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. “ Compared were the characteristics of 60 learning
~disabled (LP) and 60 normal chi}dren (all between 8- and
11-years-old) participating in"the Georgia Reading Research Program. ,
The target group consisted of LD-children who shpwed deficits in the
psycholodical process of ordering/sequencing; while the LD referermce
group were average or above average in ordering/sequencing abilities. -
Instruments used to assess these deficits were the Wechsler

Tntelligence Scale for Children Sequencing Triad and the Wide Range
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isged the identification cf a’

[

The decade of the sig(jes fir%ﬂy est

population of‘éhfl%nen jﬁthin schools who fail to learn gt expected ywates

s

r

t with predicted learning as a function of intelligence. Such

‘consisten
v

) : : LS .
school children havenbeen 1\beled under a number of names but are generally
M : 43

i

A chance to défine the learning disabled
4

cla551f1ed as learnka disabled.
e is/go single identifying_

as a 51ngle entlty had early emphaSLZed that ther

.
The dellneatlon of spegific syndromes: within this larger

. E/ ~ ) P

populatlon is ]ust\Beglnning to emergé (Bannatyne,

characteristic.

197.; Boder, 1971;

_[Dehrln ;‘1968) The ‘U. S. Office of Educatﬁgswln 1968 recognized learnlng

disability ehlldren as a category of exceptlonalﬁﬁiJ The .USOE dv - .nition

“are not accummulating academic ,

generally Yefined such children as those who
, =

. .
met. tal age,

gains at the rate expected on the basrs of thelr chrorrologl éal age,
. . Ny

and educational exposure."

of Georgia Research Program on,

Spec1al Peadlng Instructxonal Procedures for Mentally Retarded and Learning

Disabled Ci.iliren initidally set out ?n thezﬁcademlc year 1971 72 to identify

Al

subsets of .mentally retarded and learning disabled children who were compared

mination of interaction effects between instruc-

N

with normal childq&r for exa

tlogal methodology and learning and language characteristics: . During the
L

initial year a number of test instruments were chosen to define a fubset

The subset of interest was a sample of LD

>

children who exhibit ordering/sequencing difficulties. Several anrticipated -
. ., 14

. \ .
areas of deficizs/yerF examined

of learning disabled children.

utilizing auditory discrimination measures, -~

a test of perceptual speed, worg associative instruments, and more typical
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eneral 'mal and formal reading assessiment, scores. Prelimirary pilot
(2 ! . ) oo ' . .
. studies Zggested that several of the test 1lnstruTents, particoar ly auditesy
b3 .

discriminaticn, word. association, and oéﬁers, appeared U Lo potentially
* L3

useful in terms of separating normal and learni:. :isabled children. Wt
E ” . TN ¢

full scale stuidy, however, using a larger*number of 55, failed rto ~uppert
- . B -
these premises. The normals Leﬁfning disabled children overlapred .
id

s1gnificantij on a number of t“ese early measures . The general concept
i

a

‘f
L A of sequencing dgficit, however, remained Viable as a significant identi ‘ica-
~ :
! tion characteristic deficit in learning disabled children. " The assumption

" that seque“c ng difficulties and/or ineffiCient ordering processes may he

- -

- ! basis for learnigg disabilities has support in a number of papers quli>lee -

by researchers working with such chi%dren ( oehriyg, 1968; Campbel:, 19743
: Kinsbourfie & Warrington, 13t33 b‘.onr‘oe‘, 1’32 "silver & hd e s 1967)

L '

All children participating in the study ‘were, as a matter to .dentify

in{elligence‘level, administered the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for C(his irern.

Three subtests seemed particularly susceptible to sequencinyg deficits. twese
subtests'are Digit Span, Picture Arrdngement and the Coding subtec .. :aled
/f scores of 10 or compcsite sgores of 30 would be average. Learning disar .-»d

children with total summed scaled scores .on these three subtests of less .
. ’ ° ’

than 29 were contrasted with normal children whosa,summed scaled scores on

_ these three sequencing subtests were greater than '29. - .

3 . . |

All Ledrning disabled subjects particapating in evalu ion studles were

< .
eprolled in special classeg= They'Were reading ong or more years below their

| expected grade placement measured by the informal reading inventory and in,
addition, were below average in the basic psychological processes of sequencing

& ‘ R N - ! ~ . .
as measured by fhe WISC sequencing Triad: "Digit Span, Picture Arranpernnt,
\—_\ . ) .
ana codlny subtests. . . ’
. - . . .
A : ’
Q v \ . .

ERIC- ' T4

Aruntoxt provided by Eic




4 . k
. LSRN »

Cour:ty, DeKalb County-, Madison County, Oconee County,-and-Qgie:norpe ovntj)

and from one school system in Northeast Florida, Duvall County. Ti.ese counties
wouid répresent both rural, and urban populaticns. Subjects ware envolled in
regular or special classeg in twenty-six different cheols):'
. ' [
- . . N b . . -
. ! The Learuing disabled referermces subjects were enrolled ‘in regular-cias’=s
¢ . .

-
-

and were reading w1tﬁin six months ef ;helr actua. grade glacement 1S mearu:ud

- .

~ by the informal reading i tventory and were con31dered average or above ‘average
#Vﬁ . Iﬁ -
in psychological.processing or sequencing measured by the WISC seqg.encing triad.

. Sixty LD and 860 LD-referente children were selected for comparison. The
° ~ . ’
hundred and twed§;:subjeets were randomly'divided within their catngories 1o
*
two equal sets. Each set was further d1v1ded {Puo equ;\ treatment grou .;

v n

*The means and standard dev1atlons of the sets and treatment groups fo Q,

., K J/4i\\ ‘ Insert Table 3 about here ' /Jm
For several reasons (absence, illnesses, etc.) the numberpf subjects

4 .
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CA, IRI, and WISC triad are shown in Tables 1 and 2.
* . ; . mmmemmm e mmmmm e —mm—m— == ﬂ;—
| Insert Tables 1 and 2 .about here
[} e ————— Womdrm o mmmmm oo
The design of the project s tudy required th.at cerrain reiatiic i i. bétween
subject variabies hac to exiat,. Thé requirehehts were:
& : ) )
1. , Equivalent on CA and IA..
. o, . . . .
v« » . 2, Different on IRI (normal greater than LD) ' B
- . .
. 3. -bLilferent on WISC sequencing Eplad (nurmal greater than LD)
. © Analysis of variance were used to obtain the ev1dence of all cells meeting
these requirements. These analyses a$ shown in Table 3. The design pequire-
. ments. were met for all subﬁect variables.

Subjects we're drawn from £ive .9chool systems in Northeast Gecrgia (Barr04 .

4

.
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- participatiﬁgnin the various evaluation studies will be found to vary. s 1In all
' . . . .

.. ~

studies, however, at, least twelve of the fifteen subjects identified for each

~ 2 -

cell participated in the evaluation studies. ~

The general oferview of research generated during the second ,year of the

[ 4

’

t Georgia Reading Project focuses on the evaluation of speciffc curriculum
Tt .
treatments designed to facilitate reading achievement .-in matched samples of

4 ! . ’ - - ’ - ’ !

normal and' leartiing disabled ‘“hildren. Criteria for subject selection are

. listed in Table 4. The first step in selecting all subjects who participated

in this study was to inspect scf8ol records for intelligence test™scoyes, . ®
' ' reading achievement test scores, teacher comment,, health records, sensory
and emotional problems, etc. Teacher recommendations were obtained to get am

. * Ne
overview apd descriptive parameters for all children.
-~ .

The next step was the assessmint of intelligence levels and reading

achievement. The Wechsler Intelligehce Scale for Children was’ admini:ered

to the learnlng disabled and LD-reference sub]ects Level of gene.al reading

"achievement on all subjectsywas assessed w1th the informal reading invertory.
. N A .
Learning disabled and LD-refererice subjegts were also administered the Wide 7

Range Achievement Spelling subtest.
Every effort was made to insure that LD and LD-reference children were

' e o . .
hodbgééeous in terms of intelligence.{wange 90 to 110); in chronological age,

&

(8 years tu ll yearsk were significantly different in terms of reading level
y ' y g €

I

with learning disabled subjects one or more years below expected grade place-
X ‘ . :

mEnt and normal subjects within six month i of expected grade placement. On

’
PN

ERIC

o s

2




. .
. : , ‘. T 5
_ L ) ' v o ’ 'y .
‘ This subset of learning disabled children is not presumed to reflect all the

.

B charac!&pistics of children who may be diagnosed as disabled. .On the contrary,
at ; , .
the present study was a very care ful attempt to identify a type v: learning
disability, namely, processing-difficulties with deficits in the ordering

process, so as to more effectively examine the learning, characteristics and/er
’ . ) \ ' . .
effectiveness of specific instructional procedures in teaching various targeted
. : . b
) . : ; .
reading skills.
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TABLE 3

LEARNING DISABLED AND LD-REFEPENCE GROUPS:

- ANALYSES OF VARIANCE FOR CA, IQ, RIL, AND WISC TRIAD’
.o - - v‘ : - - -
Source - : : - -
: . . Mean Square,!
of ‘ -
Variation - df CA 1Q /RI{L WISC Triad
Groups 1 72.08 108.30 264 .03%hx 1672. 53%%%
Treatments N IR N 1,63 .53/' .03
Sets Y 5.21 19.20 N 7.50 10.80 .
' A _ | ;
G x.Tr 1 1.88° .~ 1.20 03« .53
- s T 2
GxS = 1 ~ 1.1 ou.30" .. 1:20 * 9.63 .
8 x Tr - 1| 27.07 .7 T.50 .03 1.20
- /\' , ’ ’ . ~ .
Gx Sx Tr ‘1 3.68 26.13 .53 1.63
Error® 112 88.18 32.74 2.55 10.66
. L - ) )
- ‘

##kp of F < .00k,

2




. TABLE 4

- ’ . : ° ’ ’ ’ ,
CRITERIA FOR SUBJECT SELECTION: LD AND LD-REFERENCE GROUPS

. e . hd
e .

-~

Criteria

Reading Instructional

CA ©+ _Level Range WISC

" Range ' (Rlﬁ)éiczﬂﬂ : Seq. Triad 7
AY

3

Learning 8-0 to 11-0 0-31 .

. ‘ B .

Disabled 1. (one year or more below
o . .o .

expected grade placement

.
e
4

il_sl
ha

(with{ﬁ 6 months of /
éxpected’grade placement
d




