play In Intervening In
the viclous cycle which leads fto prison. They should be encouraged to
react more quickly to Identify and ireat the learning deficient stu-
dent,

The effectiveness of the juvenile Justice system needs to be addressed.
The findings of this study indicate, once more, that the longer an in=-
dividual is In contact with the criminal justice system, the more vio-
lent and hardened the criminal becomes. Institutions do, In fact,
appear to be "Schools for Crime." Dlagnosis and treatment at all
levels lack sophistication and until they Improve, rehabilitation will

continue to be a myth.
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11.

12.

13.

14.

It Is clear that there are substantial sex and ethnic Inequities In the
system. These Inequities should be examined in much more detail and
redressed.
The findings of this study underscore the recent recommendations from
three major committees for more gquitable, more gffective, and more
rigorous education at all levels across the nation. Such Improvements
are needed In the nation's prisons as well as In Its schools! |
There Is a contlnued need to examine the tests used In assessing popu-
lations such as the one studied In this proJect. The valldity of these
tests Is In doubt and, therefore, any interpretations are suspect,
glven the cultural bias of the Instrument, the influence of the prison
environment, and the procedures used In test administration. There Is
a particular need for a more appropriate adaptive behavior measure for
prison populations.
The value and ut!ility of Institutional records would be enhanced for
all, not least to the researcher, if there were a national, uniform and
centralized system In which data were consistently and reliably re~
ported.
Future research with this population should address the following 1Is-
sues:
a. the effect of instifutionalization on the intellectual functioning
of adult Inmates
b. the Interrelationships of auditory and visual skills on the abllity
and achlevement levels of adult Inmates
c. the prevalence and nature of sensory and neurological problems and

thelr Influence on the ability and achievement of this population
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f.

the background, demographic and education variables should be sys-
tematical ly addressed to determine +hélr relationship +o criminal
Justice vérlables

a cluster analysis of the data col lected should be done a a means
of ldenTTfylng subgroups of the sample with common patterns of
eharacferlgflcs

dlagnosis, as opposed to screening for a more accurate Identifi=
cation of specific learning disabilities should be undertaken

the development of approprlate instruments to assess academic
achievement, Intellectual functlioning and adaptive behavior In

an adult prison population should be undertaken.
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. . . i s Institute for Research and
Lehtgh UﬂlVGfSlty §'\rv J§§  Development in Education
poncad

524 Brodhead Avenue
Bethlehem, Pennsylvania 18015

telephone (215) 861-3249

Dear Participant:

You are one of eleven hundred participants, selected at random,
by the computer to take part in a national research study by Lehigh
University. The aim of the study is to determine the educational
needs of people in the nation's prisons so that programs to help
meet those needs can be designed. All participants in the research
project will be asked to take two tests:

* The Test of Adult Basic Education
* The Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale

' Some of the part1c1pants will be asked to take two additional
. tests:

* The Mann-Suiter Learning Dlsabllltles Screenlng Test
* The AAMD Adaptive Behavior Scale

Each person selected for the study will be given an identification
" number so that his or her identity will not be able to be associated
with the results of the tests by the prison staff. All information
gathered will be reported anonymously and confidentiality will be
guaranteed.

We regret that no money is available to pay you for participation’
'in this important national research project.

We thank you for your cooperation and ask you to sign the form
below.

Sincérely,

Dr. Raymond Bell
Director
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Permission Form for Participants

I agree to participate in the research project ‘described above
and give my permission for the use of the test results for research
purposes. I understand that no information gained from these tests
will be given in a way which can be associated with me nor will any
information be put on my record. -

(Participant's Name) . ~ Signed
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NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF JUSTICE RESEARCH REPORT

- Lehigh University
Bethlehem, PA

Adaptive Behavior Assessment Instrument
Description
The attached Adaptive Behavior Assessment lnstrument was designed for
use in Lehigh Unlversity's research project on the prevalence and nature of
learning deficiencies among inmates In state correctionai fﬁsflfufions In
the United States. The purpose of the Instrument is to corroborate the
results of the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale = Revised when there Is

evidence of possibie retardation. The skill areas assessed were taken from

the first part of the AAMD Adaptive Behavior Scale = Institutional Version.

1

Directions

The first page of the Instrument was designed for the use of examlners
who have not had consistent contact with the Individual being assessed. |+
conslsts of a structured Interview and a short task for the client to
perform. |f the examiner does not know the client, all questions should be
asked before compieting the checklist of skll]s on the second page of the
Instrument. |[f the examiner has dally or frequent contact with the client,
the Interview and task need not be conducted.

The second page of the Instrument consists of a checklist of seven
skill areas to be assessed. Before circling a number corresponding with a
given sklll area, the examiner should refer to the "Gulidelines and
Definitlions" on pages 3, 4, and 5 of the Instrument. Carefui attention

should be pald to the examples of the exireme ratings for each skil| area.
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Name

institution

Examiner

ADAPTIVE BEHAVIOR ASSESSMENT

lMERﬂEMUESﬂQN&

1.
2.
3.

10.
1.
12.

JASK

about anything you want.

Where were you |lving before you came to the Institution?
Were you living by yourself or with others?

Did you eat most of your meals at home or elsewhere?

DId you cook any meals yourself? ‘

Did you have a job?

What type of work did you do?

How did you get to work or other places you needed to go?
Have you ever been a member of a club or organization?

Do you enjoy taking part In group activities or sports?
Do you or did you ever have a driver's |Icense?

What do you enjoy doing in your free time?

When you are in a group, do you |like to be In charge?

Would you pleasekwrlfe a short letter or paragraph for me?

I+ can be

(1f more prompting Is needed, suggest a letter of

application for a job or a paragraph about something you enjoy doing.)
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Name

Institution

Examiner

ADAPTIVE BEHAVIOR ASSESSMENT

CHECKLIST OF SKILLS

Directions:

Indicate the extent to which the Individual appears to have

problems In each of the followlng areas by circling the appropriate number.

Refer to the "Guide!lnes and Definitions" on the foliowing pages for the

specifics of each area.

2,
3.
4,
5.

6.

Independent functioning
Physical development
Writing skills

Verbal skills
Self-dlfecflon
Responsibility

Sociallzatlon skifls

PROBLEMS INDICATED
NONE  MILD  SEVERE

1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
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ADAPTIVE BEHAVIOR ASSESSMENT
GUIDELINES AND DEFINITIONS -

1. Jlndependent Functioning includes basic self care skills such as eating

meals, cieanliness and personal hyglene, general appearance, and the abillity
to perform basic tasks. |t relates to the Individual's capaclity to care for
his or her own basic needs.
NO PROBLEMS: Implies that the Individual could live
Independently with no difficulty.
SEVERE PROBLEMS: Suggests that independent living would
be an Imposélb!ll+y.
2. Physical Development refers to the individual's sensory aculty, sense of
balance, ability to walk and run, manual dexterity, and general [imb func=-
tloning.
| NO PROBLEMS: Indicates that the Individual s well
coordinated and has no sensory or motor problems which
impede normal functioning.
SEVERE PROBLEMS: Suggests that the Individual Is so
physical ly handlcapped that [t Interferes with his or her
mobll Ity to the extent that assistance Is aiways or almost
always needed.
3. MWriting Skills assess an individual's ability to verbally express him or
herself in writing.
NO PROBLEMS: Indicates that he or she can write sensible
and understandable letters to someone.
SEVERE PROBLEMS: Reflect a total inabliiity to write or
print any words.
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4. VYerbal Skllls include the Individual's abiilty to articulate, to speak In
complete sentences, and to use descriptive words and phrases,
NO PROBLEMS: Suégesf that he or she can communicate ef-
fectively using complex sentences and acfion‘words.
SEVERE PROBLEMS: Indicate that the Individual Is non-
verbal or nearly non-verbal.
5. Self=Direction iIncludes an individual's ability to take Initiative, to
persevere In activities or tasks, and to effectively utiiize lelsure time.
NO PROBLEMS: Indicates that the Individual Is self-di-
rected when appropriate, has an attention span which is
sufficlent for normal functionling, and uses lelsure time
creatively.
SEVERE PROBLEMS: Suggests that the Individual Is not
capable of inltlating activitlies, attending to projects,
or planning leisure time activities,
6. Responsibility refers to an individual's degree of dependability and con-
sclentiousness. ‘
NO PROBLEMS: Indicates that the Individual Is rellable
and assumes responsibility when appropriate.
SEVERE PROBLEMS: Indlcates that the Individual Is totally
unreliable and never carrles out responsibility of any

kKind.
7. Soclallzation Skills Include cooperation, consideration, awareness of
others, and social maturity.
NO PROBLEMS: Suggests that the Individual Interacts
appropriately and freely with others and Is able to par-
ticipate easlly In group activities.
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SEVERE PROBLEMS: Indlcates that the individual Is
basically unable to respond to others In a soclally ac-

ceptable manner.
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Namnie

1.

2.

3.
4,

INTERVIEW FORM

Code # .. .

LangUage spoken ét home:
‘1. English 3
2. Spanish O
3. (other) O
Educational History g?ade/level ‘
Elementary -
Secondary E:
3

Post Secondary

Vocational Training ]

Other J

Certificates g]
(eg. BA, GED, etc.

Ever adjudicated delinquent Tes__. No

Ever in a juvenile institution Yes _ No__
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LEARNING DEFICIENCIES PROJECT
'DATA COLLECTION FORM

1. Today's date:

2. ID # Lenign [ ][]
3. Iast. # [:][:][:][:][:]’
b. Birth aste [J[0 /000700

5. Date of svmmary report or date of informetion:

A, DPERSONATL INFORMATION

1.

2,

Ethnic Background

Afro—Aﬁerican 1
Ceucasian 2
Hispanic-American

3
Mexican-American 4
Native American 5
Asian 6
Other , - T
Primary Language Spoken in Home (Psychologist answers)
English 1
Spanish 2

Other 3
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3.

L,

B.

Primary source of income prior to jacarceration (circle no more than 2)

a. Occupational Title:

P.R.

S.R.

1. Managerial & Profegsional
Specialty Occupations

2. Technical, Sales, & Ad.
Support Occupations

3. Service Occupetions

., Farming, Forestry & Fishing
Occupations

Precision Production, Craft &
Revalr Occupations

Operators, Fabricators &
Leborers (machine operutors
Transportation & Material
Moving Occupations

Handlers, Equipment Cleaners,
Helpers, & Laborers .

. Occupsation not Reported

O [o- K| o\ i

10. DNever employed

11. Occasional jobs

7 W

O oo = O WU

10

11

(use to describe inconsistent or intermittent

employment or odd jobs)

Pertinent medical information (Specify particular difficulties) eg. diabetes, seizures, etc.

~ general physical condition

— upper body

- lower body

hearing

- eyes

- stability

=R 12N cal {= o] fa i fand [gv)
!

~ teeth

SENTENCE DATA

l. Effective dste of sentence

\
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[

P’
Sz
{ present length
2. Crime committed cifense min.-mauxi juvenile length adult length P.R.l S.R.
arson 01 02 1 03 1 2
assault ’
aggravated A & B ok 05 | o6 1 2 I
A W/I to murder 07 08 1 09" 1] o2
A by prisonér 10 — ] 11 12 1 2
blackmail 13 1L 1 15 1] 2
bribery - 16 17 1 18 1 2 ;
burglary - 19 20 | = 1 2 : '
conspiracy 22 23 1 2ok 1 2 '
drug offenses 25 26 1 eT 1 2 ’
embezzlement 28 29 1 30 1 2 ,:
:
entry, unlawful 31 32 -\ 33 ______ 1 2 :
:f'orgeryl 3k 35 36 1 2 :
fraud 37 38 9 1 2 :
kidnepping Lo b1 1 k2 1 2
larceny 43 Y | s 1 2
liquor law violations L6 L7 148
manslaughter, involuntary Lo 50 51 1 2
manslaughter, voluntary 52 53 54 1 2 :
motor vehicle ccde violations 55 i 56 57 1 2 ‘
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e

prasent length past
offense min.-max Juvenile length sadult length P.RJ S.

murder

first degree 58 — 59 ] eo 1

‘second degree 61 62 ;______ 63 ] 1

third degree €l 65 _____ 66 3% i (41 4: 1
possession of instruments of crime 67 68 1 69 1
prison breach

escape from prison furlough 70 T1 1 12 1

parole violation 73 Th 115 1
prostitution T6 7 1 18 1
rape

forcible 79 80 1 & 1

statutory 82 83 1 84 1
receiving stolen property 85 86 1 er 1
robbery 88 89 | o0 1 ’
sex offenses g1 92 1 93 1 :
sexual intercourse, deviate ol 95 1 96 1
trespass, criminal éT 98 1 99 1
weapons 100 101 1 102 1
3. &all other offenses (specify) 1
4, plea bargeining yes no 1

‘ i
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C., EDUCATIONAIL INFORMATION

l.

7.

8.

Vel Ty,

A SRGEER RS r TR e W LS R AT e RELTRE T RN AR TmR T R e T T e e e

: Late Name of Test Scores
Intelligence Rating past
Dpresent
Achievement Testing past -
present:
Grades completed —
Grades repeated o
Total yéars of’formal éd;
School Placement
Regular . Specigl
Elementary
Secondary
Age entered
Age left
Was individual

Special Diagnoses (Specify diagnosis & where it was made)

Puklic school

ever evaluated?

ves

no

Private school

Prior institutionalization Juvenile

Prior institutionalization adult

Current diagnosis

!

5.

P.R. |S.R.
1] 2

1 2

1| 2
142
1|2

1 |2

1 2

o et i mems
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9. Participation in academic, vocational or other programs

3216

Cuzrently Previously
Fnstitutional :
PLograms Institutional public or private
ABE
GED
Voc.
Post Secondary
(BVR)
Bureau of vocational rehab.
thexr
never enrolled
Currently Previously
institutional
10. Degrees/Certificates Obtained programs Institutional public or private

a.

b'

d'

€.

Trade schcol cert,

H.S. Dipleoma

regular

GED

College degrees
A7
EA/BS
M2/HS
Ph
Professional cert.

Other

~e- .

6. i
1 38
P.R. S.R.
i
)
I
1 2
1 2
1 2 ‘
2,
1 2
|
1 2 |
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2 :
1 2
!
i
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C For oftice

use cnly D. BACKGROUWD HISTORY (may check several)
1. family :
intact fanmily e . foster home
broken home — group home
one parent - mother ingtitution”

one parent -- father adoptive home

cther relatives i family friends

other {specify)

&g. remarried, paramours, common law

marriage
, 2 Developmental
: birth order Problems
preratal status ’ abusad
i birth condition run.away
defects suicide attempts
N drug involvement
o
: . E. ©LEGAL HISTORY AND OFFENSE PATTERN
5 Age of Total See Official Arrest
: adult First No. , Number of Offenses Record for Further
§ Arrests : flealth ’ bPetails
Violent | Property| Safety| State| Misc.
Cconvictions Morals -
Incarcerations
Analysis
Juvenile Pattern 78

Adjudiceted dslinguent: ves

:
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