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Chapter 1

PURPOSE AND SIGN]FICANCE OF THE STUDY

P_urpose

This study compared the effectiveness of the

canadian Tests of Basic skills (c.T.B.s.) to a variety of tests

in identifying for referral, rearning disabled (L.D.) students in
grades three to six.

The authors of rhe C.T.B.S. defined rhe specific
purposes which their test was designed to serve as follows:

1. To determine the developmental 1evel of each
pupil in order to adapt materiars and instructional
procedures more precisely to individual needs and
abiliEies;

2. To diagnose specific qualitative strengths and
weaknesses in a pupilfs educational development;

3. To indicate the extent to which individual pupils
have the specific readiness skirls and abirities
needed to begin inst.ruction or to proceed to the
next. step in a planned instructional sequence;

4. To provide information useful in making
administrative decisions in grouping or programming
to accommodate individual differences;

5. To diagnose strengths and weaknesses in group
performance (class, buildingr of system) whiãh
have implications for change in curriculum or
instructional procedures or emphasis.

The c.T.B.s. was used to assist with program plans and placement

decisions for children. saskatchewan educat.ors attached special

significance to the identification of learning disabled students

since appropriate identification resulted in provincial funding
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which was used to develop special programs for these students.

Other school divisions in Canada also identified

learning disability from lack of academic success in school. rn

a study of L.D. in Ontario, Robert B. Macrntyre (1980) stated,

"rt appears that learning disability classes and programs are set

up along a continuum, based on the lack of academic success

in school'r .

The identification of L.D. students in Saskatchewan

required the individual administration of specific achievement

and intelligence tests. Since these tests were time consuming,

it was not possible to administer them to all children. A more

time efficient screening procedure was required. students were

screened by teachers who submitted referrals for L.D. assessment.

The c.T.B.S. was also used to screen for possible L.D. referrals.
The referrals submitted by teachers and c.T.B.s. screening were

assessed by applying borh the wrsc-R and rhe S.D.R.T. or hr.R.M.T.

students who qualified by Department of Education formula were

designated L.D.

This study looked at screening two thousand, five
hundred and twenty-eight grade three to six students for
possible learning disability. The study spanned a three year

period of time including 1980, 1981, and 1982. The analysis of

the study applied to all three years of the study.

The purpose of the study was to ansv/er the forlowing

questions:
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A. How did the referral process work?

1. I{hat number of those students who qualified and of

those students who failed to qualify as L.D. readers

(definition on page 6) were identified by each step of

the referral and assessment process?

2. What number of the L.D. readers were successfully

identified for referral by Eeachers or by the C.T.B.S.?

3. I,rlhat number of L.D. readers were not successfully

identified for referral by teachers or by the

C.T.B.S. ?

4. hlhat number of students from each of the referral

sources were successfully iclentifíed as L.D. by the

Stanford Diagnostic Reading Tesrs (S.D.R.T.) or the

Woodcock Reading Mastery Tests (W.R.M.T.), in

conjunction with the Wechsler Intelligence Scale

f or Children-Revised ([^/ISC-R) ?

5. what number of students from each of the referral sources

were not successfully identified as L.D. by the S.D.R.T.

or the l^/.R.M.T. in conjunction with the I,/ISC_R?

B. What subtest score patterns existed for the C.T.B.S., the

t'Jrsc-R, and l^i.R.M.T. or S.D.R.T. ? I^/hich would predict L.D. ?

1. For the identified L.D. students, what was the

within-test relationship of subtest scores for the

C.T.B.S., the WISC-R, rhe S.D.R.T., and rhe W.R.M.T.?

:.:l

'r:,ì
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2. ldhat subtest score patterns existed for the c.T.B.s., the

WISC-R, and rhe Id.R.M.T. or S.D.R.T. for,

a) teacher-referred students who qualified as L.D.;

b) teacher-referred students who did not qualify as

L.D.;

c) C.T.B.S.-referred students who qualified as L.D.;

d) C.T.B.S.-referred students who did not qualify

as L.D.?

c. How could we predict children wíth L.D. from the available

measures?

1. I+ihich subtests of the C.T.B.S., the WISC-R, rhe S.D.R.T. ,

and the I4t.R.M.T. were most 1ikely to predict L.D. /

2. hlhich method of referral or combinaEion of referral
procedures were most likely to identify L.D.?

3. which of the tests used or combination of tests used

were most likely to identify L.D.?

Definition of Special Terms

The term learning disabled (L.D.) was based on the

saskatchewan Department of Education Regulations under the

Education Act (1980 - section 3l rnterpretation) which stated:

severely learning disabled: when assessment by
qualified personnel affirms that the child, between
ages of 5 years B months and 16 years O months,
has an intelligence quotient of 85 or higher, as
measured by an approved test, that there is
significant discrepancy, one standard deviation or
greater, between aptitude and achievement, and lhe
average rate of progress in the skill subjects,

.::
'.ii

::
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including reading, is not greater than half that
of average students as measured by approved
achievement tests.

The Government of Saskatchewan in Special Education: A

Manual of Le islation Repulati ons. Policies. and Guidelines

(1981) indicated four features of the learning disabled category

as follows:

i) A learning difficulry, manifesting itself in one or
more skill subject deficiencies, exists;

ii) A discrepancy between measured academic aptitude and
measured achievement exists;

iii) Organiciry is/is nor esrablished;

iv) Defined population is limited Èo children whose
learning difficulty can be clearly identified as
a communication disorder.

These broad features of learning disability were then translated

into measurable characteristics with application criteria. The

criteria for application were established using specific

measuring instruments which included the w.R.M.T., s.D.R.T. and

t'/rsc-R. The l./.R.M.T. and s.D.R.T. are merely reading tests and

the application process restricted the broader definition of

learning disability to one of L.D. readers. The term learning

disabled readers was therefore frequently used to indicate a

definition of learning disability which was restricted to reading

problems.

Details for application with example are included in

Appendix A.

,11
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Significance of the Studv

This section presents a background rationale for this

study and a statement of the problem.

The importance of this study rested in the concern that

L.D. studenEs were frequently not appropriately identified as

such, but rather, received educational programs suited for lower

ability students. The Government of saskatchewan mandated

appropriate screening procedures for the identification of

L.D. students ( Special Education: A Manual of Legislation,

Rep ulations. Policies and Guidelines March, l9B1). The

C.T.B.S. was widely used to identify low achievers and

consequently, was a first step referral source for identifying

severely learning disabled students.

A review of rhe reliabiliry of the c.T.B.s. indicared

that lower achieving students could be expected to have

the least reliable scores. This was due to the low number of

questions which must be correctly answered. For low achieving

students' correct responses were similar to the guess factor of

this multiple choice test. The c.T.B.s. was thus seen to have

the wealcest reliability at those levels of achievement at which

its accuracy was most depended. This study sought to clarify the

adequacy of the c.T.B.s. as a referral source for identifying

L.D. students.

The early identification of reading disabled students

is important because those students who received appropriate
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specialized program assistance did make signifÍcant gains in

reading achievement. According to an unpublished Swift Current

School Board No. 94 Document (1982), the average gain of L.D.

students on programs in Swift current city schools in a seven

month period of the 1981-82 school year was 13.3 months. The

average percentile gain was 13.65. rt is important to note that

the average gain of students prior to the special assistance was

one standard deviation or more lower than.the mean. rn order to
qualify for special help, students measured an average of six
months growth or less per school year. L.D. children should

therefore be given the opportunity of appropriate reading

assistance. chil-dren of average ability who did not learn to
read adequately were otherwise frequently grouped with lower

ability children and then did not receive the academic

stimulation of which they would have been capable.

Learning disabled students are difficult to correctly
identify. Large variation in the learning skills and performance

of L.D. students causes confusion. This uncertainty easily

results in an over-reliance on standardized tests such as the

C.T.B.S. for the identification of L.D. students.

The implementation of effective screening techniques

was for this reason essential. rt was important that. users

of tests recognized the reliability and validity of the tests

they use for identifying unique populatio's. This study was

designed to assist in clarifying the eff,ectiveness of the

,:.
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c.T.B.s. and other tests along with r.Q. scores, in identifying

grade three to six L.D. students.

Limitat ions

The data for this descriptive study was collected from

information made available during a three-year L.D. identifica-
tion program in the swift current city schools. The study looked

at screening two thousand, five hundred and twenty-eight students

in grades three to six. The study spanned the years 1980, l9B1

and 1982.

The subjects were a1r given the c.T.B.s. in April of the

year preceding their identification as L.D. Students who scored

( the 15th percentile on the composite score of the c.T.B.s.

were referred for L.D. assessment. complete assessment

information was not available for 77 of. the 140 students

referred by the c.T.B.s. This study describes results only for
those students for whom all assessment scores were available.

Teachers were informed of the L.D. identificatÍon

objectives and asked to screen possible L.D. students for follow,

up L.D. assessment. rt is not possible to determine Ehe extent

of use teachers made of c.T.B.s. results in looking for L.D.

referrals. complete information was not available for 4 of the

85 students referred by teachers. This study describes results

only for those students for whom a1l assessment scores were

avai lab1e .'
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Chapter 2

REVIEI,J OF RELATED LITERATURE

Screenin Procedure Generally

The identification of children who failed to perform to

expectation has been widely discussed by educators and in the

literature. This study looked at some of this literature and

compared the effectiveness of the c.T.B.s'. to a variety of tests

in idenLifying, for referral, L.D. students.

This chapter begins by reviewing definitions of L.D. and

also reviews screening procedure generally used in the following

Lhree provinces: Manitoba, Ontario and Saskatchewan.

Definitions of L.D. Generally

Definitions of L.D. were often vague and controversial.

The National Advisory committee on Handicapped children (1968)

outlined a definition of L.D. which was used as a focus to

discuss other definitions. This definition read:

Children with special learning disabilities
exhibit a disorder in one or more of the basic
psychological processes involved in understanding
or using spoken or written languages. These
may be manifested in disorders of listening,
thinking, talking, reading, writing, spelling,
perceptual handicaps, brain injury, minimal
brain dysfunction, dyslexia, devel-opmental
ashasia, etc. They do not include learning
problems which are due primarily Lo visual,
hearing, or motor handicaps, to mental
retardation, emotional disturbance, or to
environmental disadvantage.

'l:rì
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Agreement did not result from the national advisory

committeefs definition. Coles (1978) evaluated the national

advisory committee definition and concluded that this definition

remained extraordinarily vague and was primarily a definition of

exclusion. Others such as Myers and Hammifl (1969) and Kirk and

Bateman (1962) insisted that not all children who were delayed or

retarded in learning to listen, think, talk, read, write or spell

were L.D. They argued that learning problems encountered in

everyday school experiences were not identical to L.D. Kirk

and Bateman assumed that L.D. were caused by possible cerebral

dysfunction and/or emotional or behavioral disturbance. They,

consequently excluded from their definition of L.D. those who had

mental retardation, sensory deprivation, and cultural cr

instructional deficits.

The U.S. Office of Education ordered a committee to

write a definition which would be more universally acceptable.

The following points resulted from this committeets work

(Kass & Myklebust, 1969):

Learning disability refers to one or more
significant deficits in essential learning
processes requiring special education for
remediation.

Children r*ith learning dísability generally
demonstrate a discrepancy between expected
and actual achievement in one or more areas
such as spoken, read, or written language,
mathematics, or spatial orientation.

The learning disability referred to was not
primarily the result of sensory, motor,
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intel1ectual, or emot.ional handicap, or lack
of opportunity to learn.

Significant deficits were defined in terms
of accepted diagnostic procedures in education
and psychology.

Essential learning processes were those
current.ly referred to in behavioral sciences as
involving perception, integration, and expression
of language and meaning, either verbal or
nonverbal.

Special education techniques for remediation
referred to educational planning based on the
diagnostic procedure and resulls.

The terms ttaccepted diagnostic procedurett in education

and psychology were not useful terms. HammilI (I972) pointed out

that since little agreement existed among those who applied

"accepted diagnostic procedure", these terms provided very little

clarification.

Other terms such as ttpsychological processtt and

frperceptual functioningtt also lacked concensus among t,hose who

applied them to practise. Larsen et al. (1976) referred to both

these terms and argued that it. r+ould be possible to say that all

children with a learning difficulty had processing and/or

perceptual deficiencies. These Eerms had a tendency to be

all-encompassing and did not add the needed clarity.

Robert Maclntyre (1980) reviewed the current definitions

of L.D" and found three major components in which all definitions

were similar. All definitions in use evidenced rra disparity

between some measure of potential and some measure of
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performance; an assumpt.ion of an underlying dysfunctional

learning process; and the exclusion of children whose learning

pattern could be ascribed to other conditions.tr

The definition of L.D. used in Saskatchewan as described

ín Special Education A Manual of Lesis lation. Regu lations.

Policies and Guidelines (March, 1981), required the student to

possess average intelligence wiEh a significant discrepancy, one

standard deviation or greaEer, between aptitude and achievement.

The L.D. student by definition must also have exhibited a skil1

subject deficit including reading which was equal or greater

than half that of an average student. The skÍ1l subjecE deficit

must not be caused by (1) sensory deprivation such as vision or

hearing, (2) native language other than the language of

instruction, (3) lack of opportunity to learn, (4) motivation or

(5) retardation. These five exclusionary conditions were

required to ensure a definition of L.D. which was distinct from

children delayed for other reasons than L.D.

Identification must flow from the constructs provided in

definitions. The Saskatchewan construct of L.D. like all other

constructs of L.D. rested on the belief that children who were

L.D. were identifiable and, once identified, their conditions

were amenable to remediation. Despite the diversity of

definition some conmon principles useful for idenLification

purposes could be developed from these definÍtions.

The principle of disparity was common to both the
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saskatchewan definition and mosL oEher definitions. The

principle of dísparíty held that L.D. children had a significant
discrepancy beLween performance and predicted potentiar. rn

order Eo apply the principle of disparity in the identification

of L.D. students, suitable measures of performance and predicted

achievement, were required. The saskatchewan Department of

Education provided explicit details regarding measuring

Ínstrument,s and other interpretive information on the
rrparticularstt page. (Appendix A, page 80).

Recommended tests of performance Íncluded the s.D.R.T.

and I,l.R.M.T. Recommended tests of prediction included the

l'Irsc-R tests. colis (1978) and Noonan (1977) idenrified rhe

l/rsc-R as a test conmonly used to estinate the intellectual

component.

As noted earlier, the exclusion principle was common in

definitions of L.D. rhis exclusion principle provided another

level of screeníng to prevent the identification of children as

L.D. when the origin of, their problem coul-d be caused by sensory

deprivation such as: vision or hearing handicaps; native language

other than the language of instruct,ion; lack of opportunity to

learn; motivation or retardation. The Saskatchewan definitional
construct assumed that children who were excluded should noE be

ldentÍfied as L.D. and should receive assistance consistent with

the exclusion characteristics which prevented their
identificati-on as L.D.
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The dysfunctional learning process principle was also

included in the saskatchewan identification process. rn

special Education: A Manual of Legislation, Regulations.

Policies and Guidelines (1981) (Appendix A, page g0),

communication disorders were identified as the prerequisite

criteria of the L.D. population.

The general role of a central nervous system dysfunction

was recognized in the SaskaEchewan model as useful information

for developing suiEable programs but r+as not used as a criteria
for the idenEification of L.D. students.

For the purposes of this study the Saskatchewan

definiEion and criteria for identificaLion were followed.

Screening Procedures in ldanitoba

The province of Manitoba, according to its Special

Education Review (1978) did not address specifically in
definition or policy a prescribed pattern for the idenEifÍcation

of L.D. students. Rather, t.he province provided school divisions

with funds to employ resource teachers and other speciarists such

as coordinat,ors of special education, reading specialists, speech

and language specialists and psychologists who assisted school

divisions wÍth the identification of L.D. children. The

onus for identification and programnlng remained with the local

school divisions. The school staff was therefore the first to

identify as low achievers those sËudents who required special



15

assistance. These low achievers were identified by teacher

observation, teacher-made tests or by standardized tests such as

the c.T.B.S. These lower-achieving students were then referred

for further study to either resource teachers and/or other

specialists who completed a professional assessment.

rdent.ification of problems and recommendations for adaptive

programs were discussed with parents and school personnel.

jcreening Procedures in Ontario

In 0nÈario schools, Robert Maclntyre (1980) reported

that the identification of L.D. students took place at two

levels. The first was called the in-school level where assessment

consisted of standardized or informal testing. The C.T.B.S.

and other standardized tests were routinely used. This in-school

leve1 also used other informal tests which were done by the

principal, regular classroom teacher, special education

or resource Eeachers. To this point the student had made slow

academic progress. rf he persisted in showing 1ittle progress

after the in-school assessment, he was referred to the

psychological assessment level. Identification of major learning

disabilities took place at this second level of assessment with

tests being administered by psychologists, psychometricians,

resource t.eachersn special education consultants, speech

therapists or language therapists. Four major categories of

tests were used. These were intelligence tests, gross and fine
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psychomotor tesLs and educational diagnostic achievement tests.

Intelligence testing leaned heavily on the use of the WISC or

WISC-R tests and many boards reported that these tests were

the major determinants of a learning disability condition.

crit,eria for identification as L.D. in Ontario were reporLed by

Maclntyre (1980) to include a deficit as idenrified in a

psychological assessment., an average or above average

intelligence and an educational lag of two academic years.

variation of definitional concepts and admission criteria set out

by boards however, resulted in similar variations in the

identificaEion and program placements of children. Macrntyre

(1980) reported thaE one board considered a low achiever to be

L.D. while other boards considered a similar student Eo be

educable mentally retarded, general learning disabled, or a

remedial student. These discrepancies in Ontario identification

of L.D. students were seen to exist then not because of major

differences in screening but because of definitional or construct

dífferences. Greater definitional agreement and operationally

consisLenE procedures to identify L.D. students were required

before a consistent, identification of L.D. was possible.

ScreeninR Procedures in Saskat.chewan

As reported in Special Education: A Manual of

Legislation, ReRulations, Policies and Guidelines (1981), rhe

identification of low achievers in Saskatchewan was similar to
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oEher provinces. scudents were first identified by school

personnel as low achievers based on informal assessment

as well as standardized assessment using tests such as t,he

c.T.B.s. students who mai-ntained 1ow achievement despite in-
school assessment were then referred for psychologist assessment,

rn contrast to the practise of other provinces, identification
included specific achievement and ability tests. specific

procedures for screening and identification of L.D. students were

documented in Special Education: A llanual of Lepislation.

ReRulat,ions. Policies and GuÍdelines. psychologist or

psychometrist assessment included specific achievement tests such

as the s.D.R.T. and üI.R.M.T. as werl as intelligence assessment

using prescribed tesEs such as the wrsc-R. Specific formula were

developed which provided operationar criteria of one standard

deviat,ion beEween acadenic achievement and intelligence. Other

criteria included an average or above average ability r.Q. g5 or

higher (Appendix A, page 80). while rhese qualifying crireria
were rigorous' they did provide an operational standard

which was consistently applied in this sEudy.

screening for L.D. in Manitoba and Ontario were similar
Ín several ways Lo the saskatchewan model upon which this study

was based. rn all three provinces screening for L.D. began by

eiÈher teacher observation and/or standardized testing using

tests such as the c.T.B,s. Lower achievement was the initial
crÍteria for identification of L.D. sEudents. Reliance on
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standardized assessment tools such as Ehe C.T.B.S. for

identificat.ion of low achieving students raised concerns about

the prediction accuracy of these tests for special population

such as low achievers and L.D. students.

Tests Used to Identify L.D. Students

The C.T.B.S., W.R.M.T., S.D.R.T. and l{lSC-R were the

tests used to screen for and idenEify L.D. students in this

descriptive study. The following section reviews the reliability

and validity of these tesEs for identifying L.D. students.

Screening tests such as the C.T.B.S. were often used to

determine program and placements for average and belor+ average

readers alike. Ray (1965) found reading level to be the best

predictor of academic success. He concluded that children

beginning junior hÍgh school generally could be screened by their

reading level. Principals and teachers were concerned about the

placement of students who had reading problems. These concerns

generated a need for additional information and so scores on

standardized reading tests became a critical component especially

when making decisions for students who were L.D. and had poorer

reading skills.

Compton (1980) reviewed sixty-five tests for use in

special education and found that because slandardized reading

tesLs were designed to assess ttnormaltt readers, students with

identified reading problems were usually excluded from the
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norming population. compton argued that it Í/as a questionable

practise to apply Ehe norms of the ttnormaltt population to

students wiÈh reading problems, but indicated we had no choice.

sattler (1982) evaluated procedures for the identification of

L.D. students and concluded that there was no one standard

for the assessment of L.D. rn an ext.ensive review of validation

st.udies on the most frequently recommended procedures used for

diagnosing L.D. students, Gerald s. coles (1978) concluded rhat

'ra standard learning disabilities battery does not exist, the

guidelines in handbooks and texts for setting up a battery are

all similar, and the inclusion of certain tests is fairly

standard.rr Gerald coles identified the l.Irsc-R as one of the

standard tests used.

Jack Harrsrein (r97r) like sarrler (1982) conctuded rhar

no one characteristic pattern on test scores identified L.D. The

most important tool in the assessment. of L.D. children was a

trained examiner who selected from a wide varíety of tests.

Sattler (1982) found that the most important tools in the

assessment of L.D" children were (a) reliable and valid

intelligence test and (b) reliable and valid achievement Eests

that assessed major content areas such as reading mathematics and

spelling. Different instruments were likely to yield different

estimates of intelligence and achievement. These differences

should consequently be taken into account in arriving at a

definition of L.D. The diagnosis of L.D. was therefore arrived
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at through a study of clinical and psychoeducational data

obtained during the assessment process.

Reliability and Validity of the C.T.B.S.

Because of the popularity of the C.T.B.S. and the

frequent application of this test for reading disabled

students, it was important to evaluate the reliability and

validity of this test for the identification of L.D. students.

The norming sample of the c.T.B.s. did include lower achieving

students. The authors of the C.T.B.S. stated the test was

suitable for determining developmental leve1, for diagnosing

specific qualitative strengths and weaknesses and indicating

specific readiness skills and abilities of tteachtt ttindividualtt

pupi1. The emphasis on tteachtt and ttindividualtt supported the

assumption that the C.T.B.S. was a useful measure for L.D.

student.s as well.

A review of the reliability of the C.T.B.S. however,

indicated Ehat lower achieving students could be expected to have

the least accurate scores. This was due to the 1ow number of

quest.ions r+hich must be correctly answered. For low achieving

students, correct responses were similar to the guess factor of

this multiple choice test. The c.T.B.s. was therefore, seen to

have the weakest reliability at those levels of achievement at

which its accuracy was most depended.

Many educators who sought a comparative test to isolate
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Ehe L.D. readers from the slow learning st.udent, chose a group

intelligence test for such comparisons. The addition of the

intelligence Eest, it was widely believed, would enable them Eo

identify Lhe L.D. reader for more intense help and remediation.

Traxler and rownsend (1955, p. 65) found a great deal of evidence

to show that correlation between mental ability and reading

comprehension was high. stroud (1956) summarized research and

sEated that the average correlation coefficients fell between .65

and .70. Findings such as these generally strengthened the view

thaE a comparison of group achievement and intelligence tests

would identify the L.D. reader. Bond (1938) found rhat poor

readers scored lower on group intelligence tests because

intelligence tests depended on reading comprehension and word

attack skills. strang (1942) reported that a bright child having

a reading or general language problem could give Ehe impression

of having a low mental ability on a verbal subtest of a group

intelligence test. she found correlations for .50 to .70 between

the Gates silent Reading Test and Ehe california Mental Maturity

Test with elementary school students. t/heeler (1949) similarly

reported correlations of .70 between reading ability and language

skills. The evidence of high correlation suggested that group

intelligence tests and group achievement tests such as the

C.T.B.S., in part, measured a similar trait, reading ability.
Compton (1980) argued thar tesrs which identified L.D. by

comparing intelligence and achievement frequently did not take



22

into account that student intellectual functioning may be

depressed by reading disabilities. A comparative evaluation

using intelligence tests which relied on reading and reading

achievement tests clearly then was not a useful way of fÍnding

reading disabled students.

rn reviewing the validity of the c.T.B.s. iE was noted

that the 1976 edition was more systematically norúed than earlíer
editions but had received no detailed reviews in the evaluation

of literature. The 1976 edition however, shared many of the

strengths and weaknesses of the older version and of t.he rowa

Test of Basic Skills on which it was based. Birch (rg72)

commenting on the earl i-er edition criticized ihe use of totally
English speaking school popuration as not reflective of canadian

norms. This crÍticism held for the 1976 edition and limited the

interpretation of scores for second-language children. Birch

(1972) criticized the vocaburary, arithmetic, capitalization and

punctuation tests as being out of date, but concluded that for
the present this was possibly as useful an instrument as existed.

Macrntyre (1980) commented on the 1976 revised edition stating

that this test did not appear appropriate for children with L.D.

The Eest emphasized reading for mathematical problem-solvÍngr mâp

work and comprehension areas.

The content validity of the C.T.B.S. was at best

questionable for slow learning students. since group intelligence
tests were contamÍnated by requiring reading ski11s, they were
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inadequate for identifying L.D. lower performance readers.

As educators in Canada administered the C.T.B.S. and used it in

making placement and program decisions for L.D. students, it

was useful to re-examine the screening effectiveness of

the C.T.B.S. with L.D. srudenrs

Reliabilitv and lalidity of the l,l.R.M.T.

The I,J.R.M.T. was recognized in Saskatchewan for

designation of L.D. students. Haggard and Smirh (1973) reviewed

this Eest and found it most useful at the kindergarten to grade

six level. In this descriptive study the W.R.M.T. was used to

identify low achieving and potentially L.D. grade three to six

students.

The reliability for the W.R.M.T. resr was

documented in the manual at the second and sevenLh grade levels.

split-half reliabilities for the individual subtests generally

fell within an acceptable .90 Eo .99 range. The major exception

was subtest letter identification which yielded .79 and .86 for

forms A and B respectively at the grade Ewo level and .o2 and .2o

at the grade seven level.

The [I.R.M.T. was designed to have a 90% student success

ratio. The carefully designed and weighted questions made it
especially encouraging for discouraged low achieving and

potentially L.D. students.

The validitv of the W.R.M.T. was open to question
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as no defendable effort was made to compare the content of the

t.est with reading achievement. The selection of five subtests

were apparently not based on a specific theo.y oi the reading

process. Subtest letter identification was of limited value for

older students as it measured the childrs ability to name common

as well as uncommon styles of type. l.Jord identification required

the child to name words which are also commonly found in word

lists such as the Dalsh l,Iord List. subtest word attack required

the child to identify nonsense words through application of

phonetic and structural analysis skills. At best the

identification of nonsense words was only a simulation of word

attack skills. I.Jord comprehension neasured, the chil_cts knowl_edge

of word meanings by using an analogy completion format. The word

comprehension subtest was biased by inclusion of analogy

reasoning skil1s and did not merely measure word comprehension

skills. Passage conprehension required the child to read

silently a passage that had a word missing and then provide the

appropriate missing word. A total reading index was also

obtained based on all four hundred items.

Despite problems with the letter identification and word

attack subtests the l,J.R.M.T. provided useful identifying

information when comparing normal and potentially at risk L.D.

readers.
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Reli biliÈ and Validirv of the S.D.R.T.

The Saskatchewan Department of Education recognized the

s.D.R.T. for designarion of L.D. srudents. The S.D.R.T. resr

authors indicate that this Eest was designed to provide

particularly accurate assessments of low achieving pupils. The

S.D.R.T. !/as seen to be parEicularly useful for the

identification of low achieving and potential L.D. sEudents.

The S.D.R.T. was constructed to give reliable
scores for students falling below average in reading. The median

split-half reliabilities for level 1, grades 3 and 4, are.94 and

and .93 respectively. For level 2, grades 5-8, reliabilities
were given for total comprehension only and not for the subtesËs.

split-ha1f reliabilities for grades 5-g were reported at .87,

.88, .90, and .91 respecÈively. only comprehension total scores

were used in this descriptive study.

The validity of the S.D.R.T. rested on the authorst

statement that comprehension is the ultimate goal in reading and

other aspects of reading measured by the s.D.R.T. are subordinaÈe

to comprehension. rn developing their objecEives the authors

identified instructional objectives common to most reading

programs. comprehension total was the only measure of the

s.D.R.T. used in this descripLive study. The s.D.R.T. requires

students to do actual reading comprehension type questions.

Kasdon (1978) concludes that this tesr has definite possibilities
for use in developing corrective reading classes.
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Reliabilit and Validitv of the WISC-R

The l,lISC-R was used in this descriptive study to

identify L.D. students whose academic achievement was

significantly lower than their verbal or fu11 scale r.Q. scores.

The htrsc-R was adopted in saskatchewan as an acceptable measure

of aptitude useful for the identification of L.D. students.

Macrntyre (1980) reported that in Ontario the wrsc-R was also

frequently used for identification of L.D.

The reliability of the WISC-R was regarded as one

of the highest among r.Q. tests. Reliability coefficients as

reported in the l^/rsc-R manual were consistenEly high. wechsler

(r974) assessed the stability of the wrsc-R by retesring a group

of 303 children from six age groups after a one month interval.
For the retest sample the stability coefficients were .95 for the

full scale f.Q. , .93 for the verbal scale I.Q. and .90 for the

performance scale r.Q. split-half reliability coefficients for
the verbal performance and fulr scale r.Q. scores were reporÈed

across the entire age range of the sample and the average

coefficients were .94, .99 and .96 respectively. The stability
for the twelve subtests ranged from .65 in mazes to .gB in

subtest information with a median coefficient of .78.

The validitv of the WISC-R was reviewed r+ith

specific reference to the way it was used in this study. The

wrsc-R manual indicaEed rhar rhe wrsc-R lended irself among

other things to the identification of learning disabilities. No
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adequate v/ay to report scores for this purpose was suggested.

The I^IISC-R manual did provide statisticaal criEeria for

evaluating the significance of verbal performance I.Q.

differences. Miller et al. (1978) evaluared the verbal

performance model as well as the patterns proposed by Bannat.yne

and Keogh and concluding that these patterns were not found to be

greatly indicative of learning disability.

In a 1981 Review of WISC-R profiles for L.D. children,

Dudley, Marling, et al. found Ehat while as a group L.D. children

exhibit a IISC-R L.D. profile, few individual L.D. children

actually conformed to this profile. They concluded that l,lrsc-R

profiles may not be useful for rlifferenti.al diagnosis of L.D.

students. Galvin (1981) reviewed the uses aand abuses of the

I'Irsc-R with L.D. concluding that the l^Irsc-R could be an adjunct

to L.D. diagnosis. Macrntyre (1980) revier+ed current literature
regarding the validity of the wrsc-R as an instrument for the

diagnosis of learning disabilities and concluded that the IJISC-R

should be administered as a part of a battery of tesÈs, buE never

be used as the only basis for diagnosis and programming. This

descripLive study used the I,üSC-R as a complement to achievement

tests in identifying L.D. studenLs.



2B

Subtest Analvsis

Subtest analysis has gained some acceptance among

practitioners who employ these methods of identify target groups

such as the L.D. child. Robert Thompson, (1981) reviews Ehe

diagnostic utility of Bannatynets recategorized [Jrsc-R scores

wiEh children referred to a developmental evaluation centre.

Thompson, (1981) found that results failed to provide support for

the diagnostic utility of recategorizing wrsc-R scores. Booney,

(1979) evaluated the usefurness of using wrsc-R subtest score

patterns for distinguishing beEween groups of L.D. and

emotionally disturbed students. Booney asserts that no clear cut

pattern characteristic of L.D. students is 1ikely to energe and

st,resses that intellectual patterning should not be the sole

basis for placing children. stevenson, (rg7g) reviewed the

l'\lrsc-R profiles of 55 children to determine if the l,rrrsc-R

profiles could help identify these children as learning disabled.

Results indicated that there were no useful differences which

could help define L.D. similarly Sattler, (lg82) reviews work by

Lombard and Riedel and Lawrence who found the wrsc-R factor

structure of learning disabled children to be similar to that of
normal children. Sattler, (1982) also concludes that there is no

reason to expect all reading-disabled children to show any one

pattern on the wrsc or other tests because reading disability is
symptomatic of many different kinds of underlying difficulties.
Harris, (1978) evaluates the rowa Test of Basic skills whích is
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the tesL from which the canadian Test of Basic skills was

developed. Harris refutes the claim that the rowa Test of Basic

skil1s could be used Eo diagnose specific strengths and

weaknesses of individual pupils. Harris argues that the

generaLly high correlaEions among subtests and the relatively
smal1 number of items measuring any particular ski1l make the

rowa Test of Basic skills useress for individual differential
diagnosis. The results are useful for making decisions about

curriculum emphasis on a district-wide or school-wide level but

not useful for making decisions at the level of the individual
child. Grant McMurray, (1980) found that many L.D. students

exhibited multipl.e handicaps and so a clear understanding of

their multi-faceted behavior was illusive. Argazzie and

Ysseldyke, (1983) similarly found no defensible system of subtest

analysis for separating L.D. from 1ow achievers. The lÍterature
reviewed did not provide evidence of a significant subtest

pattern which could be applied in identifying L.D. students.

Teacher Judsement

Screening for L.D. in Manitoba and Ontario were similar
in several ways to the saskatchewan model upon which this study

was based. rn all three provinces screening for L.D. began by

either teacher observation and/or standardized testing using

tests such as the c.T.B.s. Lower achievement was the initial
criteria for identification. Reliance on teachers for initial
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screening in the process of L.D. identification raises questions

about the adequacy of teacher judgement.

Teacher judgement is required to predict and interpret

sEudent achievement even when achievement tests are used.

Hathaway' (1980) in an article entitled frTesting Teachers to

Ensure competencv: The state of the Art.rr describes problems

associated with testing teacher competence and concludes that

human judgements are sti11 required. Fisk, (1g81) srudied rhe

teacher involvement in identifying learning disabled students and

concluded that teachers were good at predicting academic

achievement but they were less effective at predicting

personality and psychologicl variables. This study

involved teachers in identifying lower achievement as the initial
L.D. criteria. The adequacy of teacher judgement was further

supported by Brophy, (1980) who studied teacher planning,

thinking and decision making. Brophy, (1980) concludes that mosr

teacher perceptions about students are accurate, most decisions

about students are logical and are based on appropriate

information sources.
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Chapter 3

DESIGN AND PROCEDURE

The Studv

This descriptive study looked at the screening

effectiveness of the c.T.B.s. and other tests in generating

referrals for Lhe identification of L.D. students. Two thousand

five hundred and twenty-eight grade three to six students were

screened for possible L.D. The study spanned a three year period

of time including 1980, 1981 and 1982 with the analysis of the

study applied to all three years of the study.

The staEistical analysis were completed with the

assistance of the Saskatchewan computer utility corporation

Program and the university of Manitoba computer Facilities.
The computer program statistical analysis sysrem (sAS) (1982)

computed within-test measures Índicating mean, standard error of

mean, standard deviation and variance. Multiple correlat.ion

scores were also compuËed for comparison of each subtest score.

The sAS stepwise Regression Anarysis was done using the Maximum

R2 improvement (MAXR) to compute an analysis of vari-ance, the

regression coefficients, and related statistics for comparison of

the total scores of all test samples. The procedure for

collecting the data for this investigation were discussed under

Lhe headings of subject, rnstruments and resting procedure.
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Sub'iects

The subjects were students enrolled in grades three to

six in the swift current City school Divisions. This study looked

aE forty-Ewo L.D. students identified over a three year period of

time. In 1980 twelve students were identified as L.D. and

fifteen students were identified in each year r9B1 and 1982.

Grade three to six students were selected for this study

because this was the age range where the c.T.B.s. was frequently

used to assist with screening. The sample represented L.D.

sEudents as identifÍed by provincial criteria.

Instruments

Canadian Tests of Basic Skills

The C.T.B.S., Forms 3 and 4 used hras a group test which

was actually the rowa Tests of Basic skills, but with canadian

norms. The test was edited by Dr. Ethyl King of the universiEy

of calgary, under the supervision of Linquist and Hieronymus,

authors of the rowa Tests of Basic Skills. rn this study we used

the subtest scores which included vocabulary, word analysis,

reading, spelling, capitalization, punctuation, language usage,

maps' graphs, reference, and mathematical- concepts and problems.

The procedure followed in administering the test h¡as ouElined in
the Teacherts Guide, King (L977).

The Manual For Administrators, Supervisors, and

counsellors (1976) included the following purposes which the
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C.T.B.S. were designed to serve:

1 To determine the developmental level of each
pupil in order to adapt materials and
insEructional procedures more precisely to
individual needs and abilities;

To diagnose specific qualitative strengths
and weaknesses in a pupilfs educational
development.;

To indicate Ehe extent to which individual
pupils have the specific readiness skills
and abilities needed to begin instruction
or to proceed to the next step in a planned
instrucÈional sequence;

4. To provide information useful in making
administrative decisions in grouping or
programning to accommodate individual
differences.

Repetitive reference to ttinCividualtt ilweaknessestt cf

"each pupiltt encouraged the assumption Ehat the c.T.B.s. could be

used to accurately identify the needs of lower achieving

students.

The reliability coefficients for the composite score on

the C.T.B.S. was reported at .98 for all levels used.

Woodcock Reading Mastery Tests

The w.R.M.T. was a battery of individually administered

reading tests designed for use in grades K-L2. Five subtests:

letter identification, word identification, word attack, word

comprehension, and passage comprehension were included in the

test. The two forms, Forms A and B, were packaged in a

ring-binder kit which contained all necessary information for

2

3
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administration and scoring. Total reading score reliabiliEies

were reported at .99.

The province of Saskatchewan recognized the l,J.R.M.T. for

designation of L.D. readers.

Stanford Diasnostic Reading Test

The S.D.R.T. was designed t,o diagnose reading

difficulties of individual pupils. The EesL was constructed to

give most accurate diagnosis for lower achieving students. A

teacher manual and student bookleL was required for adminístra-

tion. Three levels, red, green, and brown, were applicable for

use in identifying L.D. studenEs in saskatchewan. A description

of required test procedure was detailed in Appendix A. The

province requÍred the individual administration of subtests word

recognition and reading comprehension for the red 1evel, and

comprehension total for the green and brown levels.

Reliability coefficienEs were reported as .98, .89, and

.88 for the red, brown, and green levels respectively.

Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children - Revised

The I,JISC-R contained six verbal subtests and five

performance subtests. Verbal subt.ests measured general

information, similarities, ariEhmetic, vocabulary, comprehension

and digit span. Performance subtests included picture

completion, picture arrangement, block design, object assembly,

and coding. Subtests coding and digit span were alternate Eests
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and so were not included in Ehe fu1l scale score used in this

study. The hrISC-R full scale I.Q. report,ed the highest

reliability coefficient at .96.

The TJISC-R was used in this study because it was the

measure of individual intelligence being used by most school

systems in Canada and was Ehe test of choice in the Swift Current

City Schools. The WISC-R was an I.Q. test accepted by the

Department of Education in saskatchewan for designaEion of

L.D. students.

Testing Procedures

The subjects were all given rhe C.T.B.S. in April

of the year preceding Eheir idenEification as L.D. Subjects

were screened for individual assessment by teachers and

principals who were made arr¡are of the identification criteria.
SubjecEs were then administered either the W.R.M.T. or S.D.R.T.

SubjecLs who qualified on the basis of lower achievement on these

Eests were given the IrIrsc-R. All Eests were administered and

scored as indicated in Ehe appropriate manuals for

administration. The L.D. formula was completed as required by

Ehe Saskatchewan Department of Education (Appendix A).

Research Design

The research design of this study is dÍscussed with

specific reference to the three major questions.

A. How did the referral process work? This study

a
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looked aE 2528 students enrolled in grades three to six in lhe

Swift Current City Schools. Figure A, a referral flow chart

shows how the referral process worked. StudenEs were screened

for referral by teacher-referral as well as by c.T.B.s. scores¡

These referrals were Ehen checked for L.D. by applying both the

wrsc-R and the S.D.R.T. or I,J.R.M.T. The flow chart indicates

the number of children referred and identified as L.D. at each

step of the referral assessment process.

Table I describes with greater detail the number of

students referred, assessed and also what happened to them at.

each step of the study. The student number column describes the

toEal number of studenLs included in the study. The number

referred columns shows how many students were referred by both

the c.T.B.s. and t,eachers for each achievement and grade level

included in Ehe study. The number referred (C.T.B.S.)

represents those students who scored ( the 15th percentile

on Èhe composite score of the c.T.B.s. The 15Lh percenÈile rdas

selected because this was the level at which 957( of. students

would have been identified with the S.D.R.T. and W.R.M.T.

according to the Department of Education formula. The number

referred by teachers indicates the number of L.D.-referrals made

by teachers for TJISC-R assessment. The heading assessment

s.D.R.T. ' I'I.R.M.T. describes the numbers of students assessed

with each test for both referral popurations. students who

qualified as L.D. were identified in a separate column but were



FIGURE A Refer:n 1 HLow Chart

Showing Nunber of Students, Screened, Referred and ldentlfled as L.D. frcm each Referral Source
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Assessed
with I'JRMï

and/or
l/lISC.R

Il =46

Teacher Referred
For L.D.
N=85



TABLE ¿ Referral Assessment And L.D. Students

TOTALS

Total Level 12

i982 Level 12

l98l Level l2

l9B0 Level 12

Total Level I1

i982 Level ll

1981 Level 1i

1980 Level 1l

Total Level l0

1982 Level l0

19Bl Level 10

1980 Level I0

Total Levei 9

1982 Level 9

i98l Level 9

i980 Level 9

2528

23r

203

254

188

2t3

249

2i3

176

228

177

207

r89

Student
Number

140

23

I 6

25

4

B

9

Ã

9

I 6

i U

6

u

Number
Referred

CTBS REFERRALS

(et

¿t

(0) I

(t)
0

(o)0

(o )0

(1)3

(o)o

(r )0

(t )3

(2)
¿

\r)n+

(lJn

(0)
3

SDRT
Assessed

(to I
a4.)á

(r\

/?ì
\J/I +

(rb

(o\

(t)l

(rb

(rb

(ol

(ol

ruD

trb

(oh

hlRMT

tte]

I

4

I

0

2

I

¿

I

2

I

L

0

L. D.

ÃÃ

I 0

6

II 4

I

I

-7

0

2

I 0

2

0

N.A.

tt

J

3

C
U

L

II

I

0

2

I

I

I

'I

TR

B5

B

II

6

9

7

6

I 3

7

5

+

6

4

Number
Referred

TTACHTR REFERRALS

(17r

(t)
L

(1) 
0

(L) 
2

(r) 
2

(2) 
0

(3) 
3

(2)
0

(2)
2

rzl 0

tz) 
Z

(0)
2

SDRT

As se s sed

(25 )

4&

(2)
2

'16) 
z

tuJ2

t4) 2

(r)3

tI) 
z

(2)3

(t)
3

(t)
0

,rt I

1 )
1

2 )
0

l/lRMT

(¿z)

2

7

4

5

2

5

Ã

3

3

I

2

L.D

J

I

I

I

N "4.

I

i

TR.
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also indicated by the ( ) in the upper part of the assessed

s.D.R.T., w.R.M.T. columns. The N.A. column indicates the number

äf students at each level for whom assessmenL information of all
c.T.B.s. and achievemenE subtest scores were not available. The

TR transfer out and N.A. population could therefore, not be

included in the statistical aspect of this study.

Figures B and C demonstrate the application of the

Department of Education formula (Appendix A) to the achievement

test.s used.

The criteria for this study required not greater than

202 under-referral and not more than 100% over-referral . A 2oZ"

under-referral rate r{¡as accepterl because a certain percentage of

students h¡ere more marginal in the degree of their disability
than others. A 20% under-referral rate would accept that 20 out

of every 100 identified students would be missed by the screening

procedure. (The under-referral formula is: Missed L.D. students/

Total identif ied x 100 = x). The 2o7" under-ref erral rate r,/as

considered a realistic under-referral raEe despite the concern to

identify all L.D. students. A 1002 over-referral rate would

accept that out of every 200 students identified for L.D.

assessment only 100 would qualify as L.D. (The over-referral

formula is: rdentified for assessment - L.D./L.D. x 100 - x).
A l00z over-referral rate was accepted because of testing time

and cost restraint

B. hlhat subtest score pattern exist for the C.T.B.S.,
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the wrsc-R, and l^J.R.M.T. or s.D.R.T. which would predicr L.D. ?

The subtest scores of each of these tests were statistically
analysed to find their minimum, maximum, mean, variance and

standard deviation scores. These statistical scores were then

studied to determine if lower subtest patterns existed which

would indicate L.D.

A comparison of the statistical measures were also used

to determine relationships between achievernent test scores.

Comparisons between L.D. and non-L.D. students were made for each

test used and between each test used in both c.T.B.s. and teacher

referred populations. correlation of significance are summarized

in tables 2-7 showing all < .05 correlations for comparison

of the l^Jrsc-R to s.D.R.T. subresrs in Table 2, the t/rsc-R ro

c.T.B.s. (s) subtesrs in Table 3, rhe t/rSC-R ro l^l.R.M.T. in Table

4 and the I./ISC-R ro C.T.B.S. (t^J) in Table 5, rhe C.T.B.S. ro

s.D.R.T. in Table 6 and rhe c.T.B.s. ro w.R.M.T. in Table 7. Ar7

correlations were organized to show the frequency of correlaLion

patterns between subtests for c.T.B.s.-referred L.D. and non L.D.

samples as well as teacher-referred L.D. and non L.D. samples.

C. How could we predict children v/ith L.D. from the

available measures? This descriptive study looked at the

screening effectiveness of the c.T.B.s. and other tests in
generating referrals for the identification of L.D. students.

Two thousand five hundred and twenty-eight grade three to six
students were screened for possible L:D. The saskatchewan



Table 2 Correlation CoefficÍents fo
vhen Comparing I.JISC-R to S.

rP(
D.R.T

05
SubÈesc Scores

CTBS REFERRED TEACHER REFERRED

WISC-R L.D. (N = B)

Variable r

Not L.D. (N = 23)

Variable r

L.D. (N = 17)

Variable r

Not L.D. (N = 18)

VarÍable r

SDRT Performance 78 None None SDRT + Verbal
Perfor
F. Scale
lnfor
)]-mr l-

Ari th
ObjecÈ ,{

o.67
0. ó0
0.6s
0.42
0.60
0.53
0.66

Comprehension 0.71

s(,
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Table 3 Highest Three 0orrelation Coefficients for
PS.05 Wfrcn Ccnearing rhe WISC+
(S.D.R.T.) FuIL Scale and Venbal I.Q.
Scores to tlre C.T.B.S. Subtest Scores.

C.T.B.S. Referred Teactnr Referred

Variable r Variable r

L.D. (n = B) not L.D. (n = 23) L.D. (n = 17) noÈ L.D. (n = lB)

tull Scale I.Q.

none none none M.Conc. 0.56 (312)

Verbal I.Q.

R. Ccrry. O.æ (g/")

M. Cørcp. O.73 gfÐ

L. Rlnt. o.72 gn)

none fþne Itâth. Concp. O.5I (262)

ìbte: H-Èher Fbll Score or Verbal I.Q. Scores may be used in
tln Saslcatclermn L.D. forrula ard tlpnefore both are
stþü¡n.

Using the fonn¡la (r2 x lO) ttre ( ) sfro"r how much
vari,ance is accor¡rEed for utren talcing these coefficients
toget¡er.



Table 4 Correlation Coefficients for p < .05when Comparing Í{ISC_R i. w.n.¡l.rÌ iií..". Scores

CTBS REFERRED
TEÁCHER REFERRED

WISC-R

r./ISC-R
(wR¡fr)

L.D. (N = lo)

Varlable r

Not L.D. (N = 22)

Variable r
L.D. (N = 2s)

VarlabIe r

Not L.D. (N = 2l)
Variable r

I{. R.M.T. P. Comp + p. Comp. 0.66 fnfo. + I,/ord fd
lrtord Conp.
pass Comp.
l./. Total

o.46
0.52
0.59
0. s4

fnfo. + Word lD

P. Arrang +
Word Att.
Word Coop.
l{. Tocal

-0.47 Sio + Word ID _O,44

Coding +
Ilord Acr 0.44

-0.4s
-0.62
4.44

Digir Span +
Word Id
tJord AÈtack
Pass. Coøo.
W. Torat '

0.50
0.53
0.64
0.65

5
(,¡r
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Table 5 Highest Three Correlation Coefficients for
P <.05 When Comparing I{ISC-R (W.R.M.T. )Full Scale and Verbal I.Q. Scores to the
C.T.B.S. Subtest Scores.

C.T.B.S. Referred

Variable r

L.D. (n = 10) not L.D. (n = 22) L.D.

Full Scale I.Q.

Teacher Referred

Variable r

(n = 25) not L.D. (n = 21)

none none none none

Verbal I.Q.

none none none none

Note: Either fu1l scale or verbal r.Q. scores may be used in the
saskatchewan L.D. formula and therefore both are shown.
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Table 6 Higtrest Three Correlation Coefficients for
P < h[En Ccnparing rlæ S.D.R.T. Total
Score hlith the C.T.B.S. SubLesL Scores.

C.T.B.S. Referred

Variable r

L.D. (n = 8) nor L.D. (n = 23)

Teacter Referred

Variable r

L.D. (n = 17) not L.D. (n = 18)

nofìe

I,/. Refn. O.æ (gZ)

R. Corp. o.æ. rcn)

L. Spel. O.æ (gl")

R. Ccrry. O.n Gqò M. Ooncp. O.73 (5y")

I,'t. Refn. 0.69 (48l,)

t{. Graph O.8 (462)

lbte: ïhe S.D.R.T. toEal score røs tÌr= m1y S.D.R.T. grade score
pernitted in the Sad<atdelmn forrula.

UsÍng the fonrula (r2 x 10) tl¡e ( ) strow ho$r rnrh
\¡ariånce ís accq:nted for r+,tre¡r taking tlrcse coefficients
together.
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Table 7 mghest three Correlation Coefficients for
P S.05 htren Curparing the ïI.R.M.T.
Total Score l,Jith the C.T.B.S. S:brest Scores.

C.T.B.S. Referred

Variable r

L.D. (n = 10) not L.D. (n = ?2)

Teacher Referred

Variable r

L.D. (n = 17) nor L.D. (n = 18)

flone Væab. O.74 (sfl.)

R. Ccrrp. O.æ (%7")

I,J. Refn. O.æ (%7")

R. Ocrry. O.7I (W.)

Vocab. 0.62 (W")

l,l. Ihps 0.62 (W")

M. Cørcp. O.% (3I7")

W. C,raph O.Y (ry")

L. Caps 0.52 (m")

Note: Ihe I^/.R.M.T. total score r€s the anly I{.R.M.T. grade score
permitted in the SaskatchcËn L.D. fom:la.

Using tlre fornula (r2 x lO) tlre ( ) stro¿ hok¡ nnrch
variance is accrn¡rted for ulrcn taking these coefficients
together.
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Table 3 Number of Significant Correlations for( .05 for all Subtests Used. Numbers of
Significant Correlations are also Expressed
in Percentages

'f¿tble

2

3

l.

5

6

7

Possi ble
Tests (lsed Correlation

\./ISC-R + S.D.R.'t. t4

'dISC-R(S) + C.T.B.S. 210

lJISC-R + ',J. R.M.T. 96

lJISC-R(l.i) + C.T.B.S. 210

C.I.B.S. + S.D.R.T. l5

C.T.U.S. + tJ.R.M.T. 90

C.T,B.S. Referred
L. D. Non L. D.

2(tr,z) 0(02)

t5('tz) 2(t7")

t(tz) 5(5i)

( -) 5( 2;) I (0.52)

0(02) I 5( l0oz)

7(82) 4t (L9Z)

'feacher Referrori
L.D. ¡-on [..D.

0(02) 7Ó0;)
(-17) (+7)

24(1t7") 2l(10ã)

(_) ¿1(42) (_l) ,(5u)

t (27") 3( li)
t(72) l5(lc)02)

4l (t 6Z) j9(t,32)
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formula for identifying L.D. was applied to determine which

referral source most accurately identified L.D. students. The

study also compared teacher-referral against c.T.B.s.-referral

sources to determine over and under referral rates.

The statistical analysis was completed with the

assistance of the Saskatchewan computer utility corporation

Program. The computer program sAS computed within-test measures

indicaEing mean, standard error of mean, standard deviation and

variance. Multiple correlation scores were also computed for

comparison of each subtest score.

Multiple correlations hrere used to study the relative

weights of the relationships between tests and subtest scores.

Multiple correlation scores were computed for comparison of each

subtest score. Multipre correration was used because it allowed

the determination of the relationship beEween one variable and

several others. The predictions based on multiple correlation

vJere seen to be more accurate than those based on single

variables because several different factors relevant to the

prediction could be considered. The coefficients of multiple

correlat.ion, R whose significance levels were ( .05 the

levels were then summarized on Tables 2 to B and Appendix E.

These correlations r{ere then studied for patterns suggesting

predicEions of L.D. vs. non L.D. Tables 3 and 5 indícate the

highest three correlation coefficients for p (.05 when

comparing the l{rsc-R, Full Scale r.Q. and verbal r.Q. scores ro
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the c.T.B.s. subtest scores. The Fu11 Scale and verbal r.Q.

scores were the only WISC-R scores permitted in the Saskatchewan

L.D. formula. These r.Q. scores were compared to the c.T.B.s.

subtesE scores to demonstrate which c.T.B.S. subtests were most

likely to predict L.D. students. Tables 6 and 7 indicate the

highest three correlation coefficients for p (.05 when

comparing the total scores from the s.D.R.T. and l^/.R.M.T. to the

c.T.B.s. subtest scores. The total scores from the s.D.R.T. and

W.R.M.T. are shown because these were the permiEted scores for
designation of L.D. in the saskatchewan formula. The achievement

Èotal scores are compared to the c.T.B.s. subtest scores to

indicate which c.T.B.s. subtest scores are most rikely to predict

L.D. Tables 2, 4 and supplementary tabres 3, 5, 6 and 7 as found

in Appendix E list all correlation coefficients for p <.05

when comparing all subtests of Ehe l^/rsc-R, S.D.R.T., w.R.M.T. and

c.T.B.s" A summary of the numbers of significant correlations
(.05 level for all subtest comparisons is listed in table B.

Numbers of significant correlations are also expressed in

percentages for easier comparison. The information and

statist.ics from questions A and B were scrutinized to determine

which referral sources, subtests, tests or combinations of tests

and subtests provided the strongest predictors of L.D.

rn addition the sAS stepwise regression analysis was

computed using the MAXR to compute an analysis of variance, the F

value which was the ratio of the regression mean square to the
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error mean square, the significance of the probability of the F

va1ue, and other relaEed statistics. The MAXR improvement

technique developed by James Goodnight was considered superior to

the stepwise technique and almost as good as all possible

regressions (sAS users Guide: statistics, lgï2). unlike the

sLepwÍse method the MAXR evaluates switches on all dependent

variables before a choice is made.

The I'{AXR method'began by finding the one variable which

produced the highest R . Next the variable that yielded the

greatest increase in R was added. F scores were computed not

only for the combined independent dependent variables but also

showed the intercept strength of each dependent variable added.

The MAXR was computed for total test scores because

total scores $/ere seen to have the strongest predíction ability.
This study v/as based on the saskatchewan L.D. formula which

accepted only the total test scores for L.D. designation

purposes.

The MAXR was administered for each sample three times so

that all three variables would interchange to become dependent

and independent variables. The F scores with the significance of

each F score r+as then summarized on Tables 9 and l0 to show the

predictive strength of c.T.B.s. referred vs teacher referred

scores. Scores were also separated for L.D. vs non L.D.

populations. Each F score was ranked according to its strength

of prediction from highest to lowest. The intercept contribution
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of each independent tests F value was similarly ranked and is
displayed on Tables 11 and 12.



Table 9 Regression Analysis of alI Test Variables Showing F Score,
Prob. of F Scores and Rank of l'Scores for L.D. PopuLations

Variables

Dependent Independent

CIBS Referred

F Score Prob ) F Rank

Teacher Referred

F Score Prob ) F Rank

Rank

Difference Average

WISC-R
LIISC-R
l,JISC-R
CTBS

CTBS
CTBS

SDRT
SDRT

SDRT
WISC-R
WISC-R
WISC_R
CTBS

CTBS
CTBS
TRMT

I.IRMT

wRtff

SDRT

crBS (s)
SDRT + CTBS
WISC-R
SDRT

WISC-R. + SDRT
WISC-R
LtÌtS
WISC-R + CTBS
KRMT

CTBS (w)
WRMT + CTBS
WISC-R
WRMT

WISC-R + l.IRÌ\,fT
IâTSC-R

CTBS
tt¡lsc-R

14.52 0.0089
0.50
0.24

4.21
2.24

0.4910
0.1902

9
11.84
o.97

0.0127
0.3628

)
6

10 I

0
2

5

I
t4

70
52

0.2733
0.0089

4
1

0
0

0582
r433

0582

4
6

4
7

8

I
3

1

2

1

5

9. 86 0.0184 3

4.21
r.97
0.9i

0
0
0

76 4 5
3504

I .02
o.46
l -o2

0.3426
0.651 5
o.3426

5

8
5

2.54 0. l0l4 3 6.5

0.52 0.6174 7

18. 73
12.64

0.0002
0.0002 11 5

)
6

0.21
0.10

0.6586
o.9047

9 o

2

73
97

0.0002
0.0002

B
o10

Average 4.12 5.7 ta

(.¡¡
Â.
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Table 10 Regression Analysis of a1l Test. Variables Showing F Score,
Prob. of F Scores and Rank of F Scores for non L.D. populatlons

Variables

Dependent IndependenÈ F Score

CTBS Referred

Prob ) F

o.7049

0.91 l2

Rank

Teacher Referred

F Score Prob ) F

11.98 0.0032

5.63 0.01s0

Rank

Rank

Difference Average

65

29

!l.ISC-R
IfISC-R
T{ISC-R
CTBS
CTBS
CTBS
SDRT
SDRT
SDRT
WISC-R
WISC-R
I{ISC-R
CTBS
CTBS
CTBS
IÍRMT
IJR}ÍT
I{RMT

SDRT
CTBS (S)
SDRT + CTBS
WISC-R
SDRT
wISC-R + SDRT
IfISC-R
CTBS
I{ISC-R + CTBS
['¡RMT

crBS (I{¡)
WRMT + CTBS
rfrsc-R (I.J)
I.TRMT

IfISC-R + [{RMT
hrlsc-R
CTBS
I{ISC-R

0.152

0.09

2

B

I

I
a

57.42
27.43

0.000i
0.0001

10

I

I
¿

7
9

4
5

4
6

13.31
6.26

o.oo22
0. 0106

0
4

0
1

I
5

57.42
27 .61

0.0001
0.000I

13.31
LI.44

o.oo22
0.001

I
,<

0.28
0.14

0.6019
0.8744 1 .48 o.2540

0.0047
0.0084

9

4
6

4

5

0

0
1

0
I

9

4
6

35
92

35
82

0
0

0
0

0012
0055

001 2
0059

10.23
6.32

4
5.5

t4.
6.

IO.23
6.92

7.46

0. 0047
0.0059

4
5.5

Average 14.t2 1.4

ur
L¡



Table 11 Regression Analysis Showing Intercept F Score ContribuÈions,
Prob. of Incercept F Scores and Ranked F Scores for each L.D.
Independent Test Score Variable

Variables

Dependent Independent

CTBS Referred

F Score Prob ) F Rank

Teacher Referred

F Score Prob ) F Rank

Rank

Difference Average

WISC-R

CTBS

SDRT

WISC_R

CTBS

WRMT

SDRT
CTBS
I{ISC-R
SDRT
WISC-R
CTBS
WRMT
gTBS

WISC-R
WRMT

IJISC-R
CTBS

19. 70
3.39
3.39
2.23

I9. 70
2.23
0.02
0.83
0.13
0.83
0.02
0. l3

0.0068
o.t249
o.t249
o.1954
0.0068
0.1954
0.895 I
o.3927
0.7303
o.3927
0.8951
0.7303

1

')

2
a

I
3
6
4
5
4
6
5

o.43
0.01
0.43
3.88
0.01
3.88
4.42
4.06
4.06

24.t2
4.42

24.12

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

5218
9098

5

6
5
4

6
4
2

3
1

I
2

I

4
4
J

I
5

I
4
1

)
3
4
4

3
4

3.5
3.5
2<

3.5
4

2.5
4
3

52 18
0689
9098
0689
o47 I

0.0s63
0.0563
0.000r
0.047 1

0.0001

Aveiage 4.4 6.2 5.5

vlo.



Table 12 Regression Analysis Showing InEercepÈ F Score ConÈributions,
Prob. of IntercepÈ F Scores and Ranked F Scores fór each
non L.D.Independent TesÈ Score Variable

Variables

Dependent Independent

CTBS Referred

F Score Prob ) F Rank

Teacher Referred

F Score Prob ) F Rank

Rank

Di fference Average

WISC_R

CTBS

SDRT

WISC-R

CTBS

TRMT

SDRT
CTBS
t+¡ISC-R

SDRT
I.JISC-R
CTBS
WRMT

CTBS
WISC-R
WRMT

I{ISC-R
CTBS

0.14
0.05
0.05

54.70
0.14

54.70
0.00
0.13
0.13

13.39
0.00

13.39

I1.4

0. 7096
o.8322
0.8322
0.0001
0.7096
0.0001
o.9532
0.7259
0.7259
0.001 7

o 9532
0.001 7

J

5
5

I
3
I
6
4
4
2

6
2

5

0
0
6
5
6
?-

6B
02
02
66
6B
66
70

0.0309
0.8899
0. 8899
0.0209
0. 0309
0.0209
0 1175
0.1839
0.1839
0. 0026
0.1175
0.0026

3

6
6
1

2

2

4
5
5
I
4
I

0
1

I
I
0
I
')

I
I
1
a

I

3

5.5
5.5
1.5

3
1

5
i .91 4.5

4.5
1<

5

1.5

2

I

91
25
70
25

Average 4.9

(Jl
\J
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Chapter 4

ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS

The analysis of daEa and discusslon of results followed

the format suggested by the questions of this study. This

descriptive study looked at the screening effectiveness of the

C.T.B.S. and other Lests in generating referrals for the

ldentification of L.D. students. Tûo thousand five hundred and

t,went,y-eight grade three to six st,udents were screened for

possible L.D. The study spanned a three year period of time

including 1980, 1981, and 1982 r*ith the.analysis of the study

applied to all- three years of the study.

A. How did the referral process work?

1. I{hat number of those stud.ents who qualif Íed and of

those students who failed to qualify as L.D. readers were

identified at each step of t,he referral and assessment process?

This study looked at 2528 studenrs enrolled in grades

three to six in the swift. current city schools. students were

screened for referral by teacher-referral sources as well as by

the C.T.B.S. (Figure A). Teacher-referrals represented all
referrals for possible L.D. students submitted by teachers for
further psychologist assessment. c.T.B.s.-referrals represented

all students who scored on or below the 15th percentile on the
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composite score of the c.T.B.s. Students from both the c.T.B.s.

and teacher-referral sources were then assessed by a resource

teacher with the s.D.R.T. and I^J.R.M.T. A psychologist or

psychometrican assessed referred students using the wrsc-R. The

saskatchewan formula for L.D. was then applied to these scores.

students who qualified by this formula were designated as L.D.

0f the 140 students referred by the c.T.B.s., B were identified

as L.D. by the S.D.R.T. and t{rsc-R, while 10 were idenrified by

the W.R.M.T. and l^/rsc-R. A total of 18 srudents were idenrified

as L.D. by the C.T.B.S. referral source. Teacher referral

sources identified 85 students for assessment by s.D.R.T. and

wrsc-R and W.R.M"T. and l.[sc-R resrs. The s.D.R.T. and l{rsc-R

were used to assess 35 students, 17 of which were identified as

L.D. The W.R.M.T. and hlrsc-R r+as used to assess 46 students, 25

of which were identified by the teacher-referral source. Only

18 of the 42 L.D. students were idenrified by c.T.B.s. screening.

The screening and referral procedure of this study

conformed in most ways to the screening procedures of 0ntario and

Manitoba as discussed earlier. As identified by Robert Macrntyre

(1980) identification of L.D. began with in-school assessment of

low achievers. At this point informal teacher assessment as well

as standardized assessment instruments such as the c.T.B.S. were

used to identify low achieving students. Students who maintained

low academic achievements were referred to a second level of

assessment. Typical problems resulting from varied definitions



60

of L.D. were resolved in this study by following the formulas as

outlined by the saskatchewan Department of Education which

mandated specific guidelines for definition and identification.

2. l,lhat number of L.D. readers were successfully

identified for referral, by teachers or by the C.T.B.S.? As

indicated by Figure A, 85 students were referred for further

testing by teacher-referral and 140 students were referred by

c.T.B.s. scores. 0f the 85 sEudents referred by teachers, 42

were later identified as L.D. 0f the 140 students identified by

the C.T.B.S., only 18 were later identified as L.D.

As indicated by Figure D the c.T.B.s.-referred 5.57" of

the total studenLs screened r+hile teacher-referrals represented

3.4% of. the total students screened. This study found 29% of. the

c.T.B.s.-referred students for whom all scores were avaÍlable

were found to be L.D., while 527" of the teacher-referred

students for whom all scores u¡ere available were found to be L.D.

Teacher-referrals were seen therefore to most accurat.ely

identify L.D. students.

3. l,Jhat number of L.D. readers were not successfully

identified for referral by teachers or by the c.T.B.s.? Figure A

shows that of the 85 students referred by teachers, 43 were not

successfully identified as L.D. of the 85 students referred by

teachers, S.D.R.T. and/or W.R.M.T. and C.T.B.S. scores were not

available for 4 students. 0f the 140 students referred by

c.T.B.s. scores, r22 were not successfully identified as L.D.
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PeÌcsrtage of students Fo'¡nd to be L'D' witÌ¡ tf¡e S.D.R.T. and W.R.M.T. for Both the c.T.B.s. ard reacher*eferred Sarpres

All Str¡dents
N = 2528

C.T.B.S.+eferred for L.D.
= 5..fl of all Str:dents
1401 = 5.fl of 2SB

Tæher-r€ferred for L.D.
= 3.Q. of all students
85 = 3.4% of. ?58

Z of students fq¡-rd
q¡t of tÌ¡ose ecseqsed
rrith S.D.R.T. ar¡d
kTSC-{ = 26%

Z of students
fcu'¡d rnt to be
L.D. o¡r of rhe 63
studglts for çi-¡¡o
all scores ræ¡e
arailable = 7iZ

Z of students
fcr¡rd L.D. cut of
tlnae eqseqsed witl-ì
W.R.M.T. and I{ISC-R
= 3IZ

Z of students
fot¡-d L.D. cut of
tlEe âss.qsed l,ith
S.D.R.T. and I{ISGR
= 49.

Z of students for.rd
r¡ct Eo be L.D. cut
of the 81 students
for wt¡:n all æores
rcre arailable =le.

Z of students
fot¡-d L.D. or:t of
tlæ aqs-sud
lfirh W.R.M.T. and
l.{Isc* = 542

B/10 x rû = W" 45/63 xI@ =7r7" IO/32 x1O= 3¡¿ 17/35 x r@ = 4g. g/gr x r@ = & 25/¿6 xtCI= fZ
Tl-erefore Uo rere
fcr-u-d co be L.D. 1þrefore 57. w:e

fcund to be L.D.

ffrE: rn ø¡¡ of tle c'T'B's' ard ÈffiÌEr-referred Sroups of studsrts above, separate sarptes are idsrEified for the 
'.D.R.T. 

and!{ISC+, ard W.R.M.T. an'd I{ISC* saples. 
--- ø--¡ - v^ sswq¡Q owYË' ÈËFlrate

In El€ c'T'B'S'-'referred grüp 13ø and 16% of tle Lo:al Mgg iden$It"¿ ¡y rhe S.D.R.T. ard t{rsGR, and 
'.R.M.T. 

a,"krH sarples respec¿i'¿ely' rn t}E tffi¡Er*"f"oudã;p. 21ï. 'fr 31y. oi rí--aoor 5v, w¡eidentified by tles'D.R.T. ano hrs*R and w.fr.M.T. and r.trsc+ *.*Ë;#ãuery.
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S.D.R.T. andfor I^J.R.M.T. and C.T.B.S. scores were not available

for 77 of the C.T.B.S.-referred students.

As indicared by Figure D in the C.T.B.S.-referred

group 7L7. of. the students were referred incorrectly. The teacher-

referral group showed a 487, over-referral rate. C.T.B.S.-

referrals were much less accurate than teacher-referrals as

demonsErated by a much higher over-referral rate for c.T.B.s.-

ref erred st.udents.

4. what number of students from each of the referral
sources were successfully identified as L.D. by the S.D.R.T. or

Èhe hl.R.M.T., in conjunction with the I^Jrsc-R? rn the teacher-

referred side, Figure A demonstrates that 17 out of the 35

studenEs assessed with the S.D.R.T. and WISC-R were identified as

L.D. rn the teacher-referred side of Figure A, 25 out of the 46

sEudents assessed with the l./.R.M.T. and I,JTSC-R were identified as

L.D- rn Lhe c.T.B.s.-referred side of Ehe map (Figure A), g out

of the 31 students assessed with the s.D.R.T. and I,JTSC-R and 10

out of those studenEs assessed with Lhe I,J.R.M.T. and wrSC-R were

identified as L.D.

5. I^Jhat number of students from each of the referral
sources were not successfully identified as L.D. by the s.D.R.T.

or the s.R.M.T. in conjunction with Ehe l^,rrsc-R? As indicated by

Table 1 and Figure A, l8 of the 35 students assessed with the

s.D.R.T. and l^/rsc-R on the teacher-referral side, did not qualify

as L.D. This represents a 93Z" over-referral rate. similarly, 2r



63

of the 46 student,s assessed with the I^/.R.M.T. and wrSC-R on the

t,eacher-referred side of the map did not qualify as L.D.0n the

c.T.B.s. side of the maps, 23 of. the 31 students assessed with

Lhe s.D.R.T. and wrsc-R did nor qualífy as L.D. and 22 of. the 32

students assessed with the I^I.R.M.T. and hrISC-R did not qualify as

L.D. Figure A and rable 1 also identify the 4 students on the

teacher-referral side of the map and 77 students on the

c.T.B.s.-referral side of the map which were not íncluded Ín the

sLatistics because all subtest scores necessary v/ere not

available.

B. I,Jhat subtest score patterns existed for Lhe C.T.B.S.,

the hrrsc-R, and I^I.R.M.T. or s.D;R.T. which would predict L.D.?

1. For the identified L.D. students, what was the with-

in test relationship of subtest scores for Ehe C.T.B.S., the

I^/ISC-R, the S.D.R.T., and the tI.R.M.T.?

Descriptive statistics for the C.T.B.S., the TIISC-R, Ehe

S.D.R.T., and the [I.R.M.T. are provided in Appendix D. The

subEest scores of each of the C.T.B.S., [^IISC-R, and W.R.M.T. or

S.D.R.T. were compared.

The coefficients of multiple correlation, R2 with

significance levels (.05 were summarized on tables 2, 4, B

and supplementary tables 3, 5, 6 and 7 as listed in Appendix E.

Table B summarizes the number of correlation coefficiertts
(.05 level for all subtests. Only one subtest correlation

(.05 level is noted when comparing the c.T.B"s. subtests to the
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S.D.R.T. for the L.D. populations. The number of C.T.B.S.

subtest and l^/.R.M.T. subtest correlations r4rere B% for c.T.B.s.

referred populaÈions and 462" for teacher referred L.D.

populations.

Information from supplementary tables 3, 5, 6 and 7

(Appendix E) were then analyzed to identify the c.T.B.s. subtests

which would be the best predictors of L.D. c.T.B.s. subLests

which received the three highest (.05 level correlation

coefficients when these subtests !/ere compared to the total
scores of rhe wrsc-R (verbal and Full scale r.Q.), s.D.R.T. and

I'I.R.M.T. were summarized in tables 3, 5, 6 and 7. As indicated

in tables 3 a¡d 5 reading comprehension (0.83) then rnaLh conccpts

(0.73) and language puncruarion (0.72) in rhe c.T.B.s. referred

wrsc-R (s.D.R.T.) L.D. sample were Ehe only c.T.B.s. subtesrs

which correlated <.05 level. No other c.T.B.s. or teacher

referred I,Jrsc-R L.D. samples showed any similar or other (.05

level correlations when compared wÍth c.T.B.s. subtesLs. As

summarized in tables 6 and 7 no c.T.B.s. subtests correlated

(.05 level with either the s.D.R.T. or W.R.M.T. total scores

for the L.D. c.T.B.s. referred samples. rn the teacher referred

L.D. samples the C.T.B.S. subtesL, reading comprehension,

correlaEed <.05 level for both the S.D.R.T. and I^J.R.M.T.

total t,est score samples. 0ther correlation coefficients for

P <.05 are noted for the L.D. c.T.B.s. subtests vocabulary

(0.62) and work study maps (0.62) f.or the teacher referred
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comparison with the hl.R.M.T. scores on1y. No L.D. C.T.B.S.

subtests correlated <.05 level for all samples of either of

the tr{rsc-R, s.D.R.T. or tI.R.M.T. Eotal scores. subtest reading

comprehension was the only C.T.B.S. subtest that correlated more

than once for L.D. samples. statistical scores were studied to

see if lower subtest patterns existed which would indicate L.D.

No patterns vrere seen which could be used Eo idenEify L.D.

Analysis of nean I.Q. ts for the hIISC-R samples (Table

13) show verbal, performance and full scale scores within the

norrnal range for each sample. The largest discrepancy was noted

in the L.D. Woodcock samples. In the C.T.B.S.-referred L.D.

I,/oodcock sarnples the mean verbal performance I.Q. difference !/as

10. In the teacher-referred L.D. üfoodcock sample the mean

verbal-performance I.Q. difference was also 1O (Appendix C).

I^Jrsc-R subtests, digit span, arithmetic, information and coding

have typically low mean scores for all samples of both L.D. and

non L.D. students (Appendix C). These subtests indicated

distractibility factors (satrler, L9B2). Distractibility factors

appeared therefore, characteristic of students referred for study

by both c.T.B.s. and teacher-referral sources for L.D. as well as

non L.D. populations.

W.n.i{.f. subtest scores were w-ithin a normal range

except for subtest letter identification which had a

significanEly higher mean score for all samples (Appendix D).

2. a) l./hat subtest score paLterns exi_sted for the
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Table 13 Mean I^JISC-R Scores for all Samples

C.T.B.S. Referred L.D.
(s.D.R.r.) (hr.R.M.r.)

WISC-R I.JISC-R

Verbal
Performance
F. Scale

103
103
103

91
101
9s

Teacher Referred L.D.
(s.D.R.r. ) (I.l.R.M.r. )

WISC-R WISC-R

101
103
r02

96
106
100

C.T.B.S. Referred Non L.D. Teacher Referred Non L.D.
(s.D.R.r. )

I.JISC-R

Verbal 90
Perf orrnance 90
F. Scale 89

The above table

scores for all

(\,I.R.M.T. )
l,iISC-R

displays mean verbal,

samples of the WISC-R.

performance and full scale

(s.D.R.r. )
WISC-R

(t^t.R.M.T. )
I{ISC-R

92
95
92

90
95
91

90
93
91
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c.T.B.s. ' the l,rrsc-R, and the Iü.R.M.T. or S.D.R.T. for teacher-

referred students who qualified as L.D.?

Tables 2 to 7 show correlations between the achievement

tests. c.T.B.S. subtests which received the three highest

(.05 level correlation coefficients when these three subEests

were compared to the total scores of the I^/rSc-R (verbal and fu11

scale), S.D.R.T. and I^J.R.M.T. are summarized in tables 3, 5, 6

and 7. As indicated in tables 3 and 5 no c.T.B.s. subtests

correlated <.05 1evel with Ehe I,Irsc-R teacher referred L.D.

samples. In the teacher referred L.D. samples Ehe C.T.B.S.

subtests reading comprehension, correlated ( the .05 level

for boLh the s.D.R.T. (0.70) and W.R.M"T. (0.71) sampl-es. orher

correlaÈion coefficienEs for P (.05 are noted for the L.D.

c.T.B.s. subtests, vocabulary (0.62) and work srudy maps (o.62)

for Èhe teacher referred comparison with the IrI.R.M.T. only but

not \{ith the S.D.R.T. sample. Subtest reading comprehension was

the only c.T.B.s. subtest that correlated more than once for the

L.D. teacher referred samples. More frequent correlations (41)

were noted between subtests of the W.R.M.T. and c.T.B.s. (Table

7). Table E (Appendix D) shows correlaÈions (.05 leve1 for

the I,Jïsc-R and achievement tests. trlhile no significant

correlations (.05 level were noted for the s.D.R.T. and the

I^/ISC-R, sevent.een significanÈ but negative correrations vrere

shown beEween the c.T.B.s. subtests and the I4Irsc-R subLests.

These negative correlations would be expected as Ehe definition
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of L.D. suggested a one standard deviation variation between

achi-evement and ability EesÈing. The I^/.R.M.T. subEesEs also

showed four negative but significant correlations r+ith the trrISC-R

subtests. The c.T.B.s. and I^J.R.M.T. when compared to the l,Jrsc-R

h¡ere more uniform in their measurement of L.D. than was the

s.D.R.T. As also described on Table B, rhe c.T.B.s. and l,\r.R.M.T.

had forty-one significanL correlations between Ehem. This

demonstraEes how in the teacher-referred L.D. group, 467" of. arr
subtests scored between the c.T.B.s. and I,J.R.M.T. correrated

( 1eve1. rn Èhe teacher-referred L.D. group the c.T.B.s. and

I'J.R.M.T. !/ere seen to be most uniform in their measurement of

L.D.

Mean I.Q. 's for the (S.D.R.T. ) I,IISC_R samples were

uniform and higher for L.D. than for non-L.D. populations

(Appendix D).

2. b) I'JhaE subtest score patterns existed for the

c.T.B.s., the I^Irsc-R, and the I{.R.M.T. or s.D.R.T. for teacher-

referred students who did not qualify as L.D.?

c.T.B-s. subtests which received the three highest
(.05 level correlations coefficients when these subtests were

compared Eo Ëhe EoEal scores of the wrsc-R (verbal and full
scale), s.D.R.T. and I,I.R.M.T. are summarízed in tables 3, 5, 6

and 7. As indicated in tables 3 and 5 only one c.T.B.s. subtest

mat.h concepts correlated with Lhe non L.D. teacher referred.
wrsc-R (s.D.R.T.) rotal scores verbal (0.51) and furl scale
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(0.56). I./ISC-R (l^/.R.M.T. ) samples did nor shor+ a (.05

correlation wiËh c.T.B.s. subEest math concepEs. No other

(.05 correlation between any c.T.B.s. subtests and LrtrSC-R (full
scale and verbal) total scores appeared for teacher referred non

L.D. samples. rn the teacher referred non L.D. samples the

C.T.B.S. subtests marh conceprs (0.73 and 0.56) and work study

graphs (0.68 and 0.54) borh correl-aEed <.05 level for borh

teacher referred non L.D. S.D.R.T. and l,I.R.M.T. samples

respectively (Tables 6 and 7). work srudy references (0.69) and

language capitals (0.52) are also reporEed among the highest

three c.T.B.s. subtest <.05 revel coefficient but are

indicated for either w.R.M.T. or s.D.R.T. non L.D. teacher

referred samples but not for both. rn the teacher referred non

L.D. samples c.T.B.s. subtests, math concepts and work study

graphs are Eherefore seen to most consistenEly identify non L.D.

student.s.

As indicated by Table B, teacher-referred non_L.D.

students had the highest average number of subtests which

correlated ( the .05 level. In the C.T.B.S. and S.D.R.T.

comparisons all fifteen subtests were correlated ( the .05

level. rn the wrsc-R and S.D.R.T. cornparison seven subÈests

which represented 5o7" of the possible subt.ests correlated (
the .05 1eve1. The c.T.B.s. and l,I.R.M.T. showed Lhirty-nine

correlations ( the .05 1eve1 and this represents 43Z. of the

subE.est.s.
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For the non-L.D. teacher-referred samples the S.D.R.T.

showed highest percenEages of < .05 level correlations with

both the c.T.B.s. and wrsc-R subtesrs. As indicared in Table B

the S.D.R.T. and c.T.B.s. showed high uniformiEy of measurement

for both C.T.B.S. and teacher-referred samples.

2. c) What subtest score patterns existed for the

C.T.B.S., the I^JISC-R, and Ehe l,rt.R.M.T. or S.D.R.T. for C.T.B.S._

referred students who qualified as L.D.?

For the C.T.B.S. referred L.D. I^IISC-R S.D.R.T. sample

c.T-8.S. subtests reading comprehension (0.83) math concepEs

(0.73) then language punctuation (0.72) were shown to have

(.05 level correlation coefficients when compared to the I,,tSC-R

verbal total score. No other wrsc-R (ful1 scale or verbar)

scores identified <.05 level correlations for any other

samples.

No significant correlations v/ere noEed between subtests

of the c.T-8.s. and rhe s.D.R.T. for rhe c.T.B.s.-referred L.D.

group. A few significant correlations were noLed for subtests of

the c.T.B.s. and l,I.R.M.T. No significant correlations were noted

for boEh samples of rhe wrsc-R and c.T.B.s. and for rhe c.T.B.s.-

referred L.D. group. tJhile the sampres v/ere sma1l Ëhey were also

quite different as evidenced by Lhe fact that, correlations

existed for each sample but no common correlations existed in

both samples of the c.T.B.s.-referred L.D. populations. wrsc-R

and w.R.M.T. and s.D.R.T. correlations were few. Table B shows
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thaÈ not nore than I47" of the C.T.B.S.-referred samples

correlated < the .05 level for any test comparisons. These

stat,istics suggest that c.T.B.s. as an L.D. referral source is of

doubtful va1ue.

2. d) I¡IhaE subtest score patterns existed for the

C.T.B.S., Ehe I^JISC-R, and the I./.R.M.T. or S.D.R.T. for C.T.B.S.-

referred students who did noE qualify as L.D.?

I,JISC-R (full scale and verbal) tables (3 and 5) show no

(.05 correlations for C.T.B.S. referred not L.D. C.T.B.S.

subtests. Tables 6 and 7 indicate that more consistent

P <.05 level correlations exist between the c.T.B.s. subEests

and I'/-R.M.T. and s.D.R.T. total scores for the c.T.B.S. non L.D.

samples. C.T.B.S. subtests reading comprehsnion (0.8 and 0.6)

and work study references (0.83 and 0.60) are among the top three

P <.05 correlations when compared with the C.T.B.S. referred

non L.D. S.D.R.T. and IJ.R.M.T. toral scores (rables 6 and 7).

C.T.B.S.-referred non-L.D. populaLions showed fewer

consist.ent correlation pat.tern t.han did teacher-referred groups

(Table 8). All subtests of the c.T.B.s. correlated ar Ehe .05

level or higher when compared to the S.D.R.T. for the C.T.B.S.-

referred non-L.D. group. The S.D.R.T. in boEh rhe C.T.B.S.-

referred and in the teacher-referred samples were seen to have

more frequent ( .05 level correlaLions for non-L.D. samples.

The C.T.B.S.-referred non-L.D. correlatÍons were less consistent

however than the t.eacher-referred non-L.D. correlations. No
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significant correlation was noted between Ëhe htrsc-R and s.D.R.T.

No significant correlations existed for both groups of the

C.T.B.S. and [{ISC-R for the C.T.B.S.-referred non L.D. groups.

The C.T.B.S. and t^j.R.M.T. showed 497" significant (.05 level

or greaEer correlation relationships between then (Table B), but

in spite of this c.T.B.s.-referred samples stirr showed fewer

(-05 leve1 correlations than did teacher referrar samples.

C. How could we predict children with L.D. from the

available measures?

1 . hrhich subtesrs of the C. T. B. S . , the hrISC-R, the

S.D.R.T., and the LI.R.M.T. vrere most likely to predict L.D.?

No single subtest scores correlated consistently with

any other subtest for all samples. In the C.T.B.S., subEests

composite, reading conprehension, math concepts and math total,
showed the most frequent significant correlaEion with Ehe

l^J.R.M.T. subtests. correlations were not frequent or consistent

enough to develop predictable patterns for identifying L.D.

Table 9 surunarizes the F score and F score significance

levels for Ehe L.D. test comparisons. No consistently

significant ( .05 probabilities were noted for any tests for

both c.T.B.s. and teacher-referred samples. significant F score

relationships were noEed for the WISC-R and S.D.R.T. in the

C.T.B.S.-referred samples buL a very low F score 0.49 was

indicaEed in the teacher-referred samples of the same tests.
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Similarly a F score (.05 level of significance was noted

between the I^l.R.M.T. and the c.T.B.s. for the teacher-referred

samples but not for the c.T.B.s.-referred samples. This suggests

that the relationship of prediction among the tests for the

idenEified L.D. populaEions are accidental or random.

I,IISC-R subtest digit span, arithmetic, information and

coding had uypically low mean scores for alr samples of both L.D.

and non L.D. studenEs. The trI.R.M.T. I^Irsc-R sample shows 1ow

verbal scores for both L.D. and non L.D. students alike, buE

higher mean perfornance scores for the L.D. populations

(Appendix D). A significant variation beEween verbal and

performance r.Q. rs Ëherefore was an indicatcr of L.D. for this
sample. (S.D.R.T.) I{SC-R samples showed a generally lower I.Q.

for non L.D. then for L.D. students (Appendix D). Mean

achievement scores for the s.D.R.T. samples showed rower

achievenent levels than for the I{.R.M.T. samples.

The s.D.R.T. scores when compared Lo the c.T.B.s. subtest

scores showed consistently high (.05 levels of correlation

for non L.D. students but only 1 out of 30 correlations for L.D.

sEudents. One exception was noted in subtest reading

comprehension for the s.D.R.T. teacher-referred L.D. students.

The S.D.R.T. when correlated with the l{rsc-R similarly showed 1

out of 28 correlations for L.D. samples but 7 out of 28

correlations for non L.D. students (Table 2). This suggested

that the s.D.R.T. identified non L.D. students in ways similar to
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the hlrsc-R but L.D. student scores remained random. The increased

random scores of the L.D; population were in part accounted for
in thaE these tests rdere normed on normal populations.

2- hlhich nethod of referral or combination of referral
procedures h¡ere most likely to identify L.D.?

As discussed in chapters 2 and 3 the identification of
L.D. depended on definitions used and criteria procedures

employed to identify studenEs who conform to the prescribed

definition- The criteria for identification of L.D. were applied

after a referral was made by school personnel. This referral
process involved referral by teachers as well as referral by

C.T.B.S. scores lower than the ,l5th percenÈi-le. Figure A

demonstrates that of the g5 students referred by Ëeachers, 42

were identified as L.D. by further testing and application of the

saskatchewan Department, of Education criteria. complete test
results were availabr.e for g1 of the g5 students referred by

teachers. As indicated in Figure D this represented a 937, over-
referral raÈe. Teacher-referrals idencífÍe¿ air 42 L.D. sEudenEs

18 of which were also identified by the c.T.B.s.-referrar. source.

The C.T.B.S. test was also used to screen for possibl_e L.D.

referrals. Using the criteria ( L5T" on Ehe composite score of
Ehe c-T.B-s., 140 students r.rere identified for referrar. From

this source, 18 students were identified as L.D. by application
of the Department of Education formulas. Test resurts were

available for 63 of the 140 students referred by the c.T.B.s.



After applying the formula, 18 of the 63 students qualified as

L.D. This represented less than one third of students assessed.

Figure D demonstrated Ehat: 8 out of 31 students referred by the

c.T.B.s. and assessed wiLh the s.D.R.T. qualified as L.D.; 10 out

of. 32 students referred by the C.T.B.S. and assessed with Èhe

I'I.R.M.T. qualified as L.D. c.T.B.s.-referrals represented an

approximate 3502 over-referral rate and a 60% under-referral

rate. Teacher-referrals represented an approxinate 932 over-

referral and no under-referral was measured. Teacher-referral

was therefore most likely to identify L.D.

Results frorn the MAXR regression analysis as documented

in Table 9 indicates that for the L.D. populations the c.T.B.s.-

referral F scores are lower than the teacher-referral F scores.

The average F scores from the c.T.B.s.-referral sources was 4.2

The average F scores from the teacher-referral sources was 5.7.

This supports the assunption that teacher-referred L.D. samples

had greater predictive strength than C.T.B.S.-referred L.D.

population samples. Teacher-referral was demonstrated to be the

most accuraÈe form of referral measured.

3. I,Ihich of the tesEs used or combination of tests used

were most likely to identify L.D.?

As noted in Chapter 2, t,he criÈeria for applying Ehe

definition of L.D. was mandated in Saskatchewan to include a one

sEandard deviation range between tIrSc-R and achievement test

scores. In applying S.D.R.T. scores it was noted that Ehe
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S.D.R.T. identified lower achievement students than did the

I'/.R.M.T. The hI.R.M.T. Èended ro identify students who had lower

verbal than performance scores on the I^IISC-R. No other

consistently predictable patterns emerged from subtest analysis.

DisEracEibility factors noÈed by lower I.IIISC-R scores in

subtests information, arithmetic digit span and coding were

consistent with the findings of sattler (1982). Lower subtest

scores were not,iced for both L.D. and non L.D. students, and

therefore rr¡ere seen to be a characteristíc conmon to lower

reading achievement rather than a unique characteristic of L.D.

The definiEion of L.D. and prerequisite application

criteria were based on assessment, instruments which were normed

on normal populations. The tests used showed greater consistency

for the non L.D. populations Èhan they did for the L.D.

populations.

Table 11 srmmarizes the F score intercept contributions

made by each test for all sanples of the L.D. popuration. The F

score contributions for each t,est were averaged with the S.D.R.T.

having an average F score of 6.6, the W.R.M.T. an average F score

ot 7.3 and the C.T.B.S. an average F score of. 4.96. The average

F score sunmary suggests Ehat the I^¡.R.M.T. and next s.D.R.T. have

the strongest prediction value among L.D. students.



77

Chapter 5

SIJMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The Srudv

This descriptive study looked at the screening

effectiveness of the c.T.B.s. and other tests in generat,ing

referrals for the identification of L.D. students. Two thousand,

five hundred and twenty-eight grade three to six students were

screened for possible L.D. The province of saskatchewan as

outlined in Special Education: A Manual of Legislation.

Resulations. Policies and Guidelines (1981) recognized the

I,I.R.M.T., S.D.R.T. and I{ISC-R as suitable tests for the

identification of L.D. student,s. The C.T.B.S. was used ro

generate referrals for possible L.D. students. The W.R.M.T.,

S.D.R.T. and wrsc-R were used to identify the L.D. students. The

sLudy spanned a three year period of time includíng 19g0, lggl

and 1982 with the analysis of the sEudy applied to all three

years of the study.

The sEatistical analysis was completed with the

assistance of the saskatchewan computer utiliEy corporation

Prograrn. The computer program sAS computed wiEhin-test measures

indicating mean, standard error of mean, standard deviation and

variance. Multiple correlation scores were also computed for

comparison of each subte'st score. Regression analysis was
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computed for the composite

The summary and conclusion

with specific reference to

sEudy:

scores of all tests in each sample.

section of this paper is discussed

Ehe three major questions of the

Studv Questions

A. How Did The Referral process t/ork?

The purpose of this research was to sLudy the

effectiveness of using a varÍeËy of tests to generate referrals
and to identify L.D. students. The sÈudy looked aE 252g grade

three to six students who were screened for possible L.D.

Students were screened by teachers who submitted referrals for
L.D. assessment. The c.T.B.s. was also used to screen for
possible L. D.-referrals.

The identification of L.D. students was based on

definitions and criteria provided by the Saskatchewan Department

of Bducation. The referrals submitted by teachers and c.T.B.s.

screening were assessed by applying both the l^lrsc-R and the

s.D.R.T. or I'/.R.M.T. students who quarified by Department

formula were designated L.D.

From the 85 studenÈs referred by teachers, complete test
scores were available for 81 and 42 were idenËífied as L.D. This

represented a 937" over-referral and no under-referral was

measured (Figure D).

From the 140 sÈudents identified for referral by c.T.B.s.
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sources, 18 sLudents were identified as L.D. Test results were

available for 63 of the 140 students referred by Èhe c.T.B.s.

After applying the formulas, 18 of the 63 students qualified as

L.D. C.T.B.S.-referrals represented an approximate 3502

over-referral and an approximate 602 under-referral raÈe. The

criteria for this sEudy (chapter 3) required no greater than 20%

under-referral and not more than l00z over-referral. The

c.T-B.s. did not meet the accepted standards as a source of

L.D. -referral.

B. I,Jhat Subtest Score patterns Existed for the

C.T.B.S.. the hrISC-R. and trl.R.M.T. or S.D.R.T. tJhich l,Iould

Predict L.D.?

The subtest scores of each of the C.T.B.S., WISC-R and

I^¡.R.M.T. or s.D.R.T. were compared. statistical scores !ì¡ere

studied to see if subtest patterns existed which would indicate

L.D. No patterns were seen which could be used to identify L.D.

Patterns rirere seen, however, which raised questions

regarding the adequacy of using norm referenced tests

standardized on normal populations for identifying L.D. students.

significant corrêlations at Ehe .05 level were much fewer

between achieve¡nent tests for L.D. students than for non-L.D.

students. Tt¡is was especially noted when comparing subtests of

the c.T.B.s. to Èhe s.D.R.T. only one significant correlation

(s.D.R.T. and reading conprehension) was noted between either

L.D. group studied (Table 6, Appendix E). For rhe non-L.D.
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groups all s.D.R.T. and c.T.B.s. subtests correlated at the .05

level or higher. The S.D.R.T. correlated ( the .05 level with

1002 of the c.T.B.s. subtests for non L.D. populations but

correlated < the .05 level with less than L% of the L.D.

populations. The s.D.R.T. and c.T.B.s. showed questionable

consistency when measuring L.D. sËudents but great consistency

when measuring non L.D. studenÈs. compEon (1990) staËed thaE iE

r{¡as a questionable practise to apply the norms of the ttnormalrl

population to students r.rith reading problens. No evidence of a

significant subtest pattern useful for identifying L.D. students

was found.

Patterns were noticed ç'hich suggested a discrimination

against lower ability student,s who may benefit from similar

assistance as did L.D. students. l^Irsc-R subtest analysis showed

that distractibility subtests informaEion, arithmetic, digit span

and coding were significantly lower for both L.D. and non L.D.

groups (Appendix F). DistractibÍlity figures demonstraÈe larger

average variaEion for L.D. than for non-L.D. populations. yet,

(s.D.R.T.) Iüsc-R r.Q. mean scores were significantly lower for
non L.D. groups Ehan for L.D. groups. sattler (Lggz) indicated

lower reading achÍevement for students who had lower

disÈractibility subtest scores. since lower ability non L.D.

students and higher ability L.D. students had similar

disEractibility needs, they may both benefit from similar program

supports.
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C. How Could ltle Predict Children With L.D. From

Available Measures?

the

The contrast of much fewer significant correlations for
questions. Definitions discussed (Chapter 1) included the

definition upon which this study was based which held that

children who were L.D. were identifiable. Since the

characteristics of L.D. students identified by the hl.R.M.T.

varied from Ehose identified by the S.D.R.T. iE was possible that

inconsistencies existed. It appeared that test.s measured

different qualities of learning problems. HammiLI (L972)

poinLed out that since little agreement existed among those who

applied rraccepted diagnostic procedurett these Eerms provide very

little use in definitions. It may well be more useful to

identify learning problems for each individual student raEher

than referring to an urnbrella term such as L.D.

The C.T.B.S. subtest analysis did not provide a

consistency which would be useful for prediction of L.D. In the

C.T.B.S.-referred and S.D.R.T. assessed groups, mean scores were

generally lower for L.D. than non L.D. students. Similarly,

while a strong level of correlation existed between the S.D.R.T.

and C.T.B.S. for non L.D. students, fewer correlations were noted

between the L.D. student groups. Inconsistencies between tests

as predictors of L.D. were noted. In the trI.R.M.T. assessed
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groups, the c.T.B.s. mean subtesE scores were generally higher

for L.D. than for non L.D. student,s. This contradicted the

criteria of L.D. established with the IrI.R.M.T. Higher mean

performance r.Q. scores were noted for the I,J.R.M.T. identified

L.D. groups and indicated a greater potential. For the W.R.M.T.

identified groups, while frequent significant correlaÈions were

noted between the c.T.B.s. and I,I.R.M.T., no obvÍous patterns

emerged which would permit predictions of L.D. Tests such as

the c.T.B.s. were seen to have little value in screening for L.D.

The developnent of alEernate screening procedures was suggested.

These procedures should be based on individual needs of each

student rather than by comparison to a construct such as L.D.

which was not seen to be measurable in Èhis study.

Results fron the MAXR regression analysis (Table 9)

indicated that for the L.D. populations the c.T.B.s. F scores

were lower than the teacher-referred F scores. This indicates a

less predictive strength among c.T.B.s.-referrals than anong

teacher-referrals. Table 10 surunarizes the ranked F score

intercept contributions by each test for all L.D. samples.

Despite a pattern of random scores the I./.R.M.T. and next S.D.R.T.

and last c.T.B.s. had the strongest prediction value among L.D.

sÈudents.

The criteria for this study (Chapter 3) required not

greater rhan 2O7" under-referral and not more than 100%

over-referral. Teacher-referrals represented a 937, over-referral
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and no under-referral r{as measured. C.T.B.S.-referrals

represented a 35O7" over-referral and an approximate 602

under-referral rate. Teacher-referrals but not c.T.B.s.-referrals

met the standards set by this sLudy. This study suggesEed that

teacher-referrals were the most accurate referral source.

Predictive patterns were not, seen which could substitute for

individual study of each studentts needs.

Implications for Educational Practise

Tests such as the C.T.B.S. were commonly used Eo group

student.s who required program alternations to accommodate

individual differences. such purposes were advocaLed by the

authors of the C.T.B.S., as legitímate uses of the C.T.B.S.

since L.D. students were among those students who required

program alteraÈions, Èhe c.T.B.s. was frequenÈLy used to identify

L-D. students. The criteria for this study as indicated in

chapter 3 required not greater Ehan Zoi( under-referral and not

rnore Ëhan 1002 over-referral. C.T.B.S.-referral however,

represented a 3507" over-referral rate and a 60% under-referral

raÈe. c.T.B.s.-referrals did not meet the standards set by this
sEudy.

larry Harris (1978) reviews the rowa Test of Basis skills
concluding thaÈ the claim that this batEery can be used Eo

diagnose specific strengths and weaknesses of individual pupils

q¡as a bit presumtuous in view of the generally high correlations
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among subtests and the relative small number of items measuring

any particular skill. Harris (1978) claims the resulÈs are

useful for making decisions about curriculum emphasis on a

disLrict-wide or school-wide level, but not useful for making

decisions aÈ the leve1 of the individual child. This study found

that the c.T.B.s. had much less predictabre correlation âmong

L.D. than non-L.D. students. rt is suggested therefore that the

C.T.B.S. not be used to identify for grouping or progran

placement L.D. students. since L.D. students are lower achieving

students the accuracy of the c.T.B.s. is suspect and should be

used only wÍth great, caution.

Ttris study raised serisus questions abouÈ the adequacy of

the current practise of identifying L.D. students in

saskatchewan. As noted earlier the idenEification of L.D.

students was based on definition and criteria provided by Ehe

Saskatchewan Department of Education. I{rSc-R subtest analyses

showed that distractibility subtest, information, arithmetic,

digit span and coding were significantry lowêr for both L.D. and

non L.D. groups. Yet, I,/Isc-R r.Q mean scores ]¡ere significantly

lower for the S.D.R.T. non L.D. groups than for L.D. groups.

sattler (1982) indicated lower reading achievement for studenÈs

who had lower distractibility subtesË scores. since lower

ability non-L.0. students and higher ability L.D. sÈudents had

similar distractibility needs, they may both benefit from similar
program supports. The saskatchewan formula discriminates against,
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Ehe identification of lower ability students despiEe similar

distractibility factors.

The Saskatchewan formula also assumed that L.D.

students had broad essenÈial features which were identifiable

with the prescribed tests. The characteristics of the ür.R.M.T.

L.D. saruples varied from those of the S.D.R.T. L.D. samples in

that the I,I.R.M.T. samples had significantly higher performance

than verbal abilities as measured by the I.IIISC-R. The S.D.R.T.

L.D. samples showed lower mean reading achievement than the

I'rl.R.M.T. sanples. since the characteristics of L.D. students

idenËified by the I,I.R.M.T. varied from those identified by the

s-D.R.T. it seemed possible Ehat these tests did not idenLify

similar features. The definitions and application criteria used

in SaskaÈchewan should therefore be re-examined.

ImplÍcations for FuEure Research and Development

The authors of tests such as the C.T.B.S. should norm

these tesÈs on specialized populations incruding sampres of L.D.

or lower achieving populations as well as normal populations

before recommendations for use are stated. C.T.B.S. staEed

purposes such as rfto provide information useful in making

administrative decisions in grouping or programning ...rr are not

supported by this study. The C.T.B.S. did not provide the

consistency which would be useful for identifying individual

needs of L.D. students. I^lhile a strong leve1 of correlation
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exÍsted between the s.D.R.T. and c.T.B.s. for non-L.D. students,
fewer wpre noted between the L.D. student groups. rnconsis-
tencies between tests as predictors of L.D. were noted. rn the
l'/'R'M'T. assessed groups, the c.T.B.s. mean subtests scores rr¡ere

generally higher for L.D. than for non-L.D. students. This
contradicted the criteria of L.D. estabrished wiËh the hl.R.M.T.

Higher nean perfornance r.Q. scores were noted for the W.R.M.T.

identified L.D- groups and indicated a greater potential. For
the lil.R.M.T. identified groups, while frequent significant
correlations h¡ere noted between the c.T.B.s. and I,/.R.M.T., no

obvious patterns emerged which would permÍt predictions of L.D.
Tests such as the c.T.B.s. were seen to have little value in
screening for L.D- or in defining special program needs of L.D.
studenËs.

This study suggesLs that nore useful definiÈions and

identifying criteria are required. rt may be more useful to
identify student needs individually rather than to refer to
urnbrella categories of L.D. The saskatchewan definition discussed
(Chapter 1) indicated that children who were L.D. were

identifiable. The contrast of much fewer signÍficant correla_
tions for L.D- than for non L.D. students raised questions re-
garding appropriate assessment. since characteristics of L.D.
students identifÍed by Ehe Id.R.M.T. varied from those identified
by the S'D.R.T., it is possíbre that existing measures do not

'consistently identify categories of L.D. More accurate



87

definitions of what was meant by L.D. seem necessary. satEler

(1982) evaluated procedures for Ehe identification of L.D.

sËudents and concluded that there was no one standard for the

assessmenÈ of L.D. Jack Harrsrein (Lg7r) like sarrler (1982) and

coles (1978) concluded that a standard learning disability

battery did not exist. Most identification strategies like the

saskatchewan model relied on Ehe diagnostic conpetence of

examiners who usually administered tests of both achÍevenent and

ability. Harnnill (L972) pointed out thaE since little agreement

existed among those who applied accepEed diagnostic procedure,

current definitions h¡ere of little use. compton (l9go) argued

that i! ï¡as a questionable practise to apply the nor¡ns of the

nornal population Èo a small reading disabled population, but

Èhere was no present alternative. Clearly then we need to

question the current criteria for ídentifying L.D. students.

significant concerns regarding the current, definitions

of and criteria for identifyÍng L.D. children is shared by a

growing number of researchers. Grant, McMurray (1980) reported on

the attÍtudes of principals toward L.D. programs. He found that

757" of. the elenentary principals regarded their remedial programs

to be effective. However, many students exhibited multiple

handicaps and a clear understanding of their multi-faceted

behavior was illusive. l4artin Kravitz identified sorne of Ehese

multi-faceEed causes of learning disability in his 19g0 article
trlearning Disability - A changing Perspectivert. He argued that
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too many anomolies in the measurement of intelligence existed and

these anomolies were especially noted with L.D. children. He

stated that capacity tesLs should be considered irrelevant in

definiÈion of L.D. Rather a childrs ability to respond to Èhe

teaching technology should be used to determine whether or noE

learning disability exisred. Dr. hlilliam cruickshank (197g)

agreed, stating that rrlearning disabled students are to be found

in every intellectual level.rr L.D. identification in

saskatchewan required abiliEy assessment with r.Q. scores g5 or

higher and discrepancies between achievement and ability of at

least one standard deviation. current use of inÈelligence

assessment in L"D. definition is therefore discouraged.

Bob Algazzie and James Ysseldyke (1983) questioned the

usefulness of the term rflearning disabledtt. rn their study they

compared two samples of school-aged children. some of these

children were identified as L.D. by their local school disLrict,
while others were cal-led 1ow achievers. The I,[sc-R and peabody

rndividual Achievement Test were admínistered to each child and

the discrepancy learning disability formulas were applied.

ALgazzie and Ysseldyke found little difference beEween the L.D.

and non L.D. groups. They concluded Ehat the current reliance on

unspecified dÍscrepancy between ability and achievement was

deceíving and rnay be iIl-founded as a basis for a separate

category of children to receive special educaÈion services.

Since r.Q. testing has already been found to be subject to large

iI

,l
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variation, more narrovrly defined I.Q. discrepancy as adopted in

Èhe Saskatchewan formula are also subject to a large range of

error. ALgazzie and Ysseldyke (1983) state that no defensible

system of separaLing L.D. from low achievers exisLs.

Future research should concentraEe on developing

definitions and identificatÍon tools which are more student-

oriented and less identification formula bound. The rational for

these definitions would be better developed by studying low

achieving student,s and their unique instructional needs. It rnay

well be that by this process, criteria for funding and program

delivery would evolve which could maEch the individual

inst,ruction need of each st,udent, rather than maintain

restrictive progra¡us for inaccurately identified popul-ations

only.
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NOTE: Itlhere an indlvldual test cannot be glven due to Ehe

subject's developnrenÈal level, adapLlve behavlour rating may

be used to serve as an alternatfve Èo evaluating the chfld's
' degree of tnEellecËual handicaP.

4.2.4 Learning Dísabled (See Appendix F and Forms 101, L02r 103)

There is general agreement of four feaEures of Ehe learnlng
disabled category of educaEional handicap:

f) A learnlng difflculty, rnanifestfng itself fn one
or more sktll subject deficlencles, exfsts;

ii) A discrepancy between Eeasured academic aptitude
and measured achlevement exÍsts;

tíi) Organiclty ts/1s not established;

iy).,.Defined populatlon 1s llmited to children whose
, learrrfng dtfffculty can be clearly fdentlffed as

a communlcaElon disorder.
,t', r'i

Learning cllsabilÍtles is an inclt¡slve term whlch encomPasses
a family of lntrlnslc hlndrances to learning. Such hlndrances
may vary ln etiology; they nnay qanlfest themselves 1n differlng
learnlng weaknesses; they vary ln the ,degree of handlcap
they impose.

Painstaking diagnosEJ.c procedures are necessary to develop''
a prof lle óf 

" 
ãttif cl's speclf f c sËrenglh.s and rseaknesseb for

lnstructional purposes. Either prlor cor or slmultaneously
wlEh, the appllcstlon of suclt procedure6,, certain classiffcatfon
lechnlques musÈ be applied In order to permit candldacy for
a gfven learnlng dj.sab111È1es program and to allow applicatlon
of fundlng Èo.such a program.

It becomes necessary Ehen to translaÈe the broad essentlal
features of che dfsabillty lnto measureable characteristlcs
and to impose arbltrary psychometrl-c parameters that establísh
both involvernent anC degree of lnvolvement.

Such ctrai:acterlstics and parameters are lnclu<led 1n the Regu-
ulations Under The Education Act, 1978. Expliclt cletails
regarding measurlng instruments and other matters are listed
on a "partlculars" page. These detalls are subject to perlodic
review and superintendents/directors shoulcl ensure that the
data on which thelr designatlons are based conform to the
fnstructions of the latest revisíon" Worksheets and tables
ËhaE simpllfy calculations are also available from tile
Departmerìt.

There is no other câLeÉ{ory of handicap where, perforce, the
process of ellrnination plays sttclt a critical role. The
postulation of a dysfunction of rneriiating processes probably
accounts for tlrfs fact. Be tha! as 1t may, much of our data
and many of our observations are more useful for exclusion.

qo
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In screening a school population, prelimlnary investigation
will often uncover a group exhibiting the common characteristícs
of reduced progress. Expectations built into the systeu are
operaÈive here. Over the years school sysËems have evolved
and curricula have been devetoped thaE conform to an average
progress rate of one grade per year'

hrhile reduced progress is an essential condltlon of a learning
disability iL is not exclusÍve to that category'

screens need to be applied 1n order to separate and then to
treat appropriately groups that exhibit reduced progress for
Èhe following reasons:

Once the flrst four factors have been ellminated, chlldren
evincing reduced progress resultfng fron eiEher degrees of
retardation or aegreãs of specific learning disability remain.

A second essential feature of the learnlng dlsabled population
isthedisparltybetweenneasuredacademícaptitudeand
rneasured achievement. Expectatíons of a chitd with a given

academic aptitude are operative here' Despite inadequacles'
academlc "ptitrrd" 

tests are generally good predictors of school
achievement.

Therefore,ifachildmanlfestsreducedprogressandthere
is no significant discrepancy between academic aptitude and

actual achlevement, some reductlon In academlc aptitude exlsts'
If, on Ëhe other hand, there is a signlficant discrepancy between

prádt"t"d achievement and actual achievement some degree of
learning disabtlity is postulated '

The followlng diagram illustrates the more important applícations
usedtoplace"p"'tthelearningdfsabledsetofchlldren.

Sensory deprivatlon: vísion, hearing.

@er than language of instructfon.

learn: atÈendancer qualitY
of instruction.

Motivatlon.

Retardat ion .

Garnf ng disabilltY.
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IDENTIFÏCATION OF LD CHILDREN FOR PI'RPOSES OF CLASSIFICATÏON AND FUNDING

/*P
A

I

I

Gradc
ììquiv:rlcnt

çYu

u,.t

3

Chronological Age

(n = slope of ltne)

Set A: Slos learners and mild LD, mainst.ream education
Set B: EMH and moderate LD, low-cost progiams
Set C: TMII and severe LD, high-cost programs

Each of sets A, B, and C, can contain at least two subsets:

(i) Chlldren with reduced general academlc aptitude achieving at
level and

(ff) chfldren displaying a discrepancy beËween neasured apÈltude
achfevement.

-/',,y'
{

,ÐÐ

ability

and measured

At thfs point the exlstence of a signiflcanÈ discrepancy becomes the factor
Ehat determlnes the children belonglng to Che learning dlsablllty subset " The
"partlculars" page, tables and work sheets will facilltate the specffic
calculations.
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ParEfcula¡s Regarding the Applfcatlon of the L D Discrepancy Crlteria

(Note: Children that are deslgnaEed as High-cost Learning Dlsabled must
be reviewed annually and data must be submltted annually lncludlng
that for children who have been recognlzed for the preceding
school year.)

The following partlculars w1ll be effective from date of rnailing untll
further notice and will supersede prevlous dfrectives.

1. Academic Aptltude:

(i) Deterníned by means of the latest revislons of the
Stanford-Binet (t-lt¡ or I'Iechsler-R scales ;

(fl) If the l.Iechsler scale fs used, elther the Verbal or the Full
Scale score ruay be used. In elther case the score thaÈ 1s used
must > 85. Scores must be based on the adninistratlon of five
subtests of each of the Verbal and Perfontrance Scales.

(iil) Scores used must be derived fron tests adninlstered withln
the 1asÈ two Years.

(fv) A copy of the test profile shall be lncluded with the designatLon
f onns.

2. Achlevement.:

A. General Considerations

(f) Determlned by means of the lndlvfdual adninstratLon of the latest
revfsions of the following standardlzed achlevement tests:

a) Peabody Individual Achlevement Test (1970);
b) SÈanford Diagnostic Reading Test (1978)i
c) I.Iide Range Achievement Test 1i978);
d) I,loodcock Reading lufastery Test ( 1973).

(rl) If the Peabody Indlvldual Àchievement Test, the tr'Iíde Range

AchlevemenÈ TesÈ or the l,Ioodcock Reading Mastery Test are used, the
entire battery must be administered and scores urust be derived from
total test "

(ili) Scores used must be derived from Èests admlnl-stered withln six
monÈhs of designation

(fv¡ A copy of the test proffle shall be lncluded wlth the designatíon
f orrns.

(v) Chronological age of chfld: When CA ts calculated, add one month

if 16 or more daYs remaln:

ì
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Examples:

Date of admln:

Date of birth:

a. 81

73

6-

5-

6 b.

20

-6

-5

-6

-6

-6

-5

-6

-22

c. 8l

73

B1

73

8-0-ró 8-r-0 8-0-14
CA; 8-l

Achievement Test

-

A. Batterles

Entire battery must be
adurÍnistered and scores
must be derived fro¡n
total .test.

I. tr/ide Range Achievement
Test (I^IRAT)

2. Peabody Indlvidual
AchieveDeenË Tes t (PIAT)

B. Readlng Tests.

l. Woodcock Readlng
Mastery Test (I^IRMT)

2. Stanford DiagnosÈlc
Reading Test (May be
administered from
September I to October
3l only for deslgnation
purposes ) "

8-1

Earlies E Adurinis Èratlon

5-8 7-8

CA=5-B

CA=6-8

CÂ=6-8

8-r

6-8 16-0

CA=7-8

B" Specific Instructions Concernfng Partlcular Achievement Tests

(1) Wlde Range Achleveuent Test:

- The total test shall be ad¡ninlstered
- The standard scores for the three subtests shall be averaged; this

average standard score shall be converted to a pereentlle. The
average Grade Score shall be used for GEg"
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Example:

SEudenE age

Readlng

Spelling

Aríthmetic

GEB =

in (12-0) to

Grade Score

4.8

5,2

4"6

4"9

I2-5) range:

Standard Score

B3

B6

81

Average = 83

Corresponding percentile = l3

- Flgures shall be rounded to the nearesÈ half: Thus' (4.85
becomes 4.9 whereas (4.80 - 4.84) would be 4.8.

(11) Peabody Individual Achievement Te+:

- The total test shall be adninlstered
- Percentile scores must be derived from Table 18.
- Grade equlvalents must be derived fron Table 15.
- The tesÈ may not be used wlth chtldren, CA < 6-8.

- 4.e)

(ili) Vloodcock Rea<ling Mastery Test:

- The test may not be used with children, CA < 7-8.
- The total reading score and the toEa1 percenEile musË be used.
- Percentlle scores must be derlved from Table III, Total Rearilng,

Page 109, For decelerates use a grade placement equal. to childrs
age minus 5"2 (five years, two months).

- Example: CA=8-l
mlnus 5 - 2

Gradeplacement=2-9

(NOTE: Assume 10 teaching/learning monÈhs 1n a school year.)

- In establÍshing the basal and ceilíng levels, follow instructions
on page 14 of Manual. In calculating the child's raw score, all
errors are counted as errors even if two basal ages are
es tabllshed . (Notes f rom I'Ioodcock speech , AprlI 197 9 .)

(iv) Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test:

- The test provides only grade scores. It shoulcl
approprlate assessments only. Alternate tests
ad¡ninistered to decelerates.

- The test must be administered from September I
to nature of standar<lizatÍon.

be used age-grade
should be

to October 3I due
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b)

:i a;

ì.,ì:ì

a) Red Level:

This 1evel shall be used for students in Year/Grade 2 ot
Year/Grade 3.
The total Grade Score from Test 4 (I¡ora RecogniÈion) and Test
5 (Readlng Comprehenslon) shall be used for designatfon.
(Tests I, 2, and 3 should be adminlstered for further
dlagnos tic' inf orna tÍon. )

Green Level:

- Thts level shall be used for students 1n Year/Grade 4 or
Year/Grade 5.

- Test 5 (Conprehension Total) which ls based on two subtests
(l,1teral and Inferential Conprehension) sha1l be used for ;
des lgnatlon.

- (Tests Lr 21 3, and 4 should be adrnlnlstered for further
dlagnostic informatlon. )

Brovrn Level:

Thís level should be used for students ln Year/Grade 6 and to
age sfxteen years, zero months.
Test 2 (Comprehenslon Total) based on two subtests (Lfteral
and Inferentfal Comprehenslon) shall- be used for desfgnation.
(Tests Ir 3r 4, and 5 should be administered for further
diagnostic lnformatlon. )

c)
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FORM 102 - r/9/80

AGE - GRADE EQUIVALENTS: Formula: GE = e+g - 2
2

5 - 8 = 0.9
- 9 = 1.0
-10 = 1.0
-ll = 1.0
-12 = 1.0

6 - I = 1.I
- 2 = l.l
- 3 = 1.2
-4=L"2
- 5 = 1.3
- 6 = 1.3
-7=I.4
- B = l.1r
- 9 = 1.5
-10 = 1.5
-11 = r.5
-I2 = L.5

7 - \ = 1.6
- 2 = 1"6
- 3 = 1.7
- 4 = I.7
- 5 = l"B
- ó = l.B
- 7 = I.9
- B = 1.9
- 9 = 2.0
-I0 = 2.0
-ll = 2.0
-12 = 2.0

8 - l =2.I
-2=2.L
_ 2. -') t

.- 4 = 2.2
- 5 = 2.3
- 6 = 2.3
-7 =2.4
-8=2.4

-9=2"5
-10 = 2.5
-ll = 2.5
-12 = 2.5

9 - i = 2"6
-t -t A

-3=2"7
- 4 = 2"7
-5=2.8
-6=2.8
-7 =2.9
-B=2.9
- 9 = 3.0
-10 = 3.0
-11 = 3.0
-12 = 3.0

i0-1=3.1
- 2 = 3.1
- 3 = 3.2
- 4 = 3.2
- 5 = 3.3
- 6 = 3.3
-7 =3.4
- I = 3.4
- 9 = 3.5
-10 = 3.5
-Il = 3.5
-12 = 3.5

li - I = 3.6
- 2 = 3.6
- 3 = 3.7
= 4 = 3"7
- 5 = 3.8
- 6 = 3.8
- 7 = 3.9
- B = 3.9
- 9 = 4.0

-r0 = 4.0
-ll = 4.0
-r2 = 4.0

12 - I = 4.1
- 2 = 4"L
- 3 = 4.2
'4=4"2
-5=4.3
- 6 = 4"3
- 7 = 4.4
-8=4.4
-9=4"5
-10 = 4.5
-11 = 4.5
-12 = 4.5

13-l=4.6
-2=4.6
- 3 = 4"7
- 4 = 4.7
- 5 = 4.8
- 6 = 4.8
- 7 = 4.9
- B = 4.9
- 9 = 5.0
-10 = 5.0
-11 = 5"0
-12 = 5.0

14 - t = 5.1
-2=5"I
- 3 = 5.2
- 4 = s"2
- 5 = 5.3
- 6 = 5.3
- 7 = s.4
- 8 = 5.4
- 9 = 5.5
-10 = 5.5

-tI = 5"5
-I2 = 5.5

15 - I = 5.6
-2=5.6
-3=5.7
- 4 = 5.7
- 5 = 5.8
- 6 = 5.8
- 7 = 5.9
- B = 5.9
- 9 = 6,0
-10 = 6.0
-11 = 6.0
-r2 = 6.0
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FoRM 103 - r/9/80

1. Stanford-Binet

DISCREPANCY TABLES -.-LEARNING DISABLED

rQ; 2-

7"LLe

2

2

2

3

3

3

4
4
5

5
6

6

7

8
9

r0
1l
13
L4
15
t7

$IISC IQ;

s-B

r02
103

i04

r05

106
107

i08
109
rl0
lli
T12
tl3
114

lt5
ll6

point

I^l

1r6
LL7
u8

119
i20
t2r
r22
r23
124
t25
t26
t27
t2B
129

r30
13r
r32
I 33+

I SD below

/.1Ie

5l
53
55
56
57
6t
63
66
68
7L

7l
74
74
77
77
BI
8l
8I
B5

85
91

3. Z11e correspondlng to IQ

S-B

85

86
87
BB

89

90

9t
92
93
94
95
96
97
9B
99
100
l0I

B5

B6
87
BB

B9
90

91

92
93
94
95
96
97
98
99

i00

I4I

10r
r02

103

104

105
106

r07

108
109
r10
ut
TL2

rr3
n4
rt5

7.IIe

18
19
20
2l
22
23
24
25
27
28
29
30
3l
35
37
39
42
43
45
47
49

S-B

TT7

IIB
119
r20
t2l
t22
r23
t24
125
r26
r27
128
129
130
131
r32
133
134
135
I 36+

I4I

@
l&Èffj



Saskatchewan
Educatlon

q?

RoglonNu¡nbsr: T'¿O

':a:j i

.t:ì,'2. D.O.B.

,':,g. Present Age
:llìt

.i:ìi:

Ql1:.eqrent'øCuardlan's Na¡¡re:

8a
75
7

a?
ûe,

é

- D al¿, 
{ 

ae.-ê^.eøo,¿-rn¿^*- h:**,

7 9' "'* {i'"'tNt'-n-l:Ã"

Speeüa! Hdueatåon
Elesignation of Student as l"ta¡'¡dieapped

B. SchootJurisdtcrto 
", 

J /* tøn¿.rrt -na- ?/
School:

Õ?
Ò5
Òdên ¿J

ACdroes:

, HandlcaPpod Condltlon(s):
t:'l}heck appropriate box and provide information pertaining to that section)

:r;,1a1 
Visualty lmpaired (Vt)

Visualacuity(withcorrection):Righteye-Lefteye
Source of lnformation:

tr

(b) Hearing lmpaired (Hl)

Hearing loss: Rightear Lett ear

n

Source of lnformation

(c) Trainable Mentally Retarded (TMR) n

Ø

Name of lndividual lQ Test:

Test results (fullscale l.Q.):

Date Administered:

Name of adaptive behaviour scale: Date Administered:

(d) Severe Learning Disabled (L.D./ (Attach Test Profiles)

Test results (socialage score):

(i) |Q585
(iD Discrepancy:

Date Admini"r"r"6' 9'? - Ð7 ' O?

(1) lO = /ÐZHÞcorresponding to point 1 s.d. below lQ (See Form 103) = X = /5 ,

(2) Achievement score: GEB = : Date Administered: 8e ' Ae - Oa

%ilecorrespondingtoGEr=Y= ! ,

X-y= /K - / = t (zeroorpositivevatue):

(iii) Rate of progress: Grade equivalentg grade equivalent corresponding to half the rate of
average student:

GE^ = Age (in months) - 2 = (See Form 102)

2

GEo - GE, = = , I (zero or positive value)
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ADDRESS- IÐO

l

l

i

i

PARENT'S NAME

scHooL- -.--GRADE
Wefh¡ler lntolli gence Scole

for Children-Revired PLACE OT TESTING

,@"

RETERRED BY

Copyrlght O f 971 , I 97.1 by lho P¡ycholosicol Corporolion.

Àll r¡9ht¡ rc¡crvcd. No port of lhi¡ ao<ord loañ moy bo rcproducod in ony lorm of printing or by ony olhor ñ6onr, el€(l.on¡< or m€<hoñ¡col, in.
<ludiôg, bul not l¡m¡rcd lo, photo(opy¡ng, oudiovi¡uol ro<ordin0 ond l.on3mirr¡on, qnd porlroyol or dvplicolion iô ony ¡ôforñotioñ ilo¡ogê oôd
rôrrioyol ¡yrlôh, w¡lhoul porm¡5r¡on ¡n wr¡tiñg from tho publì¡h¿r. 5o¡ Colqlog lot lurlhêr informolion.

wtsc-R PRoflLE
who wish to drow o prol¡le chould first lronsle¡ lhe child's Jcorod rcores to tho row of bo¡e¡

. fhon mork on X on tho dol corro3ponding lo lho scoled rcor6 for eoch feil, ond drqw o lino
ino the X's.'

VERBAI. TESTS

.E
sú-Ëoou9Òç
=a';g4qE;Ë;*-o!=!o€Ëti5.ÞÉõ
øwaøwm

PERFORtTlANCE TESIS

Scolod

5corc

l9

l8

l7

ró

l5

l4

l3

12

il
t0

I
I
7

ó

5

1
,l

2

I

å
EcEçõorg.cE';

pl ö À { e .
!È ¡Ë ¿ ; '! o

.so .Yf, o 4 : öõu Ë< ã O ù {

":'i:i 
øøøw@fl::i:.'

l9
t8
t7
¡ó

l5
t1
l3
t2
il
lo
9

I
7

ó

5

4

3
.)

¡

19

t8

t7

ló
ì5
l4
t3

12

ìt
r0

I
B

7

ó

5

4

3

2

I

Chopler 4 in tho monuol for o discu¡sion of tho signiliconco ol dilfcranco¡ belwecn scores on lhe teslt,

Yeor Month Doy

Dote Tested Eg-- - g q
Dore of Birth Z5 _ e. I a"-Ase J.#_+*_AÐ

Row Scoled
Score Score

VERB,{L TESTS

lnformotion

Similorities

Ärilhmelic

Vocobulory ,2()- /U
Comprehension JL- J-5-
(Disirspon) t b lt 7 I

Verbol Score 5O
PERFORMANCE TESTS

t.1
Piclure Complelion / l)

{¡

_5_
J-
JL-

Picture Arrongement /3 
- - 

q
Block Desiqn J- I
Objoct Assenrbly -l-{-,- -/P-*
Codins á,ø-- - 

'b

(Mozes) {-l (- , r-)
Performonce sroru -4-4-

Scoled
Score lQ

Verbol Score -5t2_ . /A O

Performonce sroru /ld. '_88-
Full Scole Score - qA*
rProroled lrom 4 leslr, if neccrsory,

lhr Prychologlcol Corpo,ot¡on, Now York, N.Y. 10017 74-1 03AS 9-990334
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T
ll

l

I

I

I

4Ð/

TEST 2 TEST 3 TEST I TIST 4 TEST 5 TESTS 4 + 5

Auditory
Discrim-
ination

Phonetic
Analysis

(Fårts A + B)
Auditory

Vocabulary
Wor<l

Re¡din¡l

Readirrg
Gontprc-
hension

(Parts A * B)

Conrpre-
hen sion

Total

Raw
Score /ck t1 k 24 t,l

s

T

A

N

I

N

E

9

B

7

6

5

4

3

2'
,l

I
B

7

6

5

4

3

2

I

9

B

7

6

5

4

3

2

I

cl e-l^. ( ¡

9

B

1

6

5

4

3

(Ð
I

aþt(.t

B

7

6

5

4

I
/'^t -)

I

4ú2.;,!-t
9

B
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Appendix C

Subtest Scores

Stanford
Samp I es

Woodcock
Samp I e

Coding 7.625
Digit Span 9.000
Information 9.125
Block Design 9.875

L. D.

CTBS Refered

Digit Span 6.714
Information 6.800
Arithmetic 7.900
Simi larities 9.100

þJISC-R Lowest Subtest Scale Scores

I.Q. Scores

Stanford
Samp I es

Arithmeti c 7 .0
Digit Span 7.167
InformatÍon 7.522
P. Arrangement 8.043

|,'loodcock
Samp I es

Not L.D.

Verbal 103
Performance 103
Ful I Scale 103

Digit Span 6.882
Information 7.273
Arithmeti c 7 .727
Simi larities 8.455

L. D.

Verbal 9l
Ful I Scale 95
Performance 101

CTBS Referred

WISC-R Lowest

Coding 7.647
Digit Span 7.700
Information 9.294
Arithmetic 9.765

L. D.

Teacher Referred

Ful I Scale 89
Verbal 90
Performance 90

To

Digit Span 6.889
Arithmetic 8.200
Information 8.480
Coding 9.400

Hiqhest I.Q. Scores

Not L.D.

Verbal 90
Ful I Scale 9l
Performance 93

t.Ð b

Digit Span 7.143
Arithmetic 7.556
InformatÍon 7.944
Coding 8.667

Not L.D.

Arithmeti c 7 .571
Digit Span 7.64V
Information 8. Ì90
Simi larities 8.714

Verbal l0l
Fui I Scale 102
Performance 103

L. D.

Teacher Referred

Verbal 96
Ful I Scale 100
Performance I06

Verbal 90
Ful I Scale 9l
Performance 95

Not L.D.

Verbal 92
Ful I Scale 92
Performance 95

o\
L^



VÁPIÂ8LE

vEÊ81
ÞEÞFEM
cscÂLÉ
I ¡.lFF

s !t/!L
ÀRIfH
v|]cÂB
COMP
DIGTS
P Col'| P
P ÂF.R AN

BL OCK D

OEJCTÂ
C EDT NG

Table E1

IIINIHUI'I
VÂ LUF

10
l0
l0
lc
l0
10
l0
10

7

l0
lc
lc
lc
t0

78.00000
88.00000
84.00000
4.00000
7.000c0
4.00000
7. 00000
6.00000
5.00000
8.00000
2.00000
7.00000
6. 000 00
6.00000

VEPBL
PF EF CM

FSCÀLF
I ¡:F0
S IYIL
ÂO TlH
vocÂ8
C CIJÞ
DIGfS
pcorP
PAFRÁN
qLocK 0
CSJCTÂ
coc I NG

DESCPIPTTVE STÂfISTICS

I,ÂXIPUM ÞANGE

V ÂLU5

103.0c000
I 14.00000
I 0ó. cc000

I l. 00000
I l. 0000 c
I I .0000c
I 1. 00000
l2.0c0cc
10.00000
I 5.00000
I 5 .00000
13.00000
15. 0CCC0
I 2. 00000

?2
22
22
22
22
22
22
?2
l7
22
22
22
22
22

T YP E= C.r . B.S

2 5.00000
2ó.00000
2 2. 00000

7. 00000
4. C000c
7. C0C00
4.00000
ó.00000
5. 00000
7.00000

I 3. 00000
6.00000
ç. c0000
ó.00000

6 7. 00000
68.00000
ó 5.0000c

1.00000
I.00000
4.00000
7.00000
5.00000
3.00000
ó.00000
3.00000
1.00000
2 .00000
3.00000

F0c h! sc-F (HenncccK l

HFI\II SfC FÊPNR
.F UF l!Àl

RFFERFED (1.C. ¡

9 0.7000 0
l0l.1o000

ç5. CCC00
6.80000
9.10000
7. çec0c
9.20000
9.70000
6.7 L429

I 0. e0000
9.3CC0C

10.10c00
I l. 80000
9. 2000 0

I 09. CC000
1 28. 00000
109. c0000

1 3.00000
l2.CC0CC
12.00000
1 ó. 0000 c
I 3. 00000
I 0.00000
14.c000c
I4.00000
I 5. 00000
I 7. 00000
I4.0C000

1YÞF=C.T.B.S

42. 00000
éc. c0000
44. C0000
I 2 .000c0
I l. 00000
8. OO000
9. 00000
e.00000
7.00000
8. 00000

I 1.00000
I 4.00000
15.00000
1 1.00000

2.37116
2.83804
2.15tlo
c .6463 ó
0.40689
0.70ó32
0 .4 tó33
c.57e3l
c.74ó88
0. 56óó7
t.220e6
0.65744
0.840ó3
o.66332

<f^NnÂoD
ñEv Jô- tnÄr

REF6ooç¡ f rioN t.0.1

90.13ó36
93.36364
90.68182

7 . 27 2'13
8.45455
7.72727
9 "363649.31818
6 .88235
9. 8ê?64
8.81818
8.63616
9.221 21
8.5909 I

7.49889
8.97466
6.81-s02
2.043e6
L.28ó68
2.23358
1.3165ó
1.82878
1.e7ó05
1.79 196
3. 8600 5

2.07900
2.65832
2.O916?

vl\a lÀNrF

56.2313')
80.54444
46.44444
4.t7778
1.ó5556
4.98889
t. 733:!3
7.34444
].90416
3.21111

I 4. q0000
4.?2222
7.0óóó?
4.40000

1.62008
3.32?85
2.19344
o.50ót6
c.49555
c.441t7
0.41895
0.4 71ó 5
c .47 65J
c.47580
0.68892
0.79104
c.1551 )
o.64351

I

c. v.

7.59884
t5.58554
1.0.28816
2.37 4tO
2.32435
2.Oe120
t.9ó506
?..21222
'1 .96476
2 .2717 |
3.23L34
3.7 t0z9
\.5447 L

3.0 I 834

e.26e
8.871
7 .t74

30.058
14. I 3ç
?8.273
14.310
18.851
29.43n
16. 440
4I.50ó
20.584
22. r2e
22.8eî

57 .7 4242
24 2 . oOC09
1o5.e4632

5.67636
5.40260

. 4.3eA27
3.86147
4.89394
3.8ó029
4.98052

10.44 t 5 6
t3.7 6621
L2 .5 6494
9.11039

8.43 0
ló. É93
lI.34c
32.644
21 .492
21 .L40
2e .98 f
2?.14\
?8.548
22.e?t
?6.644
42.ç6\
? & ¡ 4'lf.
?5.t34



Table E1 continued

V ER EL
oERFa il
FSCAL E

I ÀrFn

SIHIL
Â9ITH
VCCÂB
CCMP
OI GTS
Pr:CFP
PÂpaÂÀl
eLocKS
OBJCTÀ
CCD IN G

25
25
25
25
)E

?5
2t
25
I8
)4

25
25
2t
)a

7 8.00000
I 8. 0000 0
89.00000

3. 000 00
6.00000
4. 00000
7.00000
ó.00000
5.00000
8.00000
2.OOO00
7.00000
ó.00000
5.00000

V EF BL
P EF FPiI
ÊSCALE

IN FCI

SIFIL
ÂF lIH
vlc^B
cot¡P
D IGTS
PCCHP
PÂPPÂN
BL CCKO
OB JCT Â

109.0cccc
126.00000
I I 3. 00000

12.0000c
I 4. 00000
I 2. 00000
I 2.00000
I 5. 00000
tc. cc0cc
17. c0000
ló. o0000
15. ccccc
15.00000
r 5. 00000

2l
2l
2t
2l
2l
2l
2T
2l
l7
2T
2L
2l
2I
2).

Ii liji.t::t:

TYPI = TEACHER REFERRED (1.D.)

31. C0000
38.00000
24.00000

ç.00000
8. 00 000
8.00000
5.00000
ç. 00000
5.00c00
9.00000

I 4.00000
e. c0000
ç.00000

I 0.00000

TYPF=TÊÂCHEF

79.00000
6 9. 00000
I 0. 00000
4.00000
6.00000
4.00000
7.00000
5. 00000
4.00000
ó. o00 00
4.00000
l. o0000
2.00000
3. OOOOO

95.ó8000
loó.2cccc
100 -2 8000

8.48000
9.52000
8.20000
9.1 zCOC

I 0.80000
ó. 88889

il.ó0000
I I .84000
t0.80ccc
12.360ea
q.40000

PFFEeDFI (¡rCÀ [.'ì.)

9L.7 1429
94.9C476
92.47619

8. leo48
8. 1 t42S
7.57t43
9 .7 1429
9 .73333
7 .64106
9.85714
9.42851
8.76 190
9.38C95
I .O4762

I 08. 00000
128. Ccccc
I C9. 00000

I 2. 00000
I 2.00000
I 2. 00000
12. cc0cc
I 2. 00000
12.00000
tó.00000
14. O0000
15. c0c00
L 5 . OO000
r4- ooooo

I
ç
?

0
j
ry

0
6
4
I

rr

2 9. 00000
5 9. 00000
2 ç. 00000

8.00000
ó. 00000
8.00000
5. C0000
7. 00000
8.00000

10.00000
I 0.00000
I 4. 00e00
I. 'r. o0000
I t . ooooo

t.42679
2.L5484
I .55126
0. 53 579
0.342t5
o .44347
c.?.139e
0.38730
0.35136
o.44747
c.15428
o. 43205
0.4¿'8ól
0.46188

1 .1379 6
10.77420
7.78ó31
? .67 8q3
1.1 lA75
2 .2L1 16
1.3ó9cl
\.91649
1.4907 |
2.217 36
3.77138
2.16025
2.34301
2.?0940

0
?

5
4
2

c
ê

!
I
é

4
!
6
4

50.8933?
116;O8333

60. ê2 667
7.17667
2. e2667
4.91ó6?
1.87óó?
3. ?5 000
2.22222
4.91óó7

t4.22333
4.66661
5 .4 e000
5 .3?331

t.7837'
?. t 0599
2 .t2202
o.34928
c.43 I 73
0.57143
c. 30 t92
0.4t0t9
0.5i510
o. 4 8934
o.64516
0.8ó439
c. ó 9l7t
o.13A33

7 .45.
10.145
7 .'t 6c

31. 5s I

! 7. ç70
?1.C41
l4 .eq4
I 7.93Q
2L.t3e
19.tl5
3t. 853
?o.eo2
J 8.C57
24.r68

e.17400
t4.21343

e .7 2429
1.ó00óo
1.9784ó
2.ó1861
1.38358
1.81912
2.206?.1
2.24245
2.95925
3.9óll2
3 . ló980
2.38347

66.8t429
?o?.5eo48
,94.5619C

2.5619C
3.91429
ó.85714
1.91429
3.53333
4.8ó7ó5
5.O2e51
8.75714

15.ó9048
to.o4762
tl.44762

e .9t?
14.çç3
10.515
t9.5c2
22 "7 04
?4 .5 85
7q.?q3
20. Ì4n
28. 951
22 .7 4c
31.-"ßé
45.20e
33 .79C
t7-?91



VÂPIABLE

VEP 8L
PE PF PH
FSC Â LE

I ÀIFC

slr'¡IL
APITH
você8
c0p P

DIGTS
PCE¡,| P
p aP a Ál\l

8L CCKD
CEJCTÂ
c00l NG

TabIe E2

MINIMUM
VÂLUF

I
q

8

I
I
I
o

8

4
I
a

I
I
I

9 0.00000
83.O0000
9 1.o0000

7. O0000
I .00000
7.00000
8.00000
8. O0000
7. O0000
9.OOO00
8.00000
ó. oo000
7.00000
6. OOO00

VFA BL
9EPFqM
F SCÂ LF
I ¡¡FC
SI¡IIL
ÂA TTH
vocÂe
ccMo
O IGTS
D CCFP
PAEP ÂN

3L CCK C

I:]BJC TÂ

cn0l t\lc

DFSCRIPT TVE S1ÂlTSTIC S

trÂXIpU¡t RÀNGE
VÂTUF

123.00000
I 20. O0000
I I 7. CCC00

I 2. 00000
15. 00000
t 2. o 0000
t 2.00000
14. c000c
I l" 00000
t4. ooo00
I 5.0000 0
13.00000
tó. cc0cc
I 1.00000

2?
23
21
2?
)a

23
23
23
L2
23
23
23
23
23

rYP F=c.r.B.s

33.00000
37.00000
2ó.00000
5. 00000
?. c0000
5 .00000
4 .00000
6. 00000
4.00000
5. 00000
7.00000
7. 00000
ç. c0000
5. 00000

7C. O0000
71.00000
6 9.00000
4.00000
3.00000
4. O0000
7. O0000
ó. 000 00
4.00000
2.00000
2.00000
ó.o0000
7.00000
3. O0000

FCC. h! SC-p I S1Ât\FCFC I

¡,8ÀN ç,fC FFRNE
rF Yc !Àl

REFEPFED fL.C.I

102.75000
102.75000
103.12:0c

9.12500
lo.ó2500
10.0000c
10.25000
t2.12500
9.00000

I I .50000
12.3?90C
9.87500

I O. 87 500
7.6250C

I I 4. 00000
r 12.0000c
I I 2.00000
I 0. 00000
15. ccc00
I 2. 00000
I 5. 00000
I 3. 00000
13.00000
t4.cc0cc
15.00000
14.00000
I 5 .00000
t3.00000

lYPF=C.'l.B.S PEFERpED f NO¡i L.D.l

44.00000
41.00000
4 3. 00000

ó .00000
I 2. 00000
8.00000
8.00000
7. 00000
9.00000

12.00000
t 3. 00000

e. cc000
8.00000

I O. 00000

3.ó2ç00
4.?9460
-2.4C398
o.5 8056
0.924ól
c.654ó5
0 .590 l0
o.69?76
0.81650
0 . ó2678
c. çç888
e.93422
0.97 I 70
0.70553

STÂNNÂAD
!tEv lÂ' lctl

to.264?6
L2.42980

9 .62190
l.ó4208
2.6t520
1.851ó4
l. óó905
1.95941
t. ó3 æq
L.77281
2.82527
2.64237
2.74838
1.99553

90.00000
9 0. 0000 0
89.2173ç
f .5211 4
8.739 l3
7. 0000 0
9.47418
9.8ó957
7.t6667
9.34182
8.O4348
8.4347 I
e.82éC9
8.13043

va? !ÂÀtac

105 .3 5 714
154.50000

92.6964?
2.69643
6.83929
3.42857
2.7 85lL
3.81929
2.66667
3. t4286
7.982I4
6.982 t4
7 .55351
7.982t4

2 .21 636
2 .45996
?.25627
0.39ó97
0.écc45
o .46625
o.39ó7ó
o.47L75
o.67 232
c. 6 2113
o. 72 089
o.45695
c.441 44
o .47 t75

I

10.9 I 704
I 1.7e753
l0 "8 20ó7

1.9038 I
2.87961
2.23601
1.90278
2.26243
2.3290O
2.e7 885
3.45725
2.19t43
2.L+587
2.26247

ç. çs4
12.097
ç.??é

1 7 .995
24 .614
l8 .5 16
L6 .28i
ló.1ó0
18. t 44
15. 416
22.ATe
26.758
25.21 7
?6 .17 |

tte.t8t82
139.18182
I I 7.0869ó

3.6? 451
8.29249
5. 000c0
3.6?055
5.11858
5.42424
8. 8735 ?

Lt.95257
4.eQ237
4.60414
5.1t858

12.t7)
t3. to8
t?.1?ø
25.3tl
12. C51
31. c44
?0. I 61
?2.927
3?.498
3I.Pé?
42.982
25.c81
21.838
2 1 .827



TabIe E2 continued

VEFBL
PE9FRM
FSCIILE
! NFN
S IHIL
ACITH
vcc^8
COMP
DIGTS
P c0lr p

PÂPFA¡I
SLCC KC

OBJCTA
cr'lDtNG

17
l7
lj
17
1?
I7
17
Ió
IO
l7
t7
17
l7
l7

90.o0000
?3.o0000
86.00000

7. 000 00
8.00000
7.0 000 0
8.00000
ó.00000
5.00000
ó.00000
8.00000
5.00000
?.00000
3.00000

VEFEL
PEÞFFM
FSCÂLE
I NFO
s'l ljl L
âRITH
vocÂB
C ot't P

D!Gf*(
FCO ¡'1P

123. CC0cc
r21.O0000
I I 7. 00000

13.0c00c
15.00000
14. O0000
I 2.00000
t4. o0000
I l. c00cc
14.00000
15. O0000
15.CCCC0
ló.00000
I 2.00000

l8
l8
l8
le
18
It
IE
l8
!.4
I8
l8
le
ÌP

.;,rr:';t,l P

P APç ÀN

BLOCKD

rypç=rfÂÇHEP eEFFPgE0 (L.C.l

!:ÞJ çT i

33.00c00
4 S. 00000
3 I . 000c0

ó. c00c0
7. C0000
7. O0000
4.00000
8. C0000
ó.00000
e.00000
7.00000

I C.00000
ç- 00000
9.0000 0

72.00000
73.O0000
76.00000
5.00000
6.000 00
4.00000
5.00000
5. 0 0000
4.00000
2.00000
3. o0000
6.o0000
4. ooo00
6.OOOqo

t 00. ó470ó
to2.5ee24
101.58824

9.29412
LO . 7529 4
9. 7ó47 Ì
lo.2?tzs
10.93750
7.70000

t0.94118
I 1 .7ó47 1

10. ó470ó
11- 17ó47
7.64706

loó- 00000
I 20. 00000
I 13.00000

I 1. 0000c
13. 00000
13.00000
14. cc0cc
t 2. 00000
t 3- 00000
15.00000
14.00000
ró. c0000
19. ooooo
r 2. ooooo

rypr=rf|l^HFF FEFEoÊF0 (NCi L'll'l

2.O1454
3.I4951
2.!2489
c.45183
o.4ó921
0.48149
0. ?4 8ó3
0.55878
0.ó1554
o.56536
o.584e2
c. ó9ó32
o.60716
o -6L202

34 .00000
4?. 00000
3 ? . 00000

ó. c0000
?. c0c00
9- 00000
9. 00000
7.00000
9. 00000

Ì 3. OOO00
t I .00000
I C- c0000
r 5. oo000
6.ooooo

8.30618
t2.e8585
I .76113
1.86295
1.9345e
L .9 8524
1.4t142
2.23514
I .94ó5 I
2.33106
2.411ó8
2.87 100
2.50588
2.52342

e0.tllll
94.ó1111
9 L .2'171 I

1.94444
8.6óóó?
1 .55556
9. 0c00 c
9 .2717 8

7.14286
9.6Il1l
e.tlltl
8. 83333

LO.22222
8-ó6éé7

68.99265
168.63235

1 6.15735
3 .41 059
3 .1 4265
3.941 l8
2.0ó618
4.99587
3.78889
5.41182
5.81ó l8
8.24265
6.27 941
6.361 65

I .98999
2.59e05
2 .27 059
0 .40 803
0 .4 5013
o.54366
0.4ç 83é
c.47005
0.5 9l ó7
0. ó5748
0.6758ó
0.58995
o.?8197
o.37 920

I

I

Ì

I

8.44281
11.01410
c.ó3331
t.73l l l
1.90973
2.70651
2.11438
1.99 421
2.21384
2.7 8945
2.867 tt4
2.5O294
3.3 17ó 1

1.60880

a tç1

L2 .651
8.624

2î.o44
I 8. óeó
20. ? 31
14.444
?o.4?6
25.21c
?1.?õ5
20.499
2t.9ê5
?2.421
32. çce

?1.28105
I21.31046
92.800ó5

2. .a961 3

3.64706
5.320? 6
4.47059
3.971 12
4.e0 110
7.78105
8.2222?-
6 .26411

11.00ó54
2.58824

ç. ?69
I I .641
10.554
21.79C
t1 .1aÊ

10.528
22.4e?
21. .495
3C. ç94
29 .o21
tt.47 ?

28. ?35
3?-.4c5
18. 5 ó3



VAPIÂ8LE LÂ8EL

S CAT

SDRT

STÂNFO9E

s0 e-

CTôÀFCFD

scRr

(TÄNFCPD

HTNIMUM
VÂ LUE

s-Ât¡F0cD

23

2.40000

OESC P T PÎ TVF

MA X I 
'.{UFvÂLUF

l7

I .ó0000

¡.8

3.5000c

STÂlISTICS FOR SlANFOFC

RANGE HEÂ'\ SlO
îF

2.40000

TypÊ=C .r.B.S PFFEeaED lL.C. I

rYPE=C.T.8.S REFEFPE0 (NON t .[. I

5.90CO0 4. 30000

2.30000

t. I 00c0

4.40000

TYPF=TEÂCHER REFEÞPFD ( L. E. I

'YPF=TEACHER FEFERaED lt''C1'1 L.F. I

7.90000 5.60000

2.97 500

2.00000

EÞPOP S1ÂNCÀFD
r.rFÂÀ! DEVIÁTlnf{

3.1424e

0.15ó70

3.01 e41

0.2óll0

4. t5556

o .44320

0.13518

vaP I ¡ Nr s

1.25221

0.35839

0. l9ó4 3

o.55737

I
r..V.

I .56802

L.52051

0.3106ó

14.e98

z.21203

1? .45t)

18.11?

?6.590



VARIÂ8LE TABEL

r{Dl
l..lD2

h03
t{ D4
tiD 5
wD6

LETTFP IC
HORD IC
HcPo ÂfÎ
HOPD CC¡{F
F ÂS S CNPP
tjDCK lCfÂL

t{ 0l
¡i02
t{03
He4
r.,lD 5

H36

TabIe E4

N MINIHUH
VÀLU F

L ETTER IO
HnP. c I C

HoaD 
^17IIORD COMÞ

PÂSS CCI.,P
liDTK TNTÂL

l0
l0
IO
IO
l0
l0

HDI
l..ltì 2
Hn3
!Jn4
Hc5
HC6

3.4 0000
2.50000
1.70000
2.50000
2.3 000C
2.80000

DFSCR IPl IVÊ .SIATISTTCS

HÂ XI HUH RANGE
V ÂLIJ F

LF-f FP I C

hoe0 I C

h0P 0 ,\1r
þi0Pc cor.'!p
P AS S COI'{ Þ

hDCK TC-ÂL

22
2?
22
22
22
22

}JDI
BD2
HD3
l{D4
wc5
f16

ó.20000
4. I CO00
7 .00000
9.7 000 0
5.9000c
4.80000

TYoE=C.T.B.S REFERPEO lt. C. I

3.40000
2.40000
1.40000
2.00000
2.50000
2.90000

L FfIEP IC
r{1P0 lD
|tcc c ÂÎf
l{0FD col¡P
pÀSS CCrrp
hOCK TETAT

25
25
25
25
25
25

F0e WceococK

I{EÂN SlD
.F

2.80000
2.30000
5.30C00
7.20 000
3.60C00
2.00000

.S PEFERREO

9.50000
3.70000

I 1. 50000
7.30000
4.40000
2.30000

lYP E=C.r.8

12.90000
ó. I 000c

12.90000
9.30000
6 .90000
5.2 000e

2.30000
I .70000
1. 70000
1.ó0000
2. 0000 0
1.70000

5.2é000
3. I lO00
3.ç:CCC
4 .4 5000
4. I ó000
4.0 40 00

( NCN 1.0.

6.27273
1.84rt 5
4.09545
3.7 8ó3ó
4.3CçC9
1.89545

ZL
2L
2L
2L
ZL
2l

I 2.90000
4 .80000
7.00000
e.7000c
ó.50000
4 .80000

lYPE=TEÂCHEF REFFPEED

3.20000
2.50000
2. 0000 0
2.00000
2.30000
2.50000

FÞPNP
MFôÀ:

0.3953 I
o.254.43
c.54 1 ç8
o.64657
0.37035
o -24122

STÂNDÂ RO

Dçv!rì1IcÀ

I C. ó0000
3.10000
5.30000
8. I 0000
4.50000
3.10000

?yPF=?ÊÂCHER REFEReE0 (N01.' L.n. I

12.ç00cc
ó.70000

I 2. s000 c
I l. 20000
I I . ó0000
lC.C0CCC

I .25007
0.80ó16
t.7 7285
2 .O44 64
! .17t 13
0.7ó9 l3

(L.fì.t

5.80000
i. e,7 2 c0
3.17é00
3.8ç600
4.07ó00
3- 70000

0.7 I 829
c.20605
o.523e7
o.3f215
c.26841
0.15797

vÁÞ I ÂNCF

ç. ?0000
4. 20000

r c. 90000
9. 2 0000
9.30000
7.50000

L.56261
o .649 89
3.00278
4. I 8056
1.3715é
0.5915ó

3.36907
0.9ó645
2.457 t5
| .74555
t.25e22
0.7409ó

t

C.V¡

0.59I7 8

c.1584€
o.25660
0.33058
o.23t1 5

0.14000

7.0ééé7
4.41e05
5.52e 51
4.238 t0
4 .957 L4
4.5CCCC

23.1rrb
21.!5q
47.e1rl
45.a47
28. !52
I ç.03 8

11.35065
0.9?403
6.O1760
3. O 4695
1.58563
0 .54903

2.95888
o.79242
1.28299
1.ó5290
1.15876
0.70000

c.e5clç
o.24944
0.84 I 74
o.47461
0.42898
c.34935

57.1to
25. r1?
59 . gq7
46.111
29 .222
lq.02 r.

8.75500
0.627c3
I .64601
2.13207
t.3421?
0.49000

3 .896C7
1.14307
'3 .851 35
2.L7520
t.e6585
1.ó0094

5l.ot5
21 .5 80
40.3e1
42.4?.'
28.4?a
l8.9te

L5.t79?3
I .306ó2

14.87914
4.73t48
3.86451
2.56300

55. l2?
?5 .867
é9. ?71
5t .325
39 .651
1t .51 (



VAF TÂBLE

v_vccB
F- CO HP

L.SP FL
L-cÂPs
L-Þ NCT
L -US GF

L-TOTL
r{_F/l Ps
W-GR AF

I{-FEFN
ri_lCTL
M-CONC P

r_ 9R CB
M_T01L
c!"rü P sr

Table E5

t.II N I MUH
VÄ LUE

8

€

I
I
8
o

t
I
I
I
I
I
8

I
I

2.+0000
2.3 0000
2.20000
2.50000
2.80000
l. 90000
2.4 0000
2.3 0000
1.50000
2.3 000 0
2.20000
2. 5 000c
2 .3 0000
2.40000
2. ó0000

DE SCP JP 1T

FÂX I TJUÈ{

VALUE

v_vcce
e-cnYP
L-SP EL
L_cÂPs
L. PNCT

L-US6E
L-T Cf L

H-HAPS
w_ c,F. Ä F

I/-REFN
H_r0 ft
H-CO NC P

I¡_PPlB
M-T OTL
c f]trPS T

vE çTÂllSTtCS F0Þ C.r.B.S.(STÁt''FreDl

RANGE I.IEÂN <1D FEENP

cF fvF Â rr

5. ó0000
5.80000
é.5C0CC
4.30000
4.60000
4 .5000 0
4. 80000
6.60000
ó. c0000
5.50000
5.4CC00
7.00000
ó.0c000
ó.50000
5.50000

23
23
23
23
23
2Z
23
23
23
??

23
23
)a

2?
23

TYPE=C.¡.8.S

3.20000
3.50000
4.30000
1.80000
1.8 000 0
2.60000
2.400co
4.3 0000
4.50000
3.20000
3. 20000
4. 5 0000
3. ?0000
4.10000
2.e0000

1.30000
I .70000
1.30000
1.10000
t.5000c
1.50000
l.ó0000
1.70000
2.00000
t.ó0000
2 .+ 0000
2. ó0000
2.00000
2.¿i00O0
2.00000

REFFAREC (L.C.I

4.01250
3.32500
3.ó750C
3.3t250
1 .5 2500
3.1é25C
3.47500
3.88750
7.21250
3.70000
3. óCCCC
4 .12500
3.83750
3.9?50C
3.67500

é.4CCCC
5.50000
ó.90000
e.2cc0c
7. ó0000
5.70000
7. 10000
ó.5C00c
5.8CC0C
ó.80000
ó.20000
6.20000
6.50000
ó.40000
5.50000

rYeF=c.1.8.S PÊFçÞcF0 (NnN L.n.ì

o.3ó909
o.40256
c.48246
0.27025
0. 19434
0.34997
o.24839
0.51e?7
o .492? 4
o .34414
o.40267
O.52704
or47620
0.50134
0 .3+2L3

:. I 0000
3.80000
5.ó0000
?.10000
ó. I 0000
4.20000
5.50000
4.80000
3.80000
5. 2 0000
3 .80000
3. óOOO0
4.50000
4.00000
3.50000

(fÂNDôRO
e€v!ÂrloN

L.O4395
1.1 3 861
1.3ó460
o.65124
0.54 9ó 8
c.98ç86
o.7 0255
I .470 t2
L.3e 2?6
0.97 39 5
1. t3892
1.49069
I .34689
1.41800
0.9ó 769

3.99t30
i. 1 6522
4.00870
3.652L7
4. OOO00
3.46957
3.1e261
4 .0341 I
).66522
4.O4348
3.9217 4
3. 1 ê951
3.71739
1.73478
3. 83913

VÂR T ÀNCF

1.0898 2

I.29641
1.8ó214
o.424 Lt
0.30?14
o.97982
o.49357
2.16t25
l. e3 839
o.948 57
t.291 14
2.222t4
t.8l4tt
2.01071
o.9364?

o.29333
o.2 7075
o.32842
0.31e51
o.33345
o.2t831
0.21329
0 .315 58
o.2057 L

o.7L225
o.23666
o.2I 664
o .27 L70
o.23335
c.23870

,l

1. v.

?ó.c17
34.244
2-1 .\Z?
1q.661
1t.594
2ç.4jF
20.?r.7
3?.8t7
43.3?c
?6.323
31.é37
36.1'r8
35.0e8
35.ó73
26.332

I .40671
L.29846
1.5f501
t.51234
1.599L5
L.o4726
1.310ó7
1.51346
0.98655
I.49752
1.1349ó
I .03 898
1.30 30 2
1.1 1909
L.t4286

I .9790 I
1.ó8601
2.48083
2.3480 6
2.557?1
l.0967e
1.71787
2.?eo55
o.97328
2.24?57
I.28814
1.07949
1.ó9787
L.25231
1.30ó t3

?1.24ê
34.4e6
39.291
41.ç57
3 9. 979
31. I 84
34 .650
37.510
2(..ç11
?1 .e_25
28.944
27 .56.2
?5.tJ57
29. .e64
29.7r,9



Table E5 continued

v_vc c B
R_CCf.rÊ
L-S9EL
L-CAP S

L-PNCT
L-US G E

L-T OT L
¡_fÂPS
\{-GÞ A F

I'_RFFN
H_1(lf L
¡,!_c0Nc P

l,r_ P Þ.O I
r-TNTL
CCHPST

l7
l7
l7
17
l7
I7
t?
l7
l?
l7
I7
l7
I7
l7
L7

2.40000
2.30000
1.70000
2.50000
2.80000
I.90000
2.40000
2.3 0000
I. 5 0000
2.3 0000
2.2 0000
2.5 0000
1.90000
2.4 000c
2.60000

v_voc B
Þ-ccMp
L-SPEL
L_cÂps
L_ F¡lct
L -US 

G5
L _f0f L

H-H A PS
I{-GR Â F

h-REFN
H_Î 01 L

ó.00000
6. ?0000
ó.50000
4.70000
ó.3C0CC
6. t0000
4.90000
7.30000
6. 4 c000
5.5C00c
ó.40000
7.00000
ó.1c000
6.50000
5. çC000

l8
t8
t8
1e
t8
le
l8
t8
l8
l8
IE
l8
l8
I8

'YPE=TFÂCHEF

3.ó0000
4. C000c
4. 80000
2 .2 0000
3. 50000
4.20000
2.50 AoC
5 . OO000
4. 90000
3. 2 0000
4.20000
4 .5 0000
4. 20000
4. I 0000
3.30000

M_clNc p
r.r_PRO B

rOTL

2 .90000
2.50000
2.00000
2 . 00000
2.00000
1.50000
2.20000
2.3 0000
2.OO000
2.80000
2.50000
2.90000
2. OO000
2 .60000

,'.?',,P*o."..oi,$!1,,,,,,,

RFFFPRFD IT.N. I

4.3058 I
3. 8ó47 I
3.75882
3.68824
4. t470t
3.68235
3.82941
4.44118
3 .95 882
4 .O1 647
4. L5294
4.78824
4.2?529
4.3235?
4- 0941?

6.40000
ó.40000
7. ó0000
ó.0c000
7. 10000
6. 10000
5.8CCCC
6.70000
6.70000
ó.90000
ó.3 0000
?.4000c
ó.50000
6. óOOOO
6 -,loooo

rypF=rEACl-'Fp FFFFÊpFn (Nîr': [.r. )

7

1
c

3
'l
I
I
?

2

0.2t599
0.30678
o.2?8ó6
0.180ó6
c.2371 ç
0.?658ó
o.18064
c.33793
o.35893
o.22177
0.28814
0.31 117
c.317C3
c.3050 5

0. 23000

3.5 0000
3.90000
5. ó 0000
4.00000
5. I 0000
4 .6 0000
:.ó0000
4.40000
4. ?0 000
4. 10000
3. 80000
4.5000c
4.5 0000
4. OO000
3- 20000

0.8e05ó
L.26488
l.14894
o.74488
0.91 196
t.c96l5
o .7 4479
1.39 33 I
1.47989
0 .93 910
1.18802
1.2830 I
1.3071ó
1.2517 4

0.94833

4 .61667
4.54444
4.ó8889
4.34414
4.38333
4.1055ó
4.3111e
4.7ltll
4.11667
4.51éó7
4 .527f A

4.43889
4.2ól1t
4.35000
4- 53?33

'9
t,4

;0
.0
t7
:5
r4
,2
i2
i4
iç

0.79309
1.59993
l. 32007
o.55485
0.95ó40
L.20L54
o.5541 |
t.e 4132
2.L9007
0.88191
l. 41 140
1.ó4ó10
1.?0868
t.58l9r
o.89934

0.26829
c. 29 140
o.32559
0.29937
0.30841
o.2981 4
c.256tl
0.3ó415
o.36935
e .291 29
0.31579
o -33452
o.301 ?5
o.30596
c-25476

?o.68"-
1?.7 29
?o.567
20. I c6
2?.5??
2ç.768
L9.44q
31.-373
aa 20,

22.021
2 e. êol
29.231
30 . Êó4
29. 0c I

2?. l6?

t.13824
1.2? ê?2
1.38134
I .21 0t2
t.30846
1.2 67 45
1.08658
L.54497
I .5ó 703
1.2ó I -"0
1.33e80
1.41925
L .?80 23
1.29808
l.o8c85

1.29559
L.52850
1.90810
l.ó1320
1.71206
1.60644
l.180ó5
2.38693
2.45559
t.59088
t.195O7
2.O1428
1.63899
t. ó8500
1- I682¿.

) L kqq
71.7n.5
?ç.4C.)
29.275
29.f5 1

30 .81 2

7.4.t2C
32 .194
3ó.30?
21 .926
to <o1

71.sl7
30. c44
29.841
21.P42



VAPIABLE

V-VO C B

R _C0r,t P

L-SPEL
L-CAPS
L- F¡ICT
L-US GE

L-TCf L

!a_t!âPs
H_Gp ÂF

t¡_R 5 FN
H_TOf L
r1_c oNc F

M_pÊo8
tt_'nT L
c cPosT

TabIe E6

ÈII N T t{UI¡
VâLUE

t0
l0
l0
t0
lo
l0
l0
1C
l0

l0
l0
1C
lo
IO

2. ó0000
2.90000
2.3 0000
2.20000
2. 80000
1.70000
2.40000
2. I 0000
2.00000
2.10000
2. I 0000
2.50000
2. 5 000c
2 .5 0000
2.ó0000

DESC RTPT!VE SYATIST ICS

HÀX¡HUM FÂNGE
VALLI E

V-VOCB
o _cnMP
L_SPFL
I r !p ç
L- FNCT
L-USGE
L-TCTL
H-MÂPS
H_6P A F

H-FFFN
w_r CT L
f1_C CNC P

M-ÞPOB
v_rfTL
IOHPST

5.5CCCC
ó.30000
7.90000
7.20000
8.00000
5. 30C00
ó.70000
6.80000
5.8CCCC
ó.10000
5.80000
7.00000
6.00000
5.90000
5. 40000

22))
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22

TYPE=C.T.B.S REFERPED (1.C. I

2. s000c
3.40000
5.6 0000
5 .00000
5.20000
3. ó0000
4. 30000
4.70000
3.80000
4.00000
3 .70000
4.50000
3 .5 000c
3.40000
2. 80000

rYPE=C.r.B.S

5 .20000
4.30000
4. I 0000
4.20000
4.80000
4.70000
3.4 000 0
5 .5 0000
5.00000
4.90000
4.50000
3.40000
3.ó0000
3.40000
3.50000

FoR c .r .8.s . (HnlccocK I

l. I 0000
t.ó0000
1.80000
1.80000
1.70000
1.20000
2 .00000
I .90000
t.10000
r.2 000 0
1.90000
2 .3 0000
2.30000
2 .3 0000
2.10000

qFÂ¡i

4.02000
4.85000
4.12000
5.23000
5.46000
3.58000
4. ó0c00
5.22000
4.44000
4.83000
4.83CO0
4.9óC00
4.45000
4.70000
4.58000

FFFFRçED (Àrnt L.f-

4.O2127
4.013ó4
3. e5000
3.71818
4.00ç09
3.60455
3.80455
4.L7721
3.ó6ele
3.89545
3.90909
3. 89C9 I
3.61L82
3.75e09
3.91818

ó.30000
5.90000
5.90000
ó.00000
6.50000
5. e0000
5.40000
7.40000
é. tc0cc
6. 10000
ó.40000
5. ?0000
5.90000
5.70000
5. ó0000

sre
CF

Fp pnÞ
HFÂ¡I

o .29 356
o.-2ó946
0.5ó071
0.46858
0.4ó814
o.33226
o.11218
c .43731
c.-"8070
o.40ó08
o.33t0t
0.43133
o.32872
0.3409 I
o.29 ê,20

sTÂNf-.Âe!:
ncvlallnÀ!

0.92832
l. ló8 33
1.77313
1.4 8 1?3
1.48039
I .0507 I
t.17757
I.3830?
1.20388
1.2841,"
| .0467 4
1.3ó398
t.03950
1.0730ó
0.9 3ó6ó

VAA TÂNCç

0.8ó l?8
1.3ó5C0
3.14400
2. le 561
2.I915ó
l.!0400
1.38ó67
1. 912 89
t.44932
l.ó4q00
t.095ó7
1.8óO44
1.o805ó
t - t6222
o.87733

0.31 390
0.2 8056
o.212 61
o.25275
c. 2óó04
0.315 7I
o.2190ó
o. 34578
c.28éc0
c .3 0653
o.2115r
e.22C81
o.23699
0.21óó9
o.23874

t

2?.09V
24. Cqc
4?.437
28.i3?
?7 . .r 1.7

?e. ?50
25.599
2 6.496
21 . 174
2ó.58?
21.6-t?.
27 .sQO
,2 ?çO

22 .91F
26 . a5t

1.47 234
I.3l5e4
o.9e 750
t.1 8 548
t.24182
1.48 I l4
L.O27 47
1.62185
1.34568
t.4?775
l.30l6l
1.03598
1.11r58
t.0té3?
1.11979

2.1ó?74
t.73l7l
o. ç9500
L.40531
L.55706
2.19!79
1.0556e
2.6aO4l
I .8 lO84
2.067 12
I.ê9420
L.07 325
t.2?561
t.03301
L.2539 4

3ó.550
32 .1 e7
2' .257
31.88i
3t.t25
4!..091
21.CO6
?8.82ó
'L 

LøÊ

3ó .908
73.?97
26 .626
30.óc7
21.O78
t c t?c



Table E6 continued

v_v0 c I
a- ccl'lo
L-SPEL
L-CÂPS
L- INCT
L _US GE

¡_rfTL
r,j_ t/ Â Ps
H-GP ô F

r._Ê E F ri

W-Y OT L
v_ ccNc p

M-PPCB
l.,l_111L
CCrrpST

29
25
2a
25
25
2t
25
25
25
aÊ

25
25
25
2a
25

2. I 0000
2.90000
2.50000
2 .00000
2.óO000
1.70000
2.40000
2. I 0000
2.00000
l. 90000
2. I 0000
2.50000
2.50000
2.5000c
2 .60000

v_vcc B

e-cctrP
L-SDEL
L_cô ps

L- pNc f
L_t_rsG5
t-TCTL
t{_t{ÂPS
¡_ÇFôF
I{-FçFN
!{_Tnl L
v_col¡c P

6. I 0000
ó. ,2 C0C C

7. e0000
7.20000
8.00000
5.3000c
ó.7C000
7.30000
ó. I 0000
ó.4C0cc
6. ó 0000
7.00000
7.00000
7. C0000
ó.00000

2l
2L
2l
2l
2L
2l
2l
2l
2l
2L
2l
2l
2I
2I
2t

TYPF=1FÊCHFP PEFFnoEç lL.C.l

l,t_ pRoB
i,,-TNTL

2. I 0000
l.ó0000
2. 3 0000
2.?0000
2.70000
2.20000
3.00000
2. 50000
2.80000
3.00000
2.90000
2.90000
2.80000
2.80000
2. 90000

' f;'ir:t t :,:r a.tt' | Ì*, :, t.tit ! : i:

c-oì 9 s'l

4.00000
3.40000
5.4 0000
5. 20000
5.40000
3. ó0000
4. 3 0000
5.2 0C00
4.t0000
4.50000
4.50000
4. 50000
4.50000
4 .5 0000
3.40O00

4 .5L200
4.e1200
4. 17ó00
4.5+400
4. 5240C
3.80400
4.3ó40C
5.52800
4.64800
4. óc40c
4. e3200
4.9ó800
4.8óC0C
4 . q2000
4 -72400

ó.30000
ó. 0000 0
6. 00000
7.20000
7. ó0000
5. 90000
6.?cccc
ó.90000
7.00000
ó.10000
ó.70000
ó.80000
ó. 30000
6.20000
6. 40000

TYPF=rçÂCHED RFFceoFrì lÀ!aN L.1.l

o.22857
0.19964
e.24982
o.2 8479
c.25ê21
0 .19ó8 5
0.19629
o.24?73
o.24468
o.263t5
0.2 I 500
o.260?7
c.2523e
o .2325e
0. I 8729

4. O0000
4.40000
3.70000
4.50000
4. 9000 0
3.70000
3.70000
4.40000
4. 2 0000
?.10000
3.80000
3.90000
3.50000
3.40000
3.50000

1.I4285
o.se822
7.24909
t.42393
1.28104
o.9842.4
0.e8144
L.2t364
t.22342
1.3 I 57ó
1.07499
t.30 t 83
L.26le4
I . L6?91
o .97643

4. 6ó 190
4.41ç05
4.48571
4.40416
4. 55238
3.96667
4.1t,ê,61
4 .6238 L

4 - 53133
4.69C48
4 .6 1905
4.61905
4"31e05
4.4 761 9
4.52?81

1.30ó10
0.99ó43
t.56023
2. O27 51
l. ó4 107
o.96 87 3
o .96322
t.41 297
1.49671
t-11t?_3
1.155ó0
1.69471
1.5e250
1.35250
o.87690

o.23243
a. ?5251
o.22639
o.24132
0.2 7c85
o.2ê05?.
0. I ? 51É
c .? 1662
o.27 6t4
c.2 c5 8ó
o.2227r
0.241ó8
o.23529
o .22005
0.17767

25.329
2C .2 4C

29.91 !
31.33ó
26.C16
?5-P7t¡
22.494
2t -e54
26.322
2E .5 1c
2t.196
26.2 n4
25 .e66
?3 .678
19. Ê?)

1.0ó512
l. 157 4?
1.011 44
1.t3335
| .28 243
1.19387
0.80 27C
L.26764
L.26544
o .9 4315
1.02060
l.l0?53
1.078 25
l.oo842
0- 8 l4 lc,

1.13448
t.33962
1. O7629
L.28448
L.6446?.
L.4253?
0.64433
l. ó 0690
l.ó0133
0.88990
1.041ó2
L -22662
l. L6262
1.01óe0
o .662çO

22.e41
26 .laz
23.t?P
25 .1 1C
2A. 174
30. 0a8
18.3e?
27 -4t5
21.ç14
20.11?
22.Oqs
23.911
24.96.5
22.52F
! 7 .99F



APPENDIX B.

Suppltmentary .Tables 3, 5, 6 and 7
Correlation CoefficienÈs for P <.05
When Comparing h¡ISC-R, W.R.H.T. and
S.D.R.T. ToÈal Scores Èo the
C.T.B.S. Subtest Scores

Table 3 Correlatlon Coefflclents for P < .05
vhen Comparlng I/ISC-R (S.D.R.T.t ro C.T.B.S. Subtesr Scores

l-Jrsc-R (s.D.R.T. )
+ C.T.B.S.

CTBS REFERRED

L.D. (N - 8) Not L.D. (N -
Varfable r Varlable r

Verbal + R. Comp. 0.83
Verbal + L. Punt, 0.72

L. Total 0.74
H. füncp. 0.73
Compst. 0.73

Info + Spell. 0.77
R. C,oop O.72
L. Punt. 0.95
L. Total 0.86
M. Concp. 0.73
H. ToÈaI 0.72
Coopst. O.74

S1olI. R. Coop. 0.87
ArlÈh. + Vocab. 0.79
C.oding + L. Cap. 0.86

Info + Vocab 0.52
+ M Concepts O.42

23)

TEACHER REFERRED

L.D. (N - l7)
Varlable r

Inf o + l.I. Graph 0.51
W. Toral 0.54
H. Concp. 0.56
H. Prob. 0.53
V. Vocab. 0.56

Corp. + L. Punt. 0.70
DlglÈs + V. Vocab, 0.67

R. Conp. -0.66
L. C"p. -O.80
L. Total -0.37
U. l.taps 4.78
tl. Graphs -0.91
t.,. REFN -O.71
l.I. Total -O.86
H. C,onc. -0.65
H. Prob. 4.76
H. ToÈal 4.73
Compst. -O.78

P. Coop + L. Usage-O.61
P. Arrang +

V. Vocab. 4.54
R. Comp. -0.50
L. Total -O.49
IJ. Graph -0.49
Compst. -0.54

Noc L.D. (N - 18)
Varlable r

Arith + R. Coop. 0.54
L. Punt. 0.59
L. Total 0.47
1,1. Haps 0.51
lJ. Graph 0.56
ll. Ref. 0.53
U. Toral 0.58
H. Prob. 0.68
H. Conc. 0.63
H. Total 0.69
Coopst . 0.62

Verbal + H. Conc. 0.51
H. Total O.47

Perf + M. Conc. 0.55
M. Total 0.50

F Scale + H. Conc. 0.56
H. Total 0.51

Sin + H. Concepts 0.50

P. Arrang H. Total 0.49
H. Conc. 0.48
M. Prob. 0.47



Ta ble Correlarlon Coefficlent.s for p < .05vhen fümparing WISC-R (WRMI) ro d.i. B.S. Subresr Scores

TBS

. 
L.D. (N - lO)

Varlable r

füop +
L. Caps. 4.72
L. Puncr. -0.g4L. Toral 4.72

Digits +
H. Toral -O.79Compsr. -O.83

l{tsc-R
(hrnnr¡

+ c.1.8.S.

REFERRED

Not L.D. (N - 22)

Varlable r

Coop. +
R. Comp. 0,47

L.D. (N - 25)

Varlable r

Perforo. +
W. Haps O.42
M. Probt. 0,47

Block D. +
H. Prob. 0.56
M. Toral O.5Z

TEAO{ER REFERRED

Not L.D. (N - 2l)

Variable r

DLglte
L.

Comp.
M.
H.

+
cap. o. ¿9

+
Concp.
Total

0.44
0.45

Þ



TabIe Correlar ton Coef f lclents
vhen Comparlng C.T.8.S.

c.T.8.S. + s.D.R.',l.

L.D. N-8

Varlable

None

for P < .05
and S.D.R.T. Subtesc Scores

CTBS REI'ERRED

NotL.D. N'23
. Vartable r

S.D.R.T. +
V. Vocab. 0,7tl
R. CooP. 0.82
L. SPel. 0.80
L. CaP. 0.74
L. Punct. 0.72
L. Usage 0.48
L. Toral 0.77

' 1,t. ltaps 0,72
trt. Graph 0.50
ll. REFN 0.83
1..l. Total. 0.82
H ConcP. 0.75
H. Prob. 0.65
H. Total 0.72
CooPst. 0.86

TEAC}IER REFERRED

L.D. N ' 17 lioc L'D' N

Variable ¡ Varlable r

S.D.R.T. + S.D'R'T' +

R. CooP. O.7O V' Vocab'
R. C.ooP.
L. SPel I .
L. CaP.
L. Punc '
L. Usage
L. Total
ll. |taPs
tJ. Graph
IJ. REFN

lJ. Toral
H. ConcP.
H. Prob.
H. ToraI
ComPsr.

. lg

0.5r
0.57
0. 5s
0.47
0. 57
0.52
0. 6¿
0. 56
0.68
0.69
0.69
0. 73
0.64
0.72
0. 67

ur
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Table

.t.S.. v.1.X.1.

cTls

L.D. (i - ¡o)

V¡rl¡ble t

NEFETRED

¡tot L.D. (x - 22)

Vert¡blc J

Subtest Scores

TEACIIE¡

L.D. (ll - ¡t)

Yrrl¡blc t

TEFf.nRED

*or L.D. (tt - lE)

Y¡rl¡blc r

Correlatlon Coefflclents for Pl '05
vhen C.ooperlng C.T-8.S. and tJ'R'l'l'T'

trttcr ID +
tJ. Rcfn O.7O

l:tter ID +
X. Prob. 0.?l

t:ttcr lD +

ll. Tot¡l O.óE
9ord ID +

Voc¡b. 0.6¿
lJord lD +

L. Uugc 0.E3
v. tirpt 0.71
X. Conccgtr O.óó

lrord ID + Yoc¡b. O.72 l¡ttcr ID + Yo<¡b'
R. CæP. O.5ó L' Uu¡c
L. SPcfl. 0.59 u' GrrPh
L. Tåt¡t 0.¿6 u. lot¡l
V. lcfa O.5O ll' Prob'
ll. lor¡l O.¿9 tl. lot¡l
tl. Conc. O.¡3 CoP.
CorP. O.5E U' l{rPr

yord CóP + Voc¡b. O.JE Uord lD + Yo<¡b'
ir. C-9. O.Í l. CorP'
L. CrPr. O.tO L' CrPr
L. Uu3c 0.¿5 L' Ur3c
L. lotit o.¿9 L. lot¡l
V. XrPr O.¿ó lJ' ll¡P¡
v. GriPh 0.65 Y' GrrPh
ll. lcfn O.5l U' Rcfn
u. lot¡l O.ó2 9. lot¡l
X. ConcP. O.5l X' ConcP'
ll. lotrl O.a6 X' lot¡l
Cor9. 0.ól Corg'

P... C-t 1 llord Cca r
vo<¡ù. O.tO L. CrP¡
f. CcP O.7O ?¡¡¡ C¡P + Vo<¡b'
L. CePr. O.¡ó f. C'orP'
L. Ur¡e 0-lO L. Uu¡c
L. lot¡t O.(A C. t{.Pr
U. lt p. O.t2 Y. GrrPh
tl. Grcgù O.a, lJ. 1ot¡l
tl. lrln O.Jó X. Coa<P.
ll. C.oæP. O.ól C.oPorltr
It. Proù. O.1ó IJEI lot¡l r
X. lot¡l O.ól Vo<¡Ù.
Cðpottt. O.óE l. CorP'

uEI Tot¡l o L. C.Pt.
Vo<¡b. 0.74 L. ?ìct'
r. C,æ9. O.óO L. Ur¡r
L. Sgcfl. O.52 L. fot¡l
L. Uu3e O.aO V. ñrPr
L. lotrl O.:O V. lrfn
lJ. Grrplr O.(t Y. lotrl
u. lct¡ 0.60 X. CoocP.
u. lot¡l O.tt x. Proù'
X. C,oacP. O.Jt Cðto¡lt'
X. Prob. O.'¡
ll. Tot¡l O.t!
Corporltc 0.óJ

0.¿l L:ttcr ID +

O.óO L. SPell. 0.49
O.¿5 Yord ID + Yoc¡b. O.¿9

O.J2 t. Coe. 0.J7
O.1ó L. SPcll. O''7
O.5O L. lot¡l O't'
O.¿ó V. Xrgr 0.¿¿
O.JO lJ. lef¡ 0.tó
O.ó2 Y. lotrl O.5O

O.7¿ Cor9. 0'60
O.¿7 l¡ord Att +
0.76 L. SPell 0.53
O.i6 L. Tot¡l O.52
O.ó3 Uord C,o.P. +

O.l9 Voc¡b. O.,t
O.¿E t. CmP. 0.45
0.59 ll. tbPr 0.J3
O.5O v. GnPh O.5O

O.4? ll. lot¡l O.Jt
O.ó7 lt. Cooca. 0.56

It. Tot¡l 0.52
CðPo.lt. O.t9

Prrr C-o9 +
O..O r. Cæ9. 0'6¡
O.¿9 L. CrPr. O.5O

O.óO L. lot¡l 0.5O
O. 5t V. llrgr O. t2
O.¿t u. Cr.¡¡ O.tO
O.lO u. lefa O.tl
O.ag Y. lot¡l O.l9
O.{l lt. Coo<g. 0.1ó
O.J2 X. lot¡t 0'"

Co-gorltr O'ól
O.ó2 tfæf Tot¡l I
O.?l l. CorP. O.tt
O..J L. CrPr 0.12
O.a4 L. lotrl 0.tl
O. t6 Y. l{rPr 0.{t
O.5t V. Cr.Pà O-ta
O.ó2 u. lef¡ O.at
O.Jl v. Tot.l o.rt
O.@ X. C.oîcA. 0.Jó
O.5¡ X' 1ot¡l 0."
O.¿t C,ÉPorlt. 0.19
0.ót



ApændÍx F Distractibility Fonnrlas Applied to All hIISC-R Sanples.

Saryles

I,ülsc-R(hr)
C.T.B.S.{eferred
L.D.

C.T.B.S.-Refenced
non-L.D.

Teacirer-Refenred
L.D.

Teachen*eferred
non-L.D.

rürsc+(s)
C.T.B.S.4efen:ed
L.D.

C.T.B.S.+efemed
non-L.D.

Teadren-Referred
L.D.

Teadren-Refenred
non-L.D.

I.Q. Scores

N Arithetic DigiL Span Coding Infomation

10 7.9

7.72

8.2

7.57

25

6.7L

6.88

6.88

7.&2L

9.2 6.8

8.59 7.27

9.4 8.48

9.U 8.19

DistractibiLity
Qrotient

L.D. = tß.85/4 = 10.96 Difference

non-L.D. = 22.87/4 = 5.7L Difference

L.D. - nonL.D. = 5.24 Difference

Note: Fonrulâ for distractibility as reported by Sattlen (1982).
(aritlretic + digiL span + codÍng) x (2.2) * 3/+ = Dist¡:actibiLity Q:ot:ient

?3

10

L7 9.76

18 7.55

9

7.16

7.7

7.r4

86.38

85.01

87.85

87.35

l,ban I.Q.

7.62 9.L2

8.13 7.52

Saryles sízes for subtest digit span rraries as this test üas not
adrui¡ri-stered to all shrdents.

95

90.68

lm.æ

92.47

Di-ffenence

7.&

8.6

-8.62

-5.67

-L2.t+3

-s.L2

92.%

83.03

9.29

7.%

1æ.12

æ.2r

101.58

9r.n

æ.22

85.37

-LO.4

{.18

-r2.%

-5.9
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