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THE NATURE AND PREVALENCE OF LEARNING DEFICIENCIFS AMONG ADULT (NMATES

A study conducted by Lehigh University for the National Institute of

Justice, U.S. Department of Justice.
ABSTRACT

In order to determine the nature and prevalence of learning defi-
clencles among adult Inmstes, a sample of subjects was drawn from three In-
stitutions In each of the states of Loulslana, Pennsylvania and Washington,
One women's prison was selected In each of the three states. Sub jects were
administered an academic achievement test and an individual Intelligence
test. Those scoring at or below the fifth grade level on one of the sub-
tests were deemed to be "learning deficient® (LDf) and administered a
learning disabiiitles screening test. Subjects with a Full Scale I1Q of less
than 75 were given an adaptive behavior checkllsf.. Data were collected on
demographic, famlly, educational and criminal justice variables.

Findings Indicated that the average Inmate left school after tenth
grade but was performing more than thre years below this level. At least
42% of Inmates have some form of learning deficiency and, of those, 82% had
Indlications of specific learning disabilities (LD), especially In the area
of audlitory and visual discrimination. The average [Q of Inmates samp!ed
was one standard deviation beiow national norms and learning deficlient
Inmates were dramatically lower than non-lez-ning deficient. A substantial
number of those identifled as learning deficient had been Identified
previously but I1rle appears to have been done to Intervene in the process.

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

alcohol abuse and dellnquency. Most of the sample had a poor employment
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history prior to Incarceration with 50% having no regular emp loyment.,

Violent crime Increased the longer the subject was In contact with the
criminal justice system.

When the relationships between the variables wers explored, the most
consistent prudictor of achlievement and measured ab!| Ity was the highest
grade completed. Whan the analyses were done for thw learning deficlent
versus non-learning deficlent sample, ethnic group was the most consistent

in explainling the variance.




CHAPTER |

INTRODUCT I ON

For more than = Jacade, there has been an Increasing awareness that the
educational levels among adult offenders Incarcerated In the natfon's cor-
rectional iInstitutions are signiflcantly |ower than those of the general
population. 3Successive studies have ncted that functional 1lliteracy In
this population Is substantlally higher than national norms (Bell, Conard,
Laffey, Lutz, MIller, Simon, Stakelon, & Wilson, 1979; Dell'Apa, 1973;
Education Commission of the States, (ECS), 1976; Feldman, 1974; General
Accounting 0fflice (GAM), 1980; KIlty, 1977; Nagel, 1976; Reagen, Stoughton,
Smith, & Davies, 1973; Roberts, 1971):
* Only 36% of Inmates In state correctional Institutions have completed
high schoecl (United Sitates Department of Justice, 1979).

* Approximately 5% of Inmates at federal, state, and county lavels have
not attended school beyond the third grade (KIlty, 1977).

* On the average, Inmates In federal and state prisons have completed 9
years In school but function 2 to 3 years below thelr attained grade
level (GAO, 1980).

* Apr-~ximately 85% of Inmates have dropped out of school before 16
years of azJ (Roberts, 1971).

The above flgures clearly Indicate that adult Inmates have significant
educatlonal deficlencles. In spite of this fact, the majority of the Incar-
cerated population does not participate In prison education programs. A
United States Department of Justice survey (1979) Indicated tnat nearly 30%
of those Inmates who were enrolled In correctional education programs failed
to complete a -ingle grade of schooling during thelr Incarceration. Bell et

1
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al. (1979) found that oniy 30% of those Inmates who couid poteatially bene-

fit from educationai programs In the Institutions were enroiied In such pro=
grams, despite the obvious and particular need for basic academic and
vocational educat!on.

As a result of such evidence researchers have begun to turn their at-
tentions toward the educatlional programs In prisons. To date, aithough In=
mate education has been Investigated from fiscal, organizational, and ad-
ministrative perspectives (Ayers, 1975; Bell et al., 1979; ECS, 1976; GAO,
1980; Thompson, 1979), little ~esearch exIsts regarding the background and
demographic characteristics of Inmates and thelir possible relatlonships to
the nature and prevalence of speciflc types of learning deficiencies and
educational attainment.

Although no research has been done In these areas with Incarcerated
adults, some research has been done to Investigate these Issues among Juve-
nile delinquents. The results of these studies Indicate, for example, that
the ratio of perceptual d!sorders among delinquents Is disproportionately
high (Murray, 1976), that school fallure among delinquents Is clnsely as=-
sociated with low socloeconomic status (SES) (Goid, 1978), that a majority
of adjudicated dellinquents are from lower SES homes (Berry, 1971; Chliton,
Simpson, 1972; Wax, 1972) and that speech disorders are found In del Inquents
twelve times more frequently than In normal populations (Gagne, 1977). Such
findings, coupled with the fact that many Incarcerated adul+ts are products
of the Juvenile justice system, suggest that similar problems may exist
among the adult 'nmate population.

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

Institute of Justice, United States Department of Justice, to address cer-
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tain Issues relating to the area of learning deflciencles among adult In-
mates. The stipu!ations of the contract requlred Lehigh to address the ful-
lowing four Issues:

1. The nature and prevalence of learning deflciencles among adult In-
mates in state prisons.

2, The relationship between educational attainment and such deficlen-
cles.

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

4. The comparablillty of these characteristics for the learning defi=-
clent Inmates with both the non-learning defliclent Inmates and the
general population,

Prior to the actual data collection, relevant |iterature and prior re-
search In the broad area of learning deficiencles among Incarcerated popula-
tlons were reviewed. Due to the lack of |iterature specifically relating to
adult Inmates, the major emphasis of thls review was on research which has
been done with delinquents. A synthesis of this |iterature Is presented .n
Chapter || of this document.

In the process of addressing the Issues, and the concomltant research
questions, data were gathered over a 2 year perlod from a sample of Inmates
In nine state prisons located In three states: Loulsiana, Pennsylvania, and
Washington. These states were chosen because of thelr reglonal represen-
tativeness and three Institutions were selected In each state: one male
maximum security, one male med!um security, and one female Institution,

The term "learning deflicient® (LDf) was operationalize+ for the purpose

of thils study as quantified functionzl| IllIteracy. An ind'vidual was Iden-
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tifled as functionally illiterate when he or she scored at or below the
fifth grade level on at least one of the subtests on the Tests of Aduit
Basic Educa*ion (TABE). In order to address the Issues relating to learning
deficlenclies In the adult prison population, data were collected on the fol-
lowing categories of variables:

1. Demographic variables

2. Criminal Justice variables

3. Educational background variables

4. Family background variables

5. Academic achlevement variables

6. Abillty variables

7. Disablility variables

Information on general background variables of Interest (Categories #1-
4) was gathered by a structured analysis of Institutional records and by in-
terviews at the time of testing. The academic achievement variables
(Category #5) were measured by the TABE. The abllity variables (Cateaory
#6) were measured by the administration of the Wechsler Adult Intelligence
Scale~Revised (WAIS-R). An adaptive behavior checklist based on the Ameri-
can Assocliation of Mental Defliclencles (AAMD) Adaptive Behavior Scale-in-
stitutional Version was also used to address the Issue of adaptive behavior
as a component of mental retardation. The disability variables (Category
f1) were assessed by administering selected subtests of the Mann=Suiter
Learning Disabilities Screening Test. A detalled description of the re-
search design and methodology utilized Is contained In Chapter [Il of this
report,

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

The broad area of problems which such a research effort attempts to ad-
dress has merlt but, as yet, there are still areas of uncertainty, partic-
ularly In regard to definition of terms, identification of problems, estab-
I1shing of relationship, and Instrumentation and methodology. Obviously,
these problems have faced researchers conducting studlies among dellnquent
youth, They are, however, compounded at the adult level by such factors as
age, self-concept, motivation, extended contact with the criminal Justice
system and by long periods of Incarceration,

The problems of defining and Identifying such Inmate-related factors as
specific learning disabllities (LD), mental retardation, emotlonal dis-
turbance, physical handicaps and other Influentlal variables, of deter-
mining thelr prevalence, of examining possible relationships between these
factors and various background characteristics of Inmates could have been
addressed In at least three broad ways. The most "atiractive" In a research
sense would have been to concentrate on a narrow area of deficlency (e.g.,
visual perception, minimal brain damage, auditory discrimination), to select
or design a sopalsticated Instrument to measure it, and to seek to establish
some relationship, The difficulty with tnls approach !s that the
development or purchase of a sophisticated battery and Its administration to
a sufficlently large sample would be IImited by avallable funds ($200,000)
and allocated . Ime (2 years), It would also IImit the possibility of ad-
dressing the broader Issues of policy, program and treatment by the criminal
Justice system,

A second approach would have been to select a sample from a single in-




sflfuflon and approach the problem as an "In-depth case study," to address
many more areas of deficlency and to examine thelir relationship to other
background factors. This approach, however, would not result In any degree
of representativeness and would not take Into account regional, sex,
"system," or Institutional differences.

The approach used In this study, which Is explained In detall In
Chapter |11, addresses this problem from a somewhat broader perspective. We
are of the opinion that before a narrow, deficlency-specific approach can be
utlllzed, much more ncads to be known about the prevalence of broadly-de-
fined learning deficlencles and thelr relationship, If any, to educational
attalnment and background characteristics Including criminal Justice vari-
ables. Past experience, both In the fields of correctional and speclial edu-
cation and with the National Correctional Education Evaluation (Bell et al.,
1979; Bell, Conard, Laffey, Volz, & Wilson, 1977), led us then to the
approach utlilized In this project. The nature of the problem and the fact
that it has yet to be researched In any serlous fashlon has had an Impact on
this approach., The iIssues addressed and the research questions asked are,
of necessity, both broad In scope and yet attempt to deal with those speci-
flc areas of Interest that our research, and that of others, have Indicated
as being most fert!le.

The selection of Instruments for the study presented scine problems.
While the TABE, utillzed to measure academic achievement. and the newly re-
vised Wechsier Adult Intelllgence Scale, selected to measure the ability
levels of the sample are, by consensus, considered to be the best avallable,
they do have some weaknesses when utilized In an adul+t population that was

Incarcerated for some time and who, for the large part, have not completed a
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formal and normal educational program. The Mann-Sulter Learning
Disabllitlies Screening Tests, administered to those subjects who scored at
or below a fifth grade level on the TABE, were used to attempt to determine
the specl flc nature of the disabilitles. Thils Instrument was chosen for Its
adaptablil ity and ease of use and because of the necessity to garner as much
Informatlion as possible on such areas as auditory and visual discrimination,
memory, and closure.

The Issue of adaptive behavlor assessment as an Integral part of any
diagnosis of mental retardation warrants some comment. This will be dis=-
cussed In detall In Chapter |11,

The difficultles of conducting research In the prisor setting deserve
some comment In this Introduction, Most soclal science research, whether It
Is conducted In the community or In educational and mental and health faci~
litles, Is essentlally carried on in a hospitable environment with re-
latlvely cooperative subjects. This Is not the case In correctional
facllities. By and large, any data collector or test administrator Is
understandably viewed as a possible securlty threat by the security staff.
The testling of prisoners, elther In groups or as Individuals, requires the
disruption of the normal movement and work routine of the prison population
and most administrators, work supervisors and correctional officers can
control thelir enthusiasm for such movement and break In routine caused by
the researcher's .aﬂ'emp‘r to collect data and complete the testing. The
generous cooperation and support of the administration and staff of the nine
Institutions and of the Chief Correctional O¢ficers In the three state
capltals used In this study has been acknowledged In this document and our

appreclation Is noted once more. However, securlty and work restrictions
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which hampered access to subjects required considerable flexibi|ity on the
part of the test administrators as Indicated by thelr willingness to return
to the Institutions to complete testing and by thelr abliity to respond to
the political needs of the institutional bureaucracy. Such barriers are
time consuming and draining but are a reality of prison research.

Another major difficulty In conducting research In the correcticonal
setting Is the suspicion and Insecurity of the Inmate who has, by and large,
falled In the educa+lonal enterprise on the outside and Is belng asked to
willingly give of his or her time to take a series of academic and Intel-
ligence tests. Thls Is coupled with the natural resentment of being asked
to give up Income from work assignments or to give up recreational oépor-
tunities. It was feared that such problems would seriously |imit+ the number
of Inmates willlng to participate, and possibly skew the sample in favor of
the more able Inmates. The methods used to com. “is are described In
Chapter Itl, but sufflce I+ to say that we are reasonabiy confident that the
sample, as drawn, Is representative of the Institutlions used In +he study.
The barriers ralsed by the Insecurity of the Inmates, the lack of Incertives
to partlicipate, the +hreatening circumstances of any testing situation and
the typlical unplanned movement of prison populztion (e.g., transfer,
release, escape and death) did result in the "bleeding" of subjects from the
original sample. This, we suggest, was unavoidable and does not In any way
detract from the validity of the research findings reported in Chapter |V or
the recommendations stated in Chapter V.

In order to address the problems associated with the analysis of the
previous research, the research design, the selection of Instruments and of

sampie selection and retention, the research team was fortunate to have ths
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services of an advisory board who reviewed all data col lection [nstruments
and the research approach and advised on the best way of presenting the In-
tent and design of the study to the Correctionzi Agencies and to the
Inmates. The advisory board was made up of the following members:

* Dr. Paul B. Campbel| - The Ohlo State Unlversity.

Or. Campbel!l has had wide experience In the area of assessment of
learning disabllitles and, as Director of Program Administration, Educa-
tional Testing Service, Princeton, N.J., he was Involved In the research on
the |ink between juvenile delinquency and learning disabilities.

* Dr. Phillp A. Mann = The Unliversity of Mlami.

Or. Mann Is tha co~author of the widely used Mann=Suiter Learning Dis-
abllitles Screening Tests utilized In this study. He has had broad academic
and practical experlence In the fleld of special education In general, and
In the assessment of learning deflclencies In particular.

* Dr. Barry Mintzes - Michigan Departmen* of Corrections

As a psychologlist and a prison superintendent, Dr. Mintzes has had
broad experience In both correctional treatment and adﬁlnlsfraflon.

The advisory board, representatives of the National Institute of Jus-
tice (NIJ) and the Lehigh University Project Staff met for a one-day dis-
cussion of the design, Instrumentation and data collection !n November, 1981
at the NIJ offlices In Washington, D.C. The guidance and advice of this
board and of Phyllis Jo Baunach and Bob Burkhart of NIJ did much to avold
many of the pltfalls associated with a research prcject of such a scope and
Intent,

The results of the data analyses, reported In Chapter IV, are divided

Into five major sectlions:




1. Comparative Information on participants and non-participants.

2. Descriptive Information on the nature of the sample by race, sex
and by state. This Information Is also presented separately for
the learning deficient and the non-learning deficlient Inmates.

3. Achlevement, Intalligence, and disability test results for the
sample.

4. The relatlonships between academic achievement, Intelligence and
learning deflclenclias and background and demographic character-
Istics of the sample by race, sex and state.

5. A discussion of the analyses as they relaie to the research ques-
tions posed earller and the Implications of the findings.

The final chapter of th's document Is a summary and dlscussion of the
study's findings as they relate to future policy decislons, program decign
and research needs.

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

and to expand upon this ploneering effort.
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CHAPTER 11
LITERATURE kZVIEW

Since Information regarding learning deficient adult Inmates is sparse
at best, Iiterature In related areas with related populations Is reported.
This chapter presents ti.e research on learning def!clencles among thess
populations, The flrst major section of the chapter addresses the Issues on
learning deficiencies amony juvenlile de:lnquents and the second section
presents Information on resvarch done on mental retardation among adult In-

mates.

Learning Deficlencies among Juvenlle Dellnquents

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

handicapping conditions and low Iiteracy levels.
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Although there is more Information avallable on +the Incidence and prev—
atence of learning deficlencles among Juvenile delinquents than among adul+t
Inmates, areas of uncertalinty stil| exlist, particularly In regard to the
definition of terms, identlfication of problems, establishment of
relationships, and Instrumentation and methodology. Therefore, caution must
be used when citing research In this area. Even though learning
defliclencles pose fewer definitlonal problems than do specific learning
disabllities (LD), some confusing Issues remain. Although observable
physical problems such as orthopedic handicaps can be relatively easily
Identifled, these types of handlcaps are rare In the Juvenile delinquent
population. AddItlionally, moderate to severe mantaz| retardation Is seen
Infrequently among juvenile delinquents (Kindred, Cohen, Penrod, & Shaffer,
.1976). Instead, learning deficlent delinquents are often In the mildiy
retarded range. Untortunately, It Is difficult to pinpoint the source or
nature of iuch a deficlency since many of the symptoms of mild retardation
can easily be confused with symptoms nf learning dlsabilitles or so:lo-
emotional d!scrders.

Given any sample of juvenile delinquents, accurate assessment and eval=
uation are difflcult to achleve. The problem Is compounded when attempts
are made to gather facts and tigures {rom various locales since dlfferent
states use a varlety of tests, procedures, and definitions regarding their
adjudicated delinquent populations. Greguras, Broder, and ZImmerman (1978)
referred to this problem as "difflculty In cross=jurisdictional research"
(p. 19). Additionally, since much of the data avallable on the natlonal
level are based on self-reported state Incidence figures, care must be taken

in Interpreting these studies,
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"Soclety's concerns for preserving order, protecting Individual rights,
and offering equal educational cpportunities to all citizens conflict when
soclety canfronts the handicapped young adult In the Justice system"
(Kellitvz & Miiler, 1980, p. 117). The justice system, which protects
soclety, Is Juxtaposed against the educational and psycholugical practi-
tioners who advocate the individual needs of an educationally handicapped
Juvenlle offender. By virtue of thelr Institutionalization, those juvenile
del Inquents who are confined In correctional facilitlies across the nation
are more avallable for assessment than non-institutiona’ zed delInquents.
It Is useful tTo know the nature of the offenses which have been committed by
dellnquen;s and to have an idea of the breakdown of thelr demographic char-
acteristics such as age, sex, and race. Accurate figures of such a nature
are relatively easy to obtain. In planning a useful educational program,
however, a close look at the educational needs and the Incidence of handi-
capping éondlflons among thls group Is necessary. Despite the definftional
and loglistical problems discussed earlier, many researchers have been turn-
ing thelr attentions, In recent years, to Investigations of the nature ard
prevalence of these handicapping conditions among dellnquent youth.

Mental Retardation

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

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

school children. When such symptoms are discovered, we
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mist watch and guard such persons as carefully as we do

cases of leprosy or any other mallignant disease.

(Biklen, 1977, p. 51)
This type of statement reflects some of the fear and loathing socliety had of
mentally retarded Individuals early In this century. In a study done with
19 patients at the Massachusetts School for the Feeble-minded, Fernald
(1309) identifled certaln subjects as criminal imbecile types and recom-
mended that *hey be removed from soclety as soon as possible (Bikien, 1977).
A few years later, Pyle (1914) examined 24 residents of a state Institution
for delinque~t giris and found that two-thirds of the~ were of subnormal Ip=-
telllgence (Morgan, 1979). The concluslion arrived at by many researchers
during that time was that a close relationship exIsted between mental
defects and crime. Goddard, as a result of hls study of feeblemindedness In
children at the Vineland Research Instltute, concluded that subnormal intel-
I1gence was causally related ‘o crime (Bikien, 1977).

Since the early part of the 1900's, most ¢ the research which has been
done Investigating the Incidence of mental retardation among dellnquents has
viewed this ﬁeflclency as one of a number of potentlally handicapping con-
ditions. One notable exception to this approach was a research study re-
ported by Haywood (1981). Haywood discussed two studles which were con-
ducted during the 1970'S which examined the Incidence of mental retardation
among adjudicated dellnquents serving In Juvenile correctional Institutions
In Tennessee.

As a result of an examination of 1,054 adolescents In the Tennessee In-
stituti~rns, Haywood found that 34% of ths sample scored between 70 and 84 on

a group administered Inte.ligence test, and 18% scored below IQ 70. In one

Institution for adolescent males between the ages of 12 and 14, only 28% of
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the population had 1Q's of &5 or above, and 72% of the sample were at least
one standard deviation below the national mean. When Individual Intel-
i1gence tests were administered to all those who had scored below 85 on the
group 1Q test, however, "the picture changed markedly with respect To [Q.
The percentage who achieved [Q's in the mentally retarded range fal! from
over 30% on the basls of group administered tests to about 9% on the basis
of Individually administered tests" (Haywood, 1981, p. 282). Haywood's
findings Indlcate that, depending on the type of test used and t+he manner In
which It Is administered, |Q scores can vary widely for a given individual.
Haywood also made the observatlon that Institutionallized juvenile delln-
quents In Tennessee were overwhelmingly of low soclo~economic status, more
so even than Incarcerated adults. He labeled the majority of retarded,
Institutionalized juveniles as "mlldly retarded," the products of environ-
ments that were not conducive to optimal educational and Intellectual
development, The retarded youths were aiso found to have Impalred soclal
skills, and there was evidence that they were Involved In more fights with
thelr peers and were punished more frequently than those delinquents who
were not [dentifled as ret.-ded.
Learning Disablilties

Prior to the 1960's, terms such as "feeblemindedness" and "academic un-
derachlevement" were used as catch-all terms In an attempt to explain the
high Incidence of learning problems which were seen to exist zmong jJuvenlile
delinquents. At that point, "dyslexia,”™ "minimal braln dysfunction,” and
"specific learning disabilities™ had been nelther Identified nor defined as
possible contributing factors. In retrospect, careful analysis of the early

studles which proposed a possible relationship between learning deficlencles
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of some kind- :0 matter what the label--and Juvenlile dellinquency suggest

that they may have been describing learning disabled (LD) children.

Murray (1976), In a report on research conducted by the American In-
stitute of Research (AIR), stated that "learning disabilities was Intended
as a label, a convenlent way of referring to a variety of Iesarning problems
which apparently were not caused by low Intelligence, emotional disturbance,
physical handicaps, or incompetent teachers" (p. 11), Long before Kirk
coined the term "learning disablility® In the early 1960's (Lerner, 1981),
however, practitioners were looking at connections between learning problems
and Juvenile delinquency., Although some early hypotheses were presented in
an attempt to explain the iink between learning problems and del Inquent
behavior, for the most part It was assumed that poor performance In school
was Just one aspect of the dellnquent's genera! rebel|lon against soclety.
Zinkus, Gottlleb, and Zinkus ¢1979) stated: "Poor learning was seen as the
result of disordered personality traits and aberrant Lehavior, rather than
the cause. While professionals searched for psychosocial etlologles,
perceptual disorders and learning disabllitles were largely Ignored™ (p.
180).,

Early research studles. In tne first half of the 20th century, below
average academic achievement was viewed as a symptom of rebellion against
social Institutions such as the school. Kvaraceus (1944) raported that as
many as 90% of delinquents were reading deficlent (Ziankus et al., 1979).
Around this time, researchers were beginning to turn thelr attentions to the
possible connectlon between reading disabiiitles and Juven!le delInquency.
Monroe (1932) pointed to the Inabllity to read as a critical school problem

which often led to truancy and Incorrigibllity (Zinkus et al., 1979). In
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examining more closely the works of such Investigators as Alchorn (1935),
Binet and Simon (1916}, Fernald (1912), Glueck and Glueck (1950), and
Strauss and Lehtinen (1947), It seems |lkely that these early reports on
delInquent behavior were describing "learning disabled™ children. Problems
such as motor coordination deficits, hyperactivity, poor attention span,
expressive language deficits, and reading disabilities with frequent
reversals, were dlscussed frequently In the |iterature. [t was suggested by
both researchers and practitioners that something might be "causinq™ the
academic problems which seemed to be connected with delInquent behavior.
With the advent of the term "™learning disabillties™ In 1963 came a rapid
growth In Interest both In LD and In the possible relationship between
specific learning disabilitles and Juvenile delinquency.

The recognition of learning disabilities as a deficlency area provided
researchers with a possible explanation for the apparent connection between
reading problems and academic fallure and jJuvenile dellinquency. Formal and
Informal observations appeared to support a |ink between learning disabil~
Itles and Juvenile dellnquency (Lane, 1980). The so;called "LD/JD [Ink"
became a popular Issue for researchers and many studies of the prevalence of
learning disabilitlies among the adjudicated delinquent population were done
using a variety of testing batteries and criteria. The estimates which
emerged from these studies covered a wide range. Murray (1976) stated the
following: "The disparity of estimates fairly reflects the disparity of
definitions, procedures, and analyses In the study"™ (p. 61) In spite of
the general understanding among practitioners that the causes of Juvenile
delInquency were complex and varied, substantial federal funds were spent In

the late sixties and early seventies In an effort to prove that a causal re-
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lationship existed between learning disabilitles and juvenile dellnquency,
Al though, due to certain definitional, diagnostic, and methodological prob-
lems the studles did not prove the existence of this causal relationship,
there were clear Indications that this Issue deserved closer Investigation.
The AIR Report (Murray, 1976) contalns an annotated bibilography which
summarizer 86 studies which linked learning disabilities and Juvenile delin-
quency. The Interested reader can refer to Murray for a more comprehensive
review of the LD/JD Ii1terature through 1975. For the opurposes of this
report, the most significant of these studies will be discussed briefly In
an attempt to highlight "the state of the art" In the time perfiod between
the emergence of the LD definltion and Murray's AIR Report In 1976. I[n sum=-
marizling these research studies It should be noted that, although Incldence
estimates of learning disabiiitles among both delinquents ~.l non=-delln=
quents are readily available, few researchers have done comprehensive
studies which have |coked at both the dellnquent population and the non-
delInquent population. Therefore, care must be taken In making comparisons
between avallable figures since these estimates have not been arrived at
through uniform assessment procedures. Whereas the "entire" American school
population Is difficult (and expensive) to accurately measure, Institu-
tlionallzed Juvenlile delinquents==by virtue of thelr Institutionalization--
are, at least temporarily, avallable for testing and assessment. However,
Ir-isﬂfuﬂonallzed Juvenile delinquents are an extremely select and unrepre-
sentative population. Wolfgang, Figlio, and Sellin (1972) reported that
fewer than one apprehension In ten results In Institutionallzation;

additionally, a large percentage of delinquent acts do not even result In

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

When compared to LD prevalence estmates of 5 to 10% (Murray, 1976) In
the general population, "prevalence estimates of LD among Juvenile
delinquents . . . have been higher and have varied more widely" (Kellitz,
Zaremba, & Broder, 1979, p. 7). Most of the research studies which have
produced these estimates, however, have examined the symptoms often
associated with learning disabilities without directly and explicitly
confronting LD incidence among delInquent as opposed to non-delinquent popu-
lations. In his study of 102 male youths In the San Francisco area,
Tarnopol (1970) found high rates of functional Illiteracy (58%)and visual~
motor problems (67%), and left=right orientation difficulties. Welnschenk
(1967) found many of his subjects to exhibit classical signs of perceptual
disturbances such as word and letter revarsals and missequenced |etters
(Zinkus eT al., 1979). In a study by Berman (1974), 55% of dellnquent
subjJects manifested elther significant visual=perceptual or visual-motor
coordination deficits, or a combination of the two. Additionally, 31%
showed evidence of perceptual=-motor disabliiities, while 30% evidenced
auditory memory deficits (Murray, 1976) Rubin and Braun (1968) noted
visual, auditory, tactile and kinesthetic perceptual problems In
behaviorally disturbed children, as well as significant deficits In verbal
and nonverba! Integration, orientation In time and space, and fine motor
controls (Zinkus et al., 1979).

Keldgord (1968), In his examination of statistics on jJuvenile offenders
and brain-damaged children, concluded that a high percentage of children
committed to the California Youth Authority had subtle neurological damage

manifested as Impaired learning and soclal maladaptation (Zinkus et al.,
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1979). Barcal and Rabkin (1974) Identifled hyperactivity, impulsivity, and
distractibility as some of the characteristics used to describe delinquent
children (Zinkus et al., 1979). |In a 1965 study of delinquent subjects,
Denhoff (Zinkus et al., 1979) found 53% to have evidence of organic braln
dysfunction resulting In delayed motor skill development as well as speech
Iimpalirment. |In an address at the Ninth International Conference of the
Assoclation for Children with learning Disabilitlies In 1972, Walle, an
audiologist, reported that of 128 young male prisoners In Jessup, Maryland,
63, or nearly 50% were found to have clinically dlagnosed disorders of
speech and communication (Poremba, 1975).

The studles which have been cited above are representative of the body
of research which was done prior to the publlcation of the AIR Report. The
results of these studles attracted a great deal of attention and led to In-
creasing competition for funding. Confusion arose regarding the Issue of
who or what was responsible for the high Incidence of learning disabilities
among delinquents, Neurologlists, reading speclalists, and LD speciallists
were all critized for not having diagnosed and corrected these problems
within the schools. Classroom teachers were also blamed. Peterson (1971)
stated that "much of what we have been calling learning disabilities Is
nothing more than mediocre education™ (p. 14).

Al though many Important questions regarding the validity of the LD/JD
link remained unanswered, urgent requests were made to the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration (LEAA) to Iimplement treatment and prevention pro-
grams for learning disabled juveniles. |t was thought by some that, by
treating the learning disabi!lity, one could both "cure" the adjudicated de-

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

Ihe AIR Report. The Washington Office of the American Institute for
Recearch (Murray, 1976) performed an extensive, critical review of the then-
current |lterature, theory, and expert opinion concerning the relationship
between learning disabilitles and juvenile delinquency. The I[terature
avallable was summarized and critiqued. Murray's report concluded that
"even If the comparison between delinquents and non-delinquents is Ignored,
no estimate of the incidence of LD can be derived from the existing studies"
(p. 66). Definitional, dlagnostic, procedural, analytic, and presentational
problems existed, alone or In comblnation, In virtually all of the studies.
Most of the estimates of LD Incidence were concluded to be not only inac-
curate but also In many cases, "simply uninterpretabie" (p. 67).

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

Studles by Compton (1974), Critchley (1968), Dulling, Eddy, and Risko
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(1970), Mullligan (1969), and Stenger (1975) were also considered by AIR. It
was felt that these five studies were unique In that they "explicitly sought
to diagnose LD among a dellinquent sample which was not preselected on the
basis of learning problems . . . [and] sought to draw some conclusions about
the Incidence of LD" (Murray, 1976, p. 76). As was mentioned ear|ler, the
range of Incidence estimates <aried from Compton's 90.4% to Stenger's 22§%,
the others falling In between. Again, first-hand examination of Murray's
work Is recommended to the Interested reader.

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

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

The AIR Report gives conclusions and recommendations as a result of the
research of Murray and his associates. Thelir finding, that no strong
evidence for a causal link between learning disabilities and dellnquency ex-

Isted, was a refiection of the methodological weaknesses of the studies
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which had been done. Murray's prcjram recommendations and highlights of
procedural [ssues have provided much of the direction for the work that has
been done since 1976 regarding Juvenile delinquents and !earning dis-
abllitles. He suggested that there should be a moratcrium on LD-related
grant appllications unti| a program strategy could be prepared and announced.
The second basic guidellne recommended a concentration In the research and
evaluation sector. Technical advice was needed on some exceedingly dIl%-
flcult polints which had to be resolved. The Office of Juvenile Justice and
DelInquency Prevention (0JJDP) was seen as an arbfter, contributing to the
methodological considerations Inherent In the accumulation of practical
knowledge on an extremely controversial subject. Sound, r'gorous rasearch
to determine the Incidence of learning handicaps, Including Isarning dis=-
abilities, among several specific popuiations was recommended. !t was fur-
ther recommended that the LEAA support a demonstration project to test the
value of diagnosing and treating learning disabilities as an ald to the re-
habllltation of serfous Juvenile offenders. As a result of these recom
mendations, two major projects were funded by the federal government, both
following Murray's mandate regarding sound research defin!tions and method-
ological procedures.

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

term "learning problems" to descrihe the broad category of educational dif-
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ficulties of youths functioning two or more years below their expected grade
levels. Thils category was then subdivided Into three classifications:
"satisfactory slow learners," "|imited academic potential," and "under—
achlievers.” The first two of these categories did not fit Into the LD
realm. The third category, underachievers, was further divided Into two
areas conslsting of primary 'earning problems and secondary learning prob-
lems. The former term was used synonymously with what are commonly accepted
as "speciflc learning disabllitles.” Whereas "secondary learning problems”
were referred to by the GAO as learning difficulties due to exogenous fac-
tors such as poor attendarce or emotional and behavioral problems, the term
"primary learning problems" was defined as "deficlts In essential learning
processes having to do with perception, Integration, and verbal and non-
verbal expression" (p. 7). The GAO Report further discusses thelr classiti-
caton of l|earning oroblems.

In addltion to the 25% previously cited estimate for learning dis-
abllities among Institutionalized delinquents, 51% of the subjects In the
GAO study were found to have sacondary learning problems. A bleak plicture
was shown overall, as only one of the 129 Juveniles diagnosed was found to
be functioning at the expected grade level.

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

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

The GAO Report also examined the responsibilities of the natlion's
publlc schools to provide the necessary educational programs In order to
treat chiidren with elther primary or secondary learning problems. The
Iiterature has tended to concur with the GAO's opinion that dealing with the
LD/JD problem iies In the educational realm, as opposed to the realm of the
Juvenile justice system. The consensus Is that the task can be more appro-
priately accomplished in that way. The abllity of the public school system
to deal with these problems iIs l|imited by, among other things, class size
and fiscal constraints. An LD child whose needs are not being met by the
school system may become entargled In a pattern of academic fallure and
frustration. The Ilterature widely recognizes such fallure and frustration
as possibly a major contributing factor to the growing delinquency problem.

The GAO Report found that government [nvolvement In Ident!fying and
treating learning problems has come through both the U.S. Department of Edu-
caton and the U.S. Department of Justice's Law Enforcement Assistance Ad-
ministration. The Department of Education has involved Itself through three
major pleces of leglslation which provice federal funds to state-level
programs designed to meet the needs of special students: The Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965, The Education of the Handlcapped Act of
1970, and the Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975. LEAA, on
the other hand, has supported major research In the area of delinquency and
delinquency prevent.on, including some studles examining the LD/JD Iink.

The flve year Assoclation for Children with Learning Disabilities Re-
search and Development Project (ACLD-R2D) Is the result of a joint effecrt

between the National Center for State Courts (NCSC) and the Assocla’ ion for
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Children with Learning Disabilities. In iIght of the conclusions and recom-
mendations of the AIR Report, the NIJJDP commissioned a project that has

addressed three major Issues:

(1) To determine the prevalence of LD !n groups of
ad judicated dellnquent and officlally non-de-
ITnquent 12=15 year old males;

(2) To design, develop and Implement a treatment

program for selected dellnquents who were
classifled as LD; and

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

The ACLD-R&D Project was the second major federally funded studv of the
LD/JD relatlonship to take place since 1976. This effort was funded In
October, 1976; ACLD developed and conducted the remediation component while
NCSC conducted the reseaéch and program evaluation. Additionally, the
Educational TestlIng SeFvlce (ETS) of Princeton, New Jersey was retained by
NCSC to perform diagnostic testing.

This comprehensive study used careful ly developed and applied defini-
tlons of learning disabilities (Campbell, 1978) and Juvenile del Inquancy
(Greguras et al,, 1978), Data for this study were collected In the metro-
politan areas of Baltimore, Maryland, Indlanapolis, Indiana, and Phoenix,
Arizona. "In the spring and summer of 1977, and the summer and fall of the
foliowing year, the educational records of 2,197 12-to=17 year old boys and
girls were reviewed systematically for Indicators of learning disabilities"
(Broder & Dunivant, 1980). The Educational Testing Service supervised
reviews of records and adminlstration of tests. Each youth whose records
did not preclude the possibility of learning disabllities was administered a
battery of educational tests, In order that an "LD" or "non-LD" classiflca-
tlon could be made for the purpose of the research.
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Standard procedures were developed and carefully applied to
operationalze the ACLD-R&D definition ot learning disabilitles., "The tests
that were administered [ncluded the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for
Children--Revised, the Woodcock Reading Mastery Test, the Key Math Diag-
nostlic Arlthmetic Test, a visual perceptual test, and several other
measures" (Broder & Dunivant, 1980). Additionally, each youth was
Interviewed In an effort to gather further Information (e.g., family
background, attitudes toward school, involvemert In dellinquent activitles).
Each youth was then classified as learning disabled or not.

Only boys who were between the ages of 12 and 15 years at the beginning
of the study were Included for the burpose of estimating the prevalence of
learning disabllities. This sample Included 968 non-delinquents and 628 ad-
Judlicated delinquents for whom complete data were available. In the of-
ficlally non-delinquent group, 183 of the boys 118.9%) were classified as
learning disabled. However, 229 of the officlally delinquent youths (36.5%)
were found to be learning disabled. The 36.5% figure, although not as
alarming as the findings of many other LD/JD studies, stil| showed nearly
twice the rate of learning disabllitles among Juvenlle delinquents as among
non-adjudicated youths. The quality control procedures and objective
decislon rules of the ACLD-R&D study, coupled with the large sample size,
1end credence to the accuracy of these figures. Broder and Dunivant stated
that the statistically rellable differences between the groups "suggest that
learning disabled boys are more |ikely than nonlearning disabled boys to be
members of an adjualcated del inquent group. Further data analysis revealed
that the boys who were classifled as learning disabled were proportionately

more llkely to have been members of the delinquent group, even when
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differences In age, social status, and ethnicity were taken Into account"

(Broder et al,, 1980, p. 3)., It is important to remember ihat unlform stan-
dards of assessment were applied to both the delinquent and officially non-
delinquent populations, so that a major weakness of many of the pre-AlR
prevalence estimates was el iminated.

The fact that significantly more adjudicated delinquents were class-
Ifled as learning disabled than were public school youths Is an important
finding, but should not be viewed as proof of a causal relationship between
learning disablilities and delinquency. Kellltz et al. (1979) discussed the
conditions of cause and effect which are generally required to establish
such a causal relationship. Although the exlIstence of a relationship be-
tween LD and JD remalins scientifically unverified, the notion of such a
relat!onship has become an accepted reality for some researchers and prac=
titioners., Prior to the ACLD=R&D Project, there were two fairly widely-
accepted explanations for the LD/JD |ink: +he "school fallure rationale"
and the "susceptidility rationale.” The first of the two theories has been
discussed frequently In the |iterature and appears to be the most widely ac=
cepted explanation for the relationship between learning disabilities and
delinquency. "The strong, consistent finding that Juvenile del inquents have
records of |ower~than-average school achievement makes this explanation ap-
pealing®™ (Kellltz et al., 1979, p.8). The logic behind this theory Iden-
tifles a four-stage process which Is llkely to occur with the learning dis-
abled student, and which may ultimately manifest itself In acting out and
delInquent behavior. Beginning with an initial stage when the child Is
labeled as a slow learner or discipline problem by adults, and as scclally

awkward by his/her peers, the chaln progresses to a second stage when the
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negatively=-labeled chiid gradually develops a poor self-image and Is grouped
with ofher "problem"™ students. The need to somehow compensate for continued
school fallure characterizes the third stage and Increases the prohabil ity
of absenteelsm, suspension, or dropping out of school. "At+ the fourth
stage, Immediately preceding delinquent behavior, the child has the psycho-
logical Incentives, the economic Incentives and Increased opportunity (in
the form of time on his hands) to commit delinquent acts" (Murray, 1976, p.
6).

The "susceptibl Ity rationale™ theorizes a more direct relationship
+han the "school fallure rationale." It basically argues that learning dis-
abllitles, certaln types and combinations In particular, are assoclated with
behavioral tendencies which may lead to delinquency. Murray states that
"general Impulsiveness Is one characteristic; a second Is |imited abll Ity To
learn from experience; a third Is poor reception of soclial cues-=the LD
child can back himself Into a confrontation without knowing how he got
thoere® (p. 7). In short, some of the factors which might normal |y restrain
a child from committing a delinquent zct do not serve as signals to the LD
child. The messages do not get through.

An assumption Inherent to both of these proposed rationales Is the no-
tion that learning disabled adolescents commit more delinquent acts than do
non-learning disabled youths, and that this results In the higher percentage
of learning disabilities among adjudicated youths. "It Is our lavestigation
of precisely this notion which has led us to question the school fallure and
susceptibility rationales and to propose an alternative hypothesis concern-
Ing the relationship between LD and JD (Kellitz et al., 1979, p. 8). In an

attempt t: test the two existing theories, the ACLL~R&D researchers ad-

29

42




ministered a self-reported delinquency scale to the adjudicated and non-
adjJudicated youths In thelr sample (for procedural detalls and reliablilty
and valldity estimates of the scale, see Zimmerman and Broder, 1978).
Although there were sicnificant differences In some areas between the ad=-
Judlcated and non-adjudicated youths, there were no significant differences
between the frequency of self-reported del Inquent acts between the {earning
disabled a.d the non-learning disabled youths who were assessed. Zimmerman,
Rich, Kellltz, and Broder (1978) reported a further analysis of these data.
They found no consistent differences In elther the frequency or serlousness
of self-reported delinquent offenses between the learning disabled and the
non-iearning disabled youths. Additionally, they found that among the
adjudicated population, learning disabled and non-learning dlsabled
del inquents committed the same types of offenses.

The school fallure hypothesis and the susceptibllity hy-

pothesis both purport to explain why learning disabled

children are more Ilkely than non-learning disabled

children to engage In delinquent activities. Our data

do not support these hypotheses about the LD/JD Iink.

If 1t Is accepted that learning disabled and non=learn-

Ing disabled children engage In the same delnquent be-

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

pothesis, the susceptibl!ity hypothesis, or any other

hypotheses that propose differences In learning disabled

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

In 11ght of this evidence, It was felt that a new rationale was nec-
essary. Glven the greater prevalence of learning disabil|ties amcng ad-
Judicated Jjuvenile dellinquents than among publlc school children, If one
accepts the self-reported dellinquency data concerning comparable behavlor
among |earning disabled and non-learning dlsabled youths, "school fal lure"
or "susceptibliity" rationales do not suffice. The ACLD-R&D people proposed
a "differentlal treatment rationale" as a general hypothes|s that may batter
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explain the relationship between learning disablilities and juvenile de~

Iinquency. According to this |Iine of reasoning, somewhere In the juvenile
system, learning disabled youths are treated differently from their non-
learning disabled peers. According to Barton (1976), there Is much discre-
tional decision-making within the juvenile court system. The research shows
that as a youth progresses through the Juvenile court system, other factors
such as school background, famlly, race and prior record assume Increasing
Importance. The chllid iIs not, in short, judged according to the offense
alone. This can, of course, be beneficial to the youth to the ex;ren‘r that
Individual ized treatment Is possible. On the other hand, this subjective
power may be harmful If It Is blased against a certaln group, In this case
the learning disabled. Hazel, Schumaker, ard Deshler (1980) stated that "if
learning disabled youths exhibit common behavior deficits, unrelated to the
Illegal offense, which tend to lead to less favorable dispositions by
Juvenile court Judges, then the discretionary power is harmful™ (p. 12). A
delinquent chlld who has developed a coping style In school Is less |ikely
to be adjudicated, since school records are often taken Into account, Ad-
ditionally, the possibility of "differential apprehension™ ties In with the
notion of "differential treaiment.” Upon Initial contact with a police of-
ficer at the time of apprehension, and before "official"™ contact with the
Juvenile court system, the child's coping style and abillty to read appro-
priate cues come Into play. A contrite and "appropriate"” demeanor may re-
sult In a warning and a ride home.

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

1980) of these still appears to be the "school fallure rationale." Learning
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disabilities Increase the probability of delinquent behavior and of
adJudicaticn, under certain conditions. The results of a two-year fol low-up
study of 351 of the boys In the original sample suggested that under
"certain conditions," learning disabled youths were more Iikely to have
acquired court records than their non-learning disabled counterparts.

It can readily be seen In the above discussion that there has been a
great deal of controversy among researchers regarding the existence and na=-
ture of the LD/JD IInk. Although no clear causal relationship has been
established, there Is certainly evidence that this is an area which merits
further scrutiny. The children who could potentially benefit from research
In this area Include not only learning disabled juvenile dellnquents, but
also learning disabled non-delinquents and del Inquents who are not learning
disabled. Many systems and representatives of those systems, Including
teachers, soclal workers, law enforcement offlcers, and judges must also be
Involved In this research process. |f a clear understanding of the
relationship between learning disabiiitlies and del Inquency can be arrived at
through further research, the Implications for del Inquancy treatment and
prevention would be ’far*-reachl'ng and profound.

QOther disabllitles

In 3 1928 study .f the incidence of physical Impalrments among Insti-
tutionallzed delinquents, Ball found that of his sample of 146 del Inquents
ranging In age from 10 to 18, 10% had defective vision, 23% had hyper-
trophied tonslis, and 3% had no physical defects (Morgan, 1979). More
recently, Cozad and Rousey (1968) Investigated the Incidence of speech dis-
orders among delInquents housed In two Institutions and found that Incldence

estimates for this group were five times as large as comparable estimates
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for non-delinquent population (Morgan, 1979). Several years later, In a
simllar study, Gagné (1977) found the Incldence of speech disorders among
delinquents to be twelve times more frequent than among their non-dellnquent
peers.

In 1975, as a result of both congressional studies and pressures by ad-
vocacy groups, new legislation was enacted by the federal government which
greatly affected the area of educational opportunities for handicapped chil=
dren. This law, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (l.e., PL
94-142), Is viewed by practitioners as the most Important federal mandate to
provide services to children with special needs, guaranteeing the right to a
free and appropriate education for all handicapped children, Including in-
stitutionalized delinquents. PL 94~142 has provided the impetus to re-
searcher and practitioners to take & more comprehensive look at the speclal
educational needs of the adjudicated delinquent pcpulation.

A recent PL 94~142 Task Force of the Virginia Department of Corrections
and the Rehabllitative School Authority examined 300 Inmates, 21 years of
age and younger, In an effort to derive some figures that describe the In-
cidence and nature of handicapping conditions. Brogan (1981) of the Re~
habi!itative School Authority contended that there do not currently exist
any reliable prevalence data for youthful offenders residing In Juvenile
correctional facilitles. From the original sample of 300, the potentially
handlcapped Individuals were categorized according to the 11 definitions of
handicapping conditions In the "Regulations and Administrative Require-
ments for the Operation of Special Education fn Virginia." Brogan.found 47%
of the 300 to have poventially educational ly-related handicaps. Regarding

the primary disability Indicated, he found 20% to be mentally retarded, 6%
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to be serlously emotionally disturbed, and 214 to be spec}flcally learning
disabled. Particular mention was made of the problem regarding strict in-
terpretation of the learning disabllities deflinition which states that "+he
term does not iInclude children who have learning problems which are pri=-
marily the result of . . . environmental, cultural, or economic disad-
vantage"™ (Federal Reglster, 1977, p. 65083). For 56 of the 62 young of-
fenders who were identlifled as specifically learning disabled, environmen=
tal, cultural, or economic disadvantage could not be ruled out as a con
tributing factor.

Research studles discussed above, such as those undertaken by Brogan
(1981) and Haywood (1981), most often attempted to obtaln flgures on han-
dicapping conditions from single states. A broader survey, conducted by
Morgan (1979) In an effort to obtain a national profile of Juvenile of=
fenders, Illustrated the problems which were alluded to earlier regarding
cross=Jurisdictional work. In ordetr to comp!y with PL 94-142 and provide
services for handicapped delinquents, each state must Identify these chil=-
dren as well as assess the educational efforts being made In their behalf,
FindIng little such comprehensive Information aval lable, Morgan undertook a
survey to identify the number of handicapped juvenile offenders committed 1o
state correctional facllities throughout the United States and Its ter-
ritories. Responses were returned by 204 Institutions. The scuracy of
Morgan's totais relies on the accuracy of each state's findings. Therefore,
due to differing state definitions and assessment methods, these figures can
not necessar:ly be compared or contrasted among states.

Morgar (1979) reported a 42.4% incidence of all handicapping conditions

which far exceeds the average Incidence for the general population (12.03%)
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(Blackhurst & Berdine, 1981). He reported that 16.2% of Institutionallzed
delinquents were classifled as emotionally disturbed, 10.6% were Identified
as learning disabled, and 7.7% were labeled educable mentally retarded. As
was stated earlier, however, It Is necessary to recognize the aforementioned
problems regarding cross-regional study when Interpreting these results.
For example, flve states (Kansas, Malne, Idaho, Delaware, and Montana)
claimed that 100% of their Institutionalized delinquents were handicapped.
It should be noted that certaln states define all of thelr Institutionalized
del Inquents as handicapped by virtue of their Institutionalization. This Is
generally decne for funding purposes. Mesinger (1976) stated that cig~
nificant percentages of juvenile dellnquents belng Identified as handicapped
does not represent research hyperbole, that there is Indeed an argument for
every Institutionalized Individual belng considered "handicapped.™ The
basic argument is that the state of Institutionalization, by definition,
Indicates a lack of adaptive behavior. In contrast to the 100% flgures,
South Carolina (Morgan, 1979) claimed the lowest rercentage, Iniicating that
only 4% of thelr Institutionallzed delinquents were handicapped. Certainly,
a disparity must exlst regarding the definitions employed by the states.
Regarding the 42.4% total, Morgan himself stated that "there Is strong
reason to belleve that this figure Is Inflated" (p. 292). In addition to
the problems of definition and assessment differences, Morgan stated several
other reasons for the high Incidence figures which were revealed by his
survey. One possibiiity was "overlabeling" In an eftort to secure extra
subsidies or funding. He also mentioned the possibility that the states
made hasty evaluations In an 5[ fort to give the Impression that they had

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

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

Mental Retardation among Adult |nmates

One of the problems In evaluating the needs of exceptional offenders in
corrections Is the lack of systematic, rlgorous research concerning this
population. LIttle Is known about the prevalence of learning deflclencles
among prlsoners, The most comprehensive survey In regard to exceptlional
offenders Is the frequently cited Brown and Courtless study (1968),
concerning mentally retarded Indivlduals In penal Institutions. In thelr
review of |lterature in criminology, psychiatry and related flelds, they
concluded that there were "no systematic data avallable about the prevalence
of mental retardation In the antisocial population of the United States"
(Brown & Courtiess, 1968, p. 50). They found that few attempts had been
made to examine elther the nature of offenses or management and treatment
programs for adult cffenders of low Intelllgenca. Despite this discouraging
commentary, some effort has been made to consider mental retardation among
offender populations.

There are over 6 million retarded Indlviduals in the United States.
ApproxImately 2.5%, or 150,000 of these, |ive In residentlal Institutions

for retarded Individuals (Haywood, 1981). The "remalning 97.5 percent are
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distributed across a varlety of settings, not all of which have been
designed to enhance the development of retarded persons" (p. 275). In con-
sidering "atyplcal settings" Haywood states that the variety of settings In
which mildly and moderately retarded individuals are distributed presents
problems In Identification, diagnosis and treatment. Among such atypical
settings, Haywooui discusses two which are "no* designed ‘or retarded
persons, but In which large numbers of retarded persons are found (at least
In the United States)" (p. 276). These are adult prisons and psychiatric
hospitals. :

Of 400,000 incarcerated adults In the United States, studles show that
most are "underskllled, undereducated, and from culturally and financially
Impovurished backgrounds" (Marsh, Friel & Eissler, 1975, p.21). According
to Haywood (1981}, the same subgroups of American soclety which produce the
majority of the U.S. prison population "produce 80 percent of mildly and
moderately mentally retarded persons" (p. 277). |t has heen sugnested "that
mental retardation and crime are more frequently related to . . .
environmental factors than they are to each other (Allen, 1966, p. 4).

Statistical’ data describing inmate variables indicate that the majority
of Incarcerated Individuals are from marginal segments of soclety, and
commit unsophisticated crimes (Haywood, 1981). "Adult mental retardates are
Increasingly belng processed through the criminal jJustice system" (Marsh et
al., 1975, p. 21). From the point of contact with this system they are
"doubly disadvantaged." These Individuals lack the mental competence to un-
derstand the Intricate Judiclal system, ar< are often Incar-cerated (Brown &
Courtless, 1968) as a result of this. After falling to adapt to soclety's

requirements, they are often avoided by social agencies which are reluctant
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to deal with adjudicated retarded individuals (Brown & Courtless, 1968).
The estimates of the Incidence of mental retardation range from 5 to
30% of the prison population (Haywood, 1976). Figures fluctuate according
to variables such as geographic location, research design of avallable
studles, and reporting practices of Institutions. Tho most frequently clted
estimates Indicate that 10 to 20% of prison populations are mentally
retarded (Santamour & West, 1977). Signlflcant questions are suggested when
these figures are compared to an estimated range of 1 to 3% for the
Incidence of retardation In the general population (Mercer, 1973;
President's Committee on Mental Retardation, 1975b; Tar jan, Wright, Eynean &
Keeran, 1973). .
Differing placement practices among states Influence sentencing, and

differentlal sentencing practices skew pravalence estimates (Haywood, 1981;

Santamour & West, 1977). There are no rellable estimates avallable, for

example, of the number of retarded persons who are dlirected from the
correctlonal system to other institutlons (Santamour & West, 1977). In
thelr 1973 study, Haskins and Friel noted that 10 rarcent of the pcpulation
In reslidential facilitles for retarded persons had had previous criminal
Justlce contact, Santamour and West (1977) reported that, In a sample of
state facilitles for retarded Indlviduals, five percent of the population
had had contact with the criminal justice system.

Differences In Incidence figures depend upon testing practices,
reporting style, and education programming of various !nstltutions. [n most
Institutions, efforts are rarely made to diagnostically separate retarded
Individuals from those who are "simply IllIterate™ (DeSilva, 1980, p. 27).

The cost of such diagnosis Is prohibitive In most prisons, In which only an
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estimated 5 to 9% of the total budget for corrections Is allocated for
educational programs (Bell et al., 1979; DeSilva, 1980).

DeSilva (1980) cited several examples of state evaluation and reporting
practices that fall to distingulsh Illiteracy from learning handicaps. In
Michigan and Illinols, group Intelligence tests are administered with no In-
dividual follow-up evaluation to distinguish between 11l!iterate and retarded
Individuals. This procedure Is Intentional, and serves to facl!itate ef-
forts to mainstream retarded Inmates into existing remedial reading pro-
grams. In Californ!a where "routine testing" Is done, "tests used aren't
sensitive to detecting retardation" (DeSilva, 1980, p. 27). All Ill1teracy
Is treated as a reading or functional deficit rather than a cognitive defl=
clency, and mentally retarded offenders are placed In regular remedial read-
Ing classes.

In analyzing the records of nearly 200,000 inmates from every Institu-
tlfon In the country, Brown and Courtless (1963) reported that 40% obtalned
1Q scores below 85 (Allen, 1966; Marsh et al., 1975). Although standard-
fzed Intelligence tests are the primary means of determining intel |ectual
level both In the general population and In prisons, evident difficulties In
applying these measures must be considered In analyzing resul ting prevalence
figures.

Some authors describe "loading factors" (Brown & Courtless, 1968), or
inmate varlables, such as educational opportunity or |iteracy rates which
Influence test achlevement (DeSilva, 1980; Rowan, 197¢.), Many offenders
exhiblt assessment patterns In the retarded range of de-elopment, but these
scores are "instead the results of cultural, social and economic

disadvantage, poor education, and other environmental factors that mask
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greater potentlal for learning and for satisfactory adJustment® (Haywood,
1981, p. 277). Because of the difflculties In distingulishing evident re=-
tardation from the effects of cultural dlsadvantage "oven an 1Q of 60 might
not warrant a diagnosis of mental retardation" (p. 279). Haywood concluded
that because of "administrative artifacts" and unquantifiable sociocul tural
and environmental factors "the proportion of mental ly retarded persons In a
prison population may be no more than the representation of retarded persons
In those segments of society from which most prisoners have come" (p. 277).

Studies have shown that many prisoners are functionally 1lliterate
(Bell et al., 1979; Conard, Bell & Laffey, 1978; Kilty, 1977; U.S. Depart-
ment of Justice, 1979; Reagan et al., 1976). Therefore, definitive
statements about mental retardation among of fenders may be Inappropriate
since many prisoners may not have been able to read the measures used to
Identify them as retarded. Psychologists as well as correctional officlals
have questioned the sensitivity and precislion of Inter. Igence and
achievement measures (Haywood, 1981; Mercer, 1971). One commonly accepted
means of distinguishing between mentally retarded and low=achleving Indivi-
duals Is to Include an assessment of adaptive behavior skills In a diag-
nosis. Haywood (1981), however, has criticlzed existing adaptive behavior
measui‘es such as the AAMD Adaptive Behavior Scale, pointing out that "by
definition, the adaptive behavior of all prisoners Is significantly Impalred
(especlally on the maladaptive behavior dimension)® (p. 277).

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

method and "routine™ achlevement and 19 testing are evident in prevaience
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statistics. For example, DeSliva (1980) criticizes Atlanta's reported 39%

Incidence rate of retardation among Inmates because of evident dlscrepancles
In application of assessment measures. DeSliva compared this figure to that
of North Carollina, where Inclividuai WAIS IQ scores wera obtalned on those
scoring In the retarded range of group tests. Using Indiv!dual testing,
only 3.6% of 8,000 Inmates were reported as retarded (DeS!liva, 1980).

Although a varlety of intelllgence measures are used among [n=-
stitutions, resulting 1Q's are often reported as though they are comparable.
DeSTlva (1980) discussed the prison practices of four states In regard to
ldentlfication of retarded offenders. In Tennessee, several| attempts were
made to determine the extent of retardation among 6,500 adult Inmates;
however, results were reported by that state's assistant corrections
director as "unrellable" (p. 32). Although the Virginla Department of Cor-
rections regorted 360 retarded Individuals among 7,725 Inmates, department
officlals also reported a lack of confidence In these flgures. The group 1Q
testing done by a central reception center of the Maryland Department of
Correctlions was reported by Its superintendent as "so sloppy that you'a be
concerned about [abeling" (p. 28) on the basis of these tests. The director
of services for the Georgla Department of Offender Rehabl | |tation reported
that no testing was done to separate retarded and non-retarded offenders.
All evaluation was done In group testing and those who did poorly were
generally placed In the same |iteracy and vocational programs,

Several writers have discussed factors that result In a rate of Inmate
retardation that Is three times that of the general population (Allen, 1968;
Erown & Courtless, 1968; DeSllva, 1980; Santamour, 1978; Santamour & West,

1977). One suggestion (Haskins & Friel, 1973) In regard to these flgures Is
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that "the preponderance of mentaliy retarded Individuals Involved in the
criminal Justice system may be more an administrative and 1ege! artifact
than evidence for a causal relationship between mental retardation and
criminal ity"™ (Santamour & West, 1977, p. 3).

Analysis of the charac'eristics of retarded offenders has led to three
conclusions. Mentally retarded offenders are committed at an ear!ier age
than non-retarded offendeirs (Mann & Rosenthal, 1971; Marsh et al., 1975).
They remain In the correctional system longer than non-retarded Inmates
(Haskins & Friei, 1973; Kentucky, 1975)and there are disproportionate
numbers of mino-ity groups among retarded offenders (Haskiiis & Friel, 1973).

It Is possible that retarded offenders are punished for violating rules
they do not understand (DeSiliva, 1980). Statistical Jata, on a |imited sam
ple of retarded Inmates, seem to support the observation that retarded of-
fenders are helpless, Inept, and easily caught (Brown & Courtless, 1965,
1971; DeSilva, 1980; Santamour & West, 1977). From a sample of 50 retarded
Inmates in the Brown and Courtless survey, the following statistics were
calculated from Information appearing In crim nal records: during thelr
trial, 7.7% were not represanted by lawyers; 69% had court appointed repre~-
sentation; 59% entered gullty pleas, and 40% of those pleading not gullty
walved the right to a jury trial, I+ vas additlonal ly reported that In 80%
of the cases, the original charges and the convicting charges were the same.
In two~thirds of the cases, Incriminating statements were obtalned.
Approximately 78% of the cases revealed nc pretrial psychological or psy=-
chiatric examinaticn. For 92% of the .-etarded Inmates, competence and
crim’nal responsibility were not questioned In regard to the ability to

stani trial. No appeal of conviction was made for 88% of the samp:e, and
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for 84% of the Inmates, post convictlon release was not requested., On tne
basls of statistlcal ana!yses such as these, the assumptlons and observa-
tlons presented below have been made regarding retarded offenders.

The cognltive dlfflcultles of retarded persons deal Ing with the crim-
Inal Justice system have prevliously been noted. Mentally retarded prlsoners
are often unable to understand pollce and court proceedings (Allen, 1966),
and ar unllkely to understand thelr legal rights (President's Panel on
Mental Retardatlion, 1963). It Is suggested that retarded defendants aie
more easlly convicted because of their limlted ablllty to recall detalls,
locate witnesses, and present credlble testimony (Haggerdy, %ane & Udall,
1972; Pres'dent's Panel on Mental Retardatlion, 1963, 1967; Santamour & West,
1977). Retarded Indlividuals have often !earned to assume a facade of
competence In order to mask dlscomfort concerning thelr handicap (Edgerton,
19673 Edgerton & Fercovicl, 1976; Fox, 1976). Crimlnal Justlce personnel,
consequently, remaln unaware of the handlcap.

It has been suggested that when confronted by crimlinal Justlce per—
sonnel, retarded Indlviduals are |lkely to confess more readlly than other
Indlviduals (Hegerty & Israelskl, 1981). They are more Ilkely to react to
Intimldatlion by authority or may be more easlly Influenced by frlendly sug-
gestlon (DeSllva, 1980). A study by Schlllt (1979) examined how the
criminel Justlice system handled mentally retarded offenders. The author
surveyed the knowledge and awareness of pollce, lawyers, and Judges In re-
gard to ment:| retardation, The study Impller that mentally retarded
Indlviduals might be "unduly prosecuted, +~:ed and convicted" (p. 16) of
crimes, even |f not gullty, If criminal justice personnel are not

knowledgeable about mental retardatlion.
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In a survey which was sent to 210 criminal Justica personnel (Schilit,

1979), 70% of police, 53.3% of lawyers, and 57.1% of Judges responded.
Ninety-seven percent of the 130 total respondents reported that they had re-
celved no tralning In regard to mental retardation. Over 31% had had no
professional contact with retarded persons. Sixty-five percent of the re-
spondents felt they understood the term mental retardation, and 97% realized
mental retardation and mental [llness are dl¢ferent conditions. Upon analy=-
sls, . .sver, questionnalre responses ref|ected misunderstanding of terms
and Inconsistency In perspeciives. Conclusions drawn from speci fic ques-
tionnaire responses Indicate that criminal Justice personnel are confused to
the point of contradiction over the meaning of the term "mental retarda-
tion,"

Two possible results can occur from confusion In the crimina; Justice
system In i-egard to mental retardation. Retarded Individuals may be elther
Inappropriately sentsnced and committed, or released from punishment for a
crime against society (Schilit, 1979). "Little, If any, research has stud-
led the effect of mental retardation on a person's ability to understand the
criminal proceeding or participate effectively In his detense" (Marsh et
al., 1975, p. 22). It should be noted that much of the discussion that has
been ¢enerated In the |iterature In regard to mentally retarded persons In
the criminal justice and correctional systems Is based upon expert oplInions
as opposed to the results of experimental research.

Many Issues have been ralsed In regard to a mentally retarded indlvi-
dual's abllity tz stand trial. In general, defendants plead guilty In 90%
of all criminal cases and less than 10% of all misdemeanor or felony cases

go to trial (Marsh et al,, 1975; Pollack & Smith, 1970). Marsh et al.
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suggested that the way In which various statutes are written influences the

lT1kel Thcod of mentally retarded defendants coming to trial, If the fact of
retardation Is revealed, retarded persons may be negatively affected by
statutes established for mentally 11| defendants. |f retardation Is not
revealed, the right to due process may be Inhiblted, "Avoiding legal errors
In trials and convictions of the mentally retarded presents a difficult
problem for the courts and prosecutors alike" (Marsh et al., 1975, p. Z4).
In analyzing the Brown and Courtless figures (1968), it would appear that
the competency of mentally retarded persons Is not determined prior tn
trial, conviction, and sentencing (Marsh et al., 1975).

"If the retarded offender Is poor, In addition to his mental handicap,
he has an even smaller chance for special considcration by the court" (Marsh
et al., 1975, p. 24). According to Marsh et al., court appointed attorneys
often plea bargaln, because they "do not have the time to expend as much
effort on an indlgent as a regular cilent" (p. 24). Although the pres-
sures of overcrowded prlsons and court dockets are the usual reasons for
this process among lawyers, It Is described as a short circult In due
process for retarded defendants. It has already been suggested that re-
tarded individuals do not have the reasoning capacity to decide among sev-
eral alternatives. Through this process, they may plead gullty without ever
having committed a crime (Hagerty & Israelski, 1981; Kindred et al., 1976;
Santamour, 1978; Santamour & West, 1977).

Once In the correctional system, mentally retarded offenders encounter
difficulties which cause them to remain in the system longer than Inmates of
average atllity, In a 1976 study of Kentucky state prison records

(Santamour & West, 1977), 42% of mental ly retarded Inmates were found to
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“ave ser;red more than three years of thelr sentences, as compared to 23.5%
of other prisoners. Several reasons have been suggested In an attempt to
explaln thls diffe~ence (Santamour & West, 1977). The nature of offenses
for which the two groups have been incarcerated may differ. Retarded
offenders tend to evidence a higher Incidence of Institutional "mis-
demeanors," leadIng to loss of "good *Ime." Limited cognitive capac'ty in-
hiblts the probabllity of completing training and education programs that
Influence parole.

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

Observations of soclal patterns among retarded Inmates reveal that they
often present "problems" for correctional officlals (Saullner, 1981). Men-
tally retarded offenders are described by prison officlais elther as stub=
born and recalcltrant (DeSilva, 1980), or as easy victims for other of-
fenders (Haywood, 1981; Morgan, 1973; Santamour & West, 1977). These In=
dlividuals are frequently the brunt of jJokes (Brown & Courtless, 1971), or
are subject to physical and sexual abuse by other Inmates (Haskins & Frlel,
1973; Illlnols, 1375; Kentucky, 1975; South Carolina, 1973). Retarded In-
mates exhibl+ [Ittle Insight Into thelr behaviors and offer few excuses

(Gan, Alexander, & Nishihlira, 1977; Kahn, 1976; Sartamour & West, 1977).
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Due to thelr Inability to react as quickly as others (Saccuzzo, Kerr, Marcus

& Brown, 1979), they become scapegoats, and may; be less |ikely to earn early

release time.

National correctional statistics reveal that three out of fives |nmares
earn early release Instead of continuing their full sentences (Marsh et al.,
1975). As mentlioned earller, correctlional and rehabllitation programs are
generally not geared for axceptional offenders. Retarded offenders requlire
more time and attentlon In education and tralning programs. Even with In=-
struction, they may be unable to develop self support and employment skills
which parole boards take Into consideration for release. Retarded Inmates
have been described as poor parole risks (Brown & Courtless, 1968; DeSllva,
1980; Santamour & West, 1977). They generally lack Job skills and are
unable to preseont employment and reslident!al plans at parole hearings.
Since a steady jJob Is frequently a requirement for parole, “hey remaln Im-
prisoned longer.

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

than risk recidivism, parole boards tend to retaln retarded offenders for
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thelr full priscn terms (Allen, 1966; Haggerdy et al., 1972; Santamour &
West, 1977).

In addition to the Institutional factors which might be reflected In
prevalence figures, psychodynamlic factors have also been considered In rela-
tlon to the kinds of offenses that menta!!y retarded Individuals commit. In
1963, a national survey of mentally retarded offenders in correctional In-
stitutions examined the extent of retardation In the population. The survey
considered the kinds of crimes committed and th3 problems encountered In
dealing with retarded persons In Institutions (Brown & Courtless, 1968).

From the American Correctional Association (1963) directory, 207 Insti-

tutions were polled. Eighty=-four percent of the survey questionnalres were '

returned. From these data, a won-random sample of 90,277 Inmates was
chosen, representing "48 percent of the total Inmate population surveyed"

(Brown & Courtless, 1968, p. 1165). The average 1Q of the population was

93.2. Usling 1Q's of 69 or below on recognized IQ tests to define retar—

dation, 9.5% of the sample population was Identifled as mentally retarded.
0f the total sample, 1.6% scored 1Q's below 55. Sharp geographic dif-
ferences were evident In the prevalence figures., In the East South- Central
reglon (i.e., Kentucky, Tennessee, Alabama, Mississippl), 24.3% of the
Inmates were Identifled as mentally retarded. The Mountain states revealed
the lowest rate, with 2.6% of the Inmates reported as mentally retarded.
Analysis of Institutional data In the Brown and Courtless survey re-
vealed Interesting statistics In regard to the kinds of offenses committed
by retarded offenders. In ranking of fenses committed by this sample, 38% of
the Institutions surveyed |Isted burglary and breaking and entering as the

most frequently committed crimes. Thirteen percent ranked homiclde as a
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frequent occurrence, Crimes agalnst persons, such ss homiclde, assault, or
sexual offenses, were more frequently committed by retarded individuals wlth
I1Q's below 55. Of the sample scoring IQ's below 55, approximately 57% had
committed crimes agalnst persons. Flfteen percent had commltted crimlnal
homicide offenses. At that time, Federal Bureau of Prisons statistics
Indicated that 24% of all prison Inmates were confined for personal offenses
and 5.1% were committed for criminal homicide offenses (Brown & Courtless,
1968) .

Studles of the relationship between criminality and mental retardation
have attempted to explalin these statistics (Levy, 1953; Sternlicht & Kasdan,
1976). Although criminallty and subaverage Intelligence were once equated
(Goddard, 1916) thls assumption was later replaced by a more benign perspec-
tive of retardation (Baller, 1936; Charles, 1953). Arguments regarding re-
tardation and crimlinallty are numerous and varied. Current |lterature pre-
dicts that one's Inabillty to compete In society, because of retardation and
assoclated factors, may be causally related to antisocial behavior (Allen,
1968). "Although there Is a pauclty of ‘factual Information about mental
retardation and crime, there has been no shortage of opinlions about It
through the years" (. llen, 1968, p. 22).

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

the author conflrmed a 30¢ Incldence rate of "feeblemlndedness" among prison
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populations,

Durling the 1940's and 1950's, the |lterature reflected a reluctance to
assoclate mental retardation and criminallty. Studles revealed that re-
tarded Individuais commltted fewer and less serlious crimes than the general
public (Jewel, 1941; Thompson, 1941). Santamour and West (1977) descrlbed
the period from 1921 to 1960 as a perlod of "denlal and neglect™ In regard
to examining relationships among criminality, retardation, environment, and
soclal values. According to Grigg's (1958) review of research |Iterature,
an assoclation between functlional Intelllgence and criminal behavior was
noted, although a cause and effect relatloishlp was not established. In
IIght of dlscrepancles between the 9.5% Incldence flgure Identified In the
Brown and Courtless study and the usual 3% prevalence of retardation quoted
for the general popuiation, It Is Important to examine functlional
Intellligence and criminal behavior, "Currently there Is less of a
reluctance to assoclate retardation directly with . . . [antisocial be-
havior]" (Santamour & West, 1977, p. 2).

In examining statistics on types of crimes commltted by retarded of-
fenders, studles suggest that characteristics attributed to retarded persons
account for some of the criminal behavliors, Grigg (1958) examlned the char-
acteristics of crimes commltted by retarded Inmates and explored the general
psychodynamics of the population. A group of 25 "severely retarded," white
male Inmates from the Virginla State Penltentlary was evaluated. Analysls
of the of fenses committed by thls group revealed three cavegorles of crimes:
acts due to the Impulsive nature of the offender, Illogical acts, and
chronlic antisoclal behavlior. Impulsive acts were characterized by lack of

control, thought, or foresight. Illogical acts reflected a blzarre quallty
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In which there was an "absence of highly organized thought patterns" (Grigg,
1958, p. 372) evident In the behavior. Intelligence and poverty were
described as assoclated factors In the problems of chronic antlsoclal be-
havior.

Wolfgang (1967) offered a rationale for the high Incidence of homicide
and "person crimes" among moderately retarded oftenders (Santamour & West,
1977). These are crimes committed by Individuals who tend to be Impulsive.
Convictlons are easier to obtaln for these crimes and sentences are |onger.
Mentally retardeu offenders who commit person crimes "plle up" [n
Institutions. Brown and Courtless (1968) explalned that the high Incidence
of these crimes in the population sample reflects the nature of the maximum
securlty classificatlon of the Institutions that were surveyed. Those
committing property crimes or lesser offenses may go to other Institutions.

Literature considering crimes of mental ly retarded offenders Indicates
that limited cognitive capacity contributes to the commi++ing of 1llogical
or antisocial acts (Grigg, 1958). The inability to perceive the conse~
quences of behavior Is a further complicating variable (Haywood, 1981). In
additlion, factors that are attributed to prison populations In general fur—
ther Influence the chances of this group encountering the correctional sys-
tem. Retarded prisoners belong to a population that Is undereducated,
underemployed and poor (Hagerty & Israelskl, 1981). Ninety percent of the
adult prison population have not completed high school. When considering
the needs of the total prison population and glven current costs of running
criminal justice or correctional programs, differential treatment Inevitably
occurs both In sentencing and rehabl!l[tation practices (Santamour & West,

1977).
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Despite the figures In the Brown and Courtless (1968) study, contro-

versy persists concerning the Incidence and prevalence of mental retardation
among offenders and regarding types of crimes committed by thls population.
Discrepancies among estImates of mental retardation are confusing and
sometimes misleading for both criminal justice and correctional personnel.
The following studies reveal some of these discrepancies.

In 1973, the South Carolina Department of Corrections Investigated the
nature and extent of retardation In Its prison population. Eight percent of
state Inmates were Identifled as mentally retarded, and treatment
recommendations were made as a result of this study. South Car>lina's data
did not, .however, confirm the 24% offender retardation rate reported in the
1963 survey of four other Southeastern states In the Brown and Courtless
(1968) study. |In the same year (1973), the Atlanta Association of Retarded
Citizens estimated that "27 percent of Georgla's prison Inmates have IQ's
below 70" (Santamour & West, 1977, p. 17), a figure which supports the Brown
and Courtless (1968) study. [t has been suggested that dlfferences In these
figures reflect differential sentencing patterns, cultural bias in tests,
and a variety of criminal justice practices (Allen, 1968).

In 1973, a study entitled Project CAMIO (Haskins & Friel, 1973)
surveyed the retarded population of the Texas Department of Corrections.
The study Identifled 10% of Texas adult Inmates as retarded. Among other
objectives of this extensive ptoject was a [imited national survey of the
retarded offender population (Rowan, 1976; Santamour & West, 1977). In an
effort to provide fol low-up data from the 1968 Brown and Courtless study,
the project surveyed 81% of the total U.S. state prison population. Within

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

Statistics regarding types of crimes committed by retarded offenders
add to controversy about assoclating mental retardation and criminality.
The HaskIns and Friel (1973) investigation of the most frequent offenses
committed by retarded inmates revealed |ittie dIfference between crimes
commlitted by retarded and nonretarded Inmates. The Tennessee Reseaich and
Demonstration Project (Dennls, 1976) reported "fewer crimes agalnst persons
as Intelligence |evel decreased” (Santamour & West, 1977, p. 8). Kentucky
reported that 63.1% of retarded offenders committed "person crimes®™
(Kentucky, 1975),

It Is Important to try to account for some of the dlscrepancies ebldonf
‘n prevalence figures. The 4.1% Inclidence of retardation (Rowan, 1976)
among offenders entering correctional Instltutions Is particularly
Interesting In Iight of current controversy regarding IQ testing and the
definitlon of mental retardation.

Changes In the definitlion of retardation and the means of Identifying
mild retardation have led to confllcts In prevalence statistics. A sig=
niflcant factcr which confounds both the definition of retardation and of-
fender retardation statistics Is confusion with respect to what constltutes
socio-cultural retardation. [t Is the deflclency that Is variously labeled
as mild, soclo=cultural, cultural=famlllal or borderline retardation that
often appears in the offender popuiation and Is reflected In the 1963

prevalence statistics.

In 1963, Brown and Cout:.,e.- reported that 40% of their sample scored
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1Q's of 85 or |ess. In +he 1973 study (Haskins & Friel), 18% of the aduir
nzle offenders entering correctional faclliities were borderiine mentaily
retarded. In earlier sections cf this paper, numerous factors vere
described that Influence cognitive development and adaptive behavior [n re-
lation to miid retardation., It Is Ilkely that these factors continue to In=
fluence the rate at which border|ine and mildly retarded Individuals
encounter correctional systems (Haywood, 1981).

Two factors are evident In considering the 4.1% rate (Rowan, 1976) of
retardation In of fenders entering correctional-institutions. The Incldence
of retardation at entry Is dlffer:enf from prevaience rates among [nmates.
Secondly, the administrative artlfacts (Santamour & West, 1977) might ac-
count for the higher prevalence of retardation [n the prisons +han In the
generai population, or In offenders entering correctional Institution. As
noted earllier, retarded Individuals are more Ilkely to enter the
correctional system and remain there fonger than the general population.
The change In the definition of retardation very |lkely affects the 4.1%
Incidence figure. Not 2s many Individuals are identifled as retarded, but
they may, nevertheless, be "learning deficient."

A third factor might eventual ly change Incidence and prevalence rates
concerning defliclent and exceptional offend-ers. Changes in educational,
soclal, and mental heaith perspectives have culminated In the passage of PL
94-142, the soclal repsrcussions of which are yet to be determined. Ap~
proximately one~half of the statas have Involved sta’e education departments
In implamenﬂng PL 94-142 In prison education programs. Desplite these
efforts, however, implementation of PL 94~142 In correctional educational

programs Is minimal. Studles have shown that educational and correctional
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programs are Inadequate to meet the needs of prison Inmates In general
(Bell, Conard, Laffey, Volz & Wllson, 1977; Bell et al., 1979). I+ Is un-
Itkely, therefore, that signiflicant efforts have been made to address the
speclal needs of handlcapped Incarcerated populations.

According to Travisono, Executive Director of the Amerlcan Correctional
Assoclation, "retarded In prison are a problem wlthout a program" (DeS!lva,
1980, p. 25). Only 1% of U.S. adult and juvenlle facllltles have programs
for mentally retarded offenders. Lack of funding Is “".e primary reason tha+
few correctional facllltles attempt to Ident! fy exceptlonal [nmates or
provide speclal programs.

In thelr survey of 160 Institutions wlth 146,622 Inmates, Brown and
Courtless (1963) revealed a notable lack of services to offenders. Among
160 Institutions, the survey |lIsted 14 ful}-flme psychlatrists, and 82 full=
time psychologlsts; one-half of fhe‘lnsflfuflons of fered no program for
retarded Inmate. Pallone (i979) and Bell et al. (1979) ccnflrmed that ful [-
time mental health professlonzls are not avallable in the majority of state
adult correctional facllitles. The Pallone study reported that 87% of the
facllitles surveyed had no full=time correctional counselors. Among these
facllltles, 93% employed no psychlatrists, 76% employed no psychologlsts,
and 62% employed no soclal workers. Bell et al. (1979) reported that In 48%
of Instlitutions surveyed, a lack of |lalson between educational and treat-
ment staff Influenced the effectiveness of the educational programs to some
degree.

There |s a very practical reason why prison educatlon programs for ex-
ceptlonal offenders should be consldered. Wol fenberger (1971) estimated

that "the average rehabll|tated retarded Individual will return $7 to $10 In
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fncome taxes for each dollar spent on his rehabliitation® (Santamour & West,
1977, p. 10). The cost effectiveness of rehabllitation Is evident In one
special probation program for retarded offenders In Prima County, Arizona
(DeSilva, 1980, p. 26). In a one year period, 120 retarded prubationers
participated In a program of specia! supportive services. O0f the group
served, two Individuals were returned to prison. The cost of maintaining
these Individuals In prison was $80 per day, while they could have been
maintained In the special program at a rate of $3 per day.

Santamour and wWest (1977) thoroughly explored problems In programming
for special offenders. They described programs that have attempted to meet
the needs of exceptional offenders. They Ilsted numerous recommendations
for programming and advocacy programs for retarded Inmates, and the
Interested reader may explore these further. Current education programs In
priscns may not be gewred toward educating and training Individuais with

learning disablllties or the cu!turally deprived Individual who is

functioning at a borderline Intellectual level.




CHAPTER 111

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

The preceeding chapters presented the reader with an overview of this
research project and the prior research which has been divne which is rele=~
vant to the Issues being addressed. !n this chapter, the design of the pro~
Ject Is discussed In detali along with a brief description of the analytical
techniques which were utilized In an attempt to determine the prevalence and
the nature of learning deficiencies among the population of Incarcerated
adults In the state prison systems In the Unitad States.

The chapter Is divided Into seven sections. The first of +hese des-
cribes the site se!ection procedures which were utilized. !nformation on
the nine oarticipating iInstitutions Is presented and the questions of the
generalizablility of the results are addressed. In the seccnd section,
sampling procedures are discussed. The question of possible sampling blas
Is raised, and information on initial tsst results Is presented. The third
section of this chapter presents a discussion of the variables on which
Information was gathered. Logical groupings of these variables are
Introduced. In the foyr‘l’h section, the Instruments used In data collection
are clscussed and procedural Information on the data collection process Is
presented. The fifth section outlines the research questions under
Investigation. The sixth section presents a brief discussion of the
analysis procedures, and the final section addresses some of the |imitations
of the study.

As has been stated earllier, there has been little or no previous re-
search which has examined the Incidence and nature of learning deficiencies
In the adult population In general, or more specifically, In the population
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of Incercerated adults. The research which has been done Investigating this
Issue among Institutionalized Individuals has, by and large, been conducted
with Juvenile dellinquents, ¢A complete review of these and other relevant
studles can be found in Chapter Il.) The findings of this provious research
have Indicated that the proportion of Institutionalized juvenlles who are
learring disabled Is significantly greater than the proportion of the
general population Iin e same age group. |t certalnly could be Infirred
from this that the same would be true for the population of Incarcerated
adults, since so many of them are "graduates" of the Juvenile Justice
system. At the Inception of this study, however, It was felt that this was
too grand a3y assumption to make. Therefore, the site selection process was
designed as a step-wise strategy, allowing for either of two alternate plans

dependent on the results of the first stage of the data collection.

sltfe Selection

Init'ally, one state was selected for site visits and testing. The
state which was chosen was Pennsylvania., Three Institutions wero identi-
fled, two male and one female, as representative of this state's correc-
tional system, The Institutions were selected on the basis of size, secu-
rity status, and type of offender. One of the Institutions Is a large (N =
2400) maximum security men's prison located outside of Philadelphia (the
State Correctional Institution at Graterford). The second men's prison Is a
medium security Institution for younger offenders (N = 1400), located near
Harrisburg (the State Correctional Institution at Camp HIll), and the
women's Institution, the only one In the state, Is considered minimum,
medium, and maximum security and Is {ocated In the north central part of the
state (the State Correctional Institution at Muncy). The population In this
58
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Institution Is generally around 300. Again, these sites were selected to be
repres=ntative of Pennsylvania's eight state correctional Institutions.
There are a total of three large maximum security institutions and three
medium security Institutions f~~ men In the state, one regional treatment
center for men who are serving short sentences, and one women's Institution.

Once these Instltutions were Identifled, contacts were made with tne
Bureau of Corrections in Harrisburg and with the Institutiona! adminis-
trators to ascertain the axtent of thelr willingness to participate In the
study. Once everyone concerned had agreed to partlicipate, inmate samples
were drawn and daia collection was begun at these three sites. The sampling
procedure Is discussed In the rext section of this chapter.

An agreement was made with the National Institute of Just!ce that all
data collection wouid be conducted In Pennsylvania untll a rough estimate of
the proportion of learning deficlient (iLDf) Inmates could be determined,
This estimate was based on the results of the Tests of Adult Rasic
Education., Anyone who scored below the fifth grade leval on one or more of
the six subtests was to be considered learning deficient. [t was agreed
that, If the number of Inmates who were Identified as learning deficlent
constituted less than 25% of those tested, the entire project would be
conducted In Pennsylvania, drawing larger sample{ and concentrating on
specific Information on the tynes of learning deficiencles which were found
to exist In that state. If, on the other hand, this percentage was 25% or
more, two additional states were to be selected in which testing and data
collection would be conducted.

The first opf!sn cited above represents a case study approach to the

questions of Interest. The rationale for using this approach, In the event
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that the Incidence of learning deficlencies was found to be lower than ex-
pected, was that the larger sample sizes from one state would ensure that
there would be a sufficlient number of deficlent Inmates on whom further
screening could be done to ascertaln the nature of the learning deficlent
population. Of course, with this approach the results could oniy be gener—
allzed to the Inmate pcpulation In the state of Pennsylvania,

The second optlon proposed the addition of three Institutions In each
of the two new states selected. The states were to be selected on the basls
of reglonal representativeness and, agaln, the three Institutions within
each state were to be chosen on the bas!s of statewlde representatliveness,
The obvious advantage to utilizlng this second plan was that It would enable
more genera|izablllty of the results.

In the Spring of 1982, a sample was drawn from each of the three
Pennsylvania Institutions and 1 e Tests of Adult Basic Education were ad-
ministered to 307 Inmates. The results of these tests are summarized In
TABLE 3-1 As can be seen from thls tablo, the percentage of learning defi~
clent Inmates did exceed ine cut-off polnt of 25%. Therefore, the addi-
tional states were selected.

The twe states which were selected were Loulsliana and Washington. In
each of these states, two male Inst'tutlons and one female Institution were
Identifled as representative In terms of slze, security status, and type of
Institution. Contacts were made with both state and Institutional officlals
to determine wi;lingness to participate and the data col lection process was
then Initiated In these states. Information on the nine Institutions which

participated In the study Is summarized In TABLE 3-2. All nine Institutions

were located In rural areas.




TABLE 3~-1
RESULTS OF THE TESTS OF ADULT BASIC EDUCATION
PENNSYLVANIA*

INSTITUTION PERCENT BELOW 5TH GRADE LEVEL (LDf)
Graterford (N = 103) 35.9% (N = 37)
Camp HIIl (N = 147) 38.8% (N = 5.y
Muncy (N= 57) 29.8% (N = 17)

*Subjects who either did not attempt a subtest or who got all Items on a

subtest wrong are not Included In these percentages,
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TABLE 3-2

INFORMATION ON INSTITUTIONS IN SAMPLE STATES

POPULATION Type SECURITY STATUS
LOUISIANA
Angol a 4100 Male Max I mum
Hunt 1050 Maile Medium
L.Col W, 310 Femele Comb Ination
PENNSYLVANIA
Graterford 2400 Male Max [ mum
Camp HIII 1400 Male Med [ um
Mu..cy _ 320 Female Comb Ination
WASHINGTON
Walla 1200 Male Maxmum
Walla
Shelton 1200 Male Med!lum
Purdy 190 Female CombInation
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Sampling Procedure

Once the state departments of corrections and the Institutions had been
contacted and had agreed to participate In rhe study, a random sample of In-
mates was drawn from each of the Institutions. These samples were drawn
from [Ists which were provided by the Institutions of all Inmates who were
expected to be Incarcerated at least until the end of 1982. This stipula=
tion was made In an effort to reduce attrition. Computer-generated random
numbers were used to select the potential subjects from each Institution.
Since participation was voluntary, the Initial samples were considerably
larger than the number of subjects desired. TABLE 3=3 summarizes the Infor-
matfon on the numbers drawn and the numbers signed up by state and by Insti-
tution. [t was recognized that the volunteer nature of the study could In=
troduce some blas. Therefore, |Imlted Information wes collected from the
prison records on a sample of those Inmates who were originally identifled
but who chose not to particlpate. This Is discussed In detail In the next
chapter,

Site visits were scheduled to each of the nine ins*itutions for the
purposes of both Identifying volunteers and orienting Inmates and Insti-
tutional staff. During these visits, meetings were held with the potential
subjects In small groups. The research project was explained, with par-
ticular emphasis on what participation would mean In terms of time and
effort, and questions were entertained. Since the !roject staff was unable
to offer any financial incentive for participation, It was basical ly neces-
sary to appeal to the Inmates' altruistic Instincts and desire to get out of
work, There were, however, two somewhat concrete pay-offs which were

offered. The first of these was +the fact that Inmates would be provided
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NUMBERS OF INMATES SIGNED UP FROM ORIGINAL RANDOM SAMPLE

LOUISIANA TOTAL

Angola

Hunt

L.C. ' .w.

PENNSYLVANIA TOTAL

Gratertord

Camp Hill

Muncy

WASHINGTON TOTAL

Walla walla

Shelton

Purdy

TOTAL

TABLE 3-3

Number Drawn

Number Signed

910 416
350 169
350 176
210 A
662 408
300 154
250 172
112 82
1026 318
479 112
359 125
197 81
2598 1142
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with coples of their test resuits on request. The second, was that a letter
of appreciation would be placed In a Inmate's file, again on request.
Parole and commutation boards frequently consider voluntary participation in
some thing such as this when reviewling cases for consiceration.

Those Inmates who agreed to participate In the research project were
given signed |etters (see Appendix) briefly explaining the study and provid-
Ing a guarantee of the conflidentliality of all test results. It was ex-
plained to them that, although aggregate Information would be provided both
to the Institutions and to the states, each subject would be assigned a code
number so that no one could be Identifled with his or her scores.
Additionally, during the orientation meetings, volunteers were ;equlred to
sign human subject release forms (see Appendix) granting Lehigh University
the right to administer tests and to use all results and iInformation
gathered for research purposes. These release forms were designed In con-
Junction with the state officlals In each of the three parflclpéflrg states

to ansure their appropriateness and thoroughness from a legal perspective.

Definition of the Variables

The term learning deficlency refers to anything which has acted to hir=
der academic achievement. Operationally, any subject who was found to be
functioning at or below the fifth grade level was considered learning defi=-
cient. The basic purpose of the study was to determine how mary of the In-
dividuals In the sample were academically deficlent and what specific Infor=
mation could explaln these deficiencies. One might hypothesize that defi-
clencies could be related to a number of factors, Including access to formal
education, Incidence of physical or sensory disabilities, and abil ity
levels. Since, however, this topic area was previously characterized by

65




such a dearth of Information, 1 was considered Important to collect data on

as many potentially related variables as was possible and practical given

the Iimitations of time and availabie resources. Data were col lected,

therefore, on the fol lowing seven groups of variables:

1.

5.

6.

Demographic arlables. Demographic Informatliorn collected Included
the age, race, sex, employment history, and physical condition of
sab jects.

Criminal Justice VYariables. Thls category Included the number and
types of offenses committed, sentencing information, prior Institu-
tional commitments, and Juvenile adjudication Information.
Fducational Background Yariables. Information was gathered or the
number of years of formal education, academic and vocational pro-
gam participation, previous educatlional diagnoses and placements,
and prlor achievement and Intel |igence test results,

Family Background Variables. Data collected In this category in-
cluded living sltuation during childhood, death of one or both par-
ents during childhood, the number of sfbllngs, and any childhood
problems reported (such as child abuse or drug dependency).
Academlc Achlevement Varlables. The tests of Adult Basic Education
were adminicis-ed to subjects to collect Information on academic
ach levemet.t |_vels.

AbllIty variablcs. The Wechsler Adult Intelligence Test-Revised
was administered to subjects In order to collect Information on
abil ity levels. An adaptive behavior checklist was also used to
address the Issue of adaptive behavior as a component of mental

retardation.,
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7. Disabllity Variables. Selected subtests of the Mann-Sulter Learn-

Ing Disabllitles Screening Tests were administered to subjects who
were Identifled as learning deficlent to ascertaln whether there
was any Indication of a specific learning disabiiity.

The Issue of adaptive behavior and the Instrument selected to address
this Issue warrant some comment. It s generally agreed that there Is a
necessity to Incorporate a measure of adaptive behavlior In the diagnosis of
mental retardation which is hindered by some ambiguities In the defini+ion
and by a lack of any rellable instrument for measuring adaptive behaviors.
The two critical factors considered In all definitions a »ar to be the
level of personal independence and the onslbl ox-
pected. The nature of the population under examination in this study, to
some extent, confounds any easy examination of these two factors. A prison
Inmate's personal Independence has been Iimited, Ipso facto, by his or her
Incarceration. The Inmate's personal Independence has been severely
restricted by soclety as a punitive action. The fact that he or she has
been found gulilty of a crime which warrants removal from soclety Indicates
that his or her sense of soclal responsibility Is suspect at least.
Adaptation to the Institutional setting then becomes a doubly confounding
factor. Care must be taken, therefore, In using data collected via the
Adaptive Behavior Checklist (see Appendix). Consequently, It would appear
that collection of Information other than for corroboration of mental
retardation by any measure of adaptive nehavior would be Inappropriate. The
AAMD Adaptive Behavior Scale--Institutlional Version was Initlally selected

for this study because It was the only scaie available which was designed

for an Institutional population. It was qu.ckly found, however, not only
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that many of the questlons were Irrelevant for this study, but also that the
nature of many of the Items predetermined that everyonc In the sample would
have been found to have deficlts In adaptive behavior had this scaje been
used In Its published form. Given the fact that the adaptive behavior
measure was included In the study as a means of corroborating Indlcations of
mental retardation based on the results of the WAIS-R, It was felt that this
purpose would be defeated If the scale were used In Its entlirety.
Therefore, the Adaptive Behavior Checklist (a modiflcation of the AAMD
Adaptive Behavior Scale) was developed by the project staff to assess those
skills which were felt to be relevant In addressing the Issue of adaptive
behavior as a component of mental retardation. The complete AAMD Adaptive

Behavior Scale Checklist can be found In the appendix.

n res

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

These tests were used to obtain a measure of academic achievement and
to Identify the learning deficient Inmates. They were administered to all
available subjects. The TABE (Level M, 1976 edition) are achlevement tests
In reading, mathematics and language and -re adapted from the 1970 editlion
of the California Achlevement Test. They are used "to pro ‘e pre-Instruc-
tlonal Information about a student's level of achlevement In the basic
skills"™ (CTB/McGraw=HIIl, 1976, p. 2) and to dlagnose areas of weakness.
The Technical Report on the. tests cltes a correlation of .56 between the
vest of General Educatlion Development (GED) and the TABE. Internal consls~
tency rellabllitles on Level M, Form 4 were assessed using the Kuder-
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Rlchardson Formula 20 and the resulting coefflclents range from .81 to .96
for the subtests and the cosfficients for the total battery are .97 and .98
depending on the grade level. A speclal machine readable answer sheet was
designed by the project staff with permission of CTB/McGraw=HI11, publlshers
of the test.

The Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale-Revised (WAIS~R)

This test was used to measure the ability levels of all avallable
subjects as wel| as to Identify those subjects who may be mental iy rotarded.
The WAIS-R (revised In 1981) Is an Individually adusinistered battery
composed of six verbal and flve non-verbal subtests which yield Verbal,
Performance and Full Scale IQs. The test was normed on a sample which was
stratified In terms of age, sex, race, geographic region, occupation,
education, and residence. The rellabilities for all three 1Q's have average
coefficlents of .97, .93, and .97 respectively.

The Mano-Sulter Learning Disabilities Screening Tests

Selected subtests wer used to Identify possible learning disabilities
(LD) In all subjects who scored at or below the fifth grade level on any one
or more of the subtests of the TABE. Those subtests that were designed to
Identlfy Individuals who have pcssible visual or auditory disatlllties were
the fol lowing:

* Visual Motor

* Visual Discrimination

* Visual Closure

* Visual Memory

% Audlitory Discrimination
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* Auditory Closure

* Auditory Memory
The Adaptive Behavior Check!]st

This checkl!st was derived irom the American Association of Mental De-
ficlenclies (AAMD) Adaptive Behavior Scale—Institutional Version. The AAMD
Adapti.e Behavior Scale was mcdified to be moe appropriate In this set-
ting.

The Learning Deficlencles Project Data Collection Form

This seve.-p. ., data collection forn was used to record background in=-
formatlion which was gathered irom Institutional records for ail avallabie
subJects (see Appendix).

The Learning Duficlencles Project Inte-view Form

This one page Interview form was co 'eted by Froject staff during the
administering of the WAIS-R. Areas covered Included educat!onal background
Information an:i Information on the individual's record (see Appendix).

'ue to the constralnts imposed by !imited +ime, money and personnei, It
would not have been feasible for the LehIgh University staff to personal |y
administer all of the tests In each of the three states. Travel expenses
alone would have been prohibitive. For this.raason, much of the tasting wis
subcontractec wjth Loulsiana State Unlversity, the University of Washington,
and Washington State University which were near the Institutions wher§ the
iata were Leing coliected. Docfor'a.l students In the psychology deparrments
of these universities, all of whom had received previous training In psy=
chological testing Including WAIS-R administrating and scoring proceduras,
administered all WAIS-R's and TABE'S In both Louisiana and Washington. In

Pernsylvania, the project staff administered #l| TABE's a~d !ocal psycholo~
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gists were hired to admin!ster the WAIS-R. All| doctoral students who were
Involved were frained by the project staff In administration procedures for
the TABE and were supervised by thelr respective university faculty In the
WAIS=-R samiristration and scoring. |n addition, selected student: from the
Loulslaia State University In Baton Rouge assisted In the administration of
the Mann-Sulters and the Adaptive Behavior Checklists. T,;alning and
supervision was provicded by the Lehigh University staff for these
Instrume. s. All other information was gathered directiy by the Lehigh
staff. TABLE 3-4 presents Information on the total numbers of Inmates on

whom each of the data collectior procedures was completed.

Research Questions

'n order to address the Issues which were discussed In the first chap~

ter, the research team posed the following research questions:

1. Is there any indication of systematic hias Iniroduced as a result
of the volu~tary nature of this research?

2. What Is the nature of the sample In terms of background and demo~
graphic churacteristics?

3. What perceit of the sample Is learning deficient and how does this
compare to the general popui{ation?

4. What Is the distribution of Intelllgence among the target popula=
tion and to what extent does It compare to that of the normi ng
sample for tho WAIS=-R?

3. ¥nat Is the distribution of specific types of learning deficliencies
In the adult offender population and how does this compare to the

distribution In the general population?
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TABLE 3-4
DATA COLLECTION PROCEDIU!RES COMFLETED

Mann- Adaptive Data Collection Total

TABE WAIS-R  Sulter Beha' lor Form Tested
LOUISIANA 283 316 106 56 375 335
TOTAL
Angola 123 107 52 19 165 124
Hunt 92 143 37 24 143 143 ‘ 1
L.C.1.W. 68 66 17 13 67 68 1
PENNSYLVANI A
TOTAL 270 248 94 18 389 305 ;
Graterford 67 86 31 8 138 86 |
Camp HIll 147 11 54 9 172 154 1
Muncy 56 51 9 1 79 65 ‘
WASH INGTON o !
TOTAL 174 196 37 5 301 211
Waila Walla 49 77 8 0 109 84 ‘
Shelton 7 66 20 2 121 i1
Purdy 54 53 9 3 ik 56 ‘
TOTAL 327 760 237 79 85 1065 851 ?
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6. What Is the natui-e of the relationship hetween certain background
and demographic variables and academic achlevement levels among
incarcerated adul ts?

7. What Is the nature of the relationship between certaln background
and demographic characteristics and inteiligence levels among In-
carcerated adults?

8. What Is the nature of the relationshif between background and demo~

graphic varlables and the Incidence of learning deficiencies among

the d>uult offender populatioa?

There are two basic types of research questions which were of interest
In this study. The first of these (questions 1-5) are descriptive In na=-
ture. The second type (questions 6-8) are questions of relationship. Sta-
tistical procedures for addressing the descriptive questions are relatively
stralghtforward. The questions of relationship, however, are somewhat more
complex. The rirst problem Is that, due ‘o the exploratory nature of this
research, the number of Independent variables which need to be Investigated
Is prohibitively large to be considered simultaneously. [t was decided
therefore, that subéefs of potential predictors should be analyzed sepa-
rately and that the best predictors from each subset should then be comolned
for the overall analyses. Multiple rejression procedures were chosen for
these analyses. The Ini+lal regression anulyses were conducted using the
fol lowing categories of varlables:.

1. Background and Demographic Variables
a. Age
b.

Sex




c. Ethnlc Background
d. Primary Source of Income (Prior to Incarceration)
e. Incidence of Physical Problems Reported
f. Family Background
g. Chlldhood Problems
h. Highest Grade Completed
2. Criminal Justice Variables
a, Total Number of Offenses
b. Type of Offenses
C. Mzximum Sentence
d. Prior Institutlonalization Reported

Four regression analyses were conducted for each of these two cate=-
gories of ln&ependenf variables. The flrst of these used academic achleve-
ment level for the entire sample as the dependent varlable. The second
analysis was desligned to determine the nature of the rela*lonships between
the Independent variables and Full Scale [Q, again for the total sample, and
the third group of analyses were done separately for the learning defliclent
and the non=-learning deficient inmates In the s¢ nle, using the total TABE
score us the dependent variable, Step-wise regression techniques were used
for all of these analyses. .

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

d!scussed In greater detall In the fol lowing chapter.
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Limitations of the Study

Many of the problems encountered during the course of thls research

were related to a lack of researcher control over a number of factors
Innerent In the correctional system. One problem was directiy related to
the lack of Incentive for participation. Some of the Inmates who agreed to
take pait In the study did not show up for scheduled testing sesslions
because, In certalin Institutions, they lost thelr Institutional pay for time
spent taking the tests. AddIitional problems were caused by the fact that
any Inmates who were In administrative lock~up were not allowed out of their
celiblocks for testing. Also, even though the 11st from which the original
sample was drawn was supposed to include only those Inmates who were
expected to remain Ir the Institutions for the duration of the data
collection process, unexpected transfers, releases, deaths and escapes
reduced ‘the sample'slze coasiderably.

Another problem was that It was necessary to work around instftutional
schedules In setting up the group and indiv!dual testling sessions. Often an
individual had to be scteduled several times before he or she reported for
testing. This caused problems In that the entire data collection process
was exceedingly lengthy and difficult.

Data collection was aiso hampered by the fact that much of the Informa-
tion of Interest was simply not available In the Institutional records. In-
consistencies In reporting procedures among the Individua! Institutions and
states contributed to this difficuity as well. Even when Information was
avallable, It was often r( orted in different forms In the ¢ifferent In-
stitutions, leading to definition and Interpretation probiems. Each of the
Imitations cited above Is discussed In greater detall In the firal chapter
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of this report, as It relates to the recommendations for future research,
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CHAPTER !V
ANALYS!S OF THE DATA

In the preceeding chapter, the research questions which were addressed
In this study were presented and the analysls procedures utilized were
briefly discussed. In this chapter, the results of these anaiyses are pre-
sented, In detai., together with some of the conciusions which can be drawn
from the findings. The discussion Is divided Into five sections. In the
first of these, comparative Information Is ~resented on the participants and
the non-participants. This is done In order to address the question of pos-
sible sampling blas related to to the fact that participation In the study
was voluntary. The second section is basically descriptive and addresses
the general questions regarding the nature of the sampie. Sample means and
frequency distributions are presented on the background and camographic
variables which were Investigated. All informatfon In this section Is
provided by race, by sex, and by state. Additionally, descriptive Infor-
mation is presented separately for the learning deficient and the non-learn-
ing deficient I'nmates in the sample (by group).

The third major section of this chapter summa~izes the results of the
tests and other Instruments which were used to Identify learning defi-
clenclies among the subjects, Data are discussed regarding the questions of
the Incidence and the nature of the deficiencies examined. Again, all In-
formation Is presented by race, sex, state, as well as group.

The fourth section of the chapter addresses the research questions
regarding the relationships between the background and derographic charac-
teristics of the sampie and academic achlevement and abllity measures. The

nature of these relaticaships Is Investigated separately for the learning
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deficlent and the non~learning deficient inmates In the sample. Addi-
tlonally, all data are presented by race, sex, and state.

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

the last chapter of this report.

- pants

One of the potentlal problems which exIsts In any research which de-
pends on the voluntary participation of the subjects Is the Introduction of
sampling blas. Even when the orliginal sample has been drawn at random,
there Is a distinct possibility that the self-selection process will Intro-
duce some type of systematic blas Into the characteristics of the flinal
group of sub jects,

This potential problem was of speclal concern in this project because

of the nature of the research, |[f an Inmate chose to particlpate, he or she

was asked to take at |east two standardized tests: the Test of Adul+t Basic

Education and the Wechsler Adult Intelllgence Scale—Revised. In additlon,
It was explalned fc; all potential subjects, some Individuals would be called
for one or two other sesslions to complete the Mann-Suiter Learning Dis-
abllltles Screening Tests and/or the Aaaptive Behavlior Scale. Glven the
fact that many of these Indlviduals have had relatively [It+tle experlence or
success wlth formal educatlion, this request could concelvably have posed a
threai to the very people that the research was designed to assess. In
other words, If any blas as Introduced, It was expected that the higher
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achlevers wuuld, In general, be more willing to participate than would the
lower achlevers. Therefore, the number cf Inmates Identifled as learning
deficlient (LDf) would not be representative of the true incidence In the
population of Interest.

In an attempt to ascertaln whether such sampling blas was, In fact,
Introduced, certalin information was gathered on a randomly selected group of
those Inmates who were In the original sample but who elther did not attend
the orlentation sessions or who attended but chose not to participate. The
information collected on these Individuals consisted of ethnic background,
achievement test scores, and Intellligence test scores. All data on the non-
participants was gathered from the Institutional records. In order to In=
crease the comparability of the Information, comparisons were made, not with
test scores from the TABE and the WAIS-R, but with the recorded Information
on the participants which was summarized on the project data col lection
form,

TABLE 4-1 on the following page presents the [ntelligence test Informa-
tlon for the participants and the non-participants. I+ should be noted that
the raclial breakdowns for the two groups are not noticeably different, with
Caucasians making up 43% of the participant group and 44% of the group of
non=participants. This Is encouraging because 1t Indicates that the process
of self-selection was not related to ethnic background.

A careful Inspection of TABLE 4-1 shows that, for the total sample,
there Is some evidence that a blas was Introduced by the sel f~selection
process. The average full scaie Intelligjence quotient for the non-partici-
pants (X = 88.33) Is almost three points lower than that of the participants

(X = 91,18). In addition, It can be seen by looking at the confidence In-
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TABLE 4-1
COMPARISON OF INTELLIGENCE TEST SCORES
FOR PARTICIPANTS AND NON-PARTICIPANTS

Partlicipants Non=Part[clpants
95% C.1.
Mean N Lower Upper Mean N
R Caucaslan 97.02 318 95.33 98.72 96.29 183 .
A I
c
E Minority  86.78 422 85.44 88.11 81.72 237
S Male 91.22 652 90.02 92 .42 88.51 300
E
: i
Female 90.90 88 87.94 93.86 88.86 176
LA 85.02 216 82.92 87.16 81.49 176
S
I
A PA 88.96 255 87.21 90.71 88.50 137
r
E
WA 98.23 269 96.62 99.85 96.45 1€3

TOTAL SAMPLE 91.18 740 90.07 92.29 88.33 476




terval, that this Is a statistically significant difference at the .05 level
of significance. Unfortunately, as was anticipated, the difference Indi-
cates that there was a tendency for the more !ntelligent Inmates to volun-
tesr, |t should be noved, however, that although +he difference is statis-
tically significant, the magnitude of the point spread Is not very large.
The Revised Beta, which Is the intelllgence test from which these scores
were taken, has a standard deviatfon of 15 (Kellogg & Morton, 1957). There-
fore, this difference of 2.85 points represents only about one fifth of a
standard devlatlon, which does not seem to be cause for great concern, It
should be kept In mind, however, that the estimates of the numbers of
mentally retarded Inmates which are presented later in this chapter may be
sl1ghtly lower than the true !nclidence in *he population of Interest due to
this sampling blas.

A comparison of reading achievement test scores for the participants
and the nca-participants Is presented In TABLE 4-2. Although these tests
results were all taken from the institutlonal records, they do come from
different tests. Both Loulslara and Pennsylvanla generally administer the
Wide Range Achlevement Test to all Inmates upon reception to the criminal
Justice system, while Washington uses the Callfornla ichievement Test. As
can be seen from the within state comparisons, wowever, there are no signif-
Icant differences between the two groups In any of the three states. In
fact, the only statistlically significant difference In the comparisons
presented In TABLE 4-2 Is for the female subjects and this difference Is so
sm>'| that It could easlly be attributed to rounding error. Therefore, It
Is felt that there Is no evldence, based on these corparisons, that there

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

Participants Non=Particlpants
95¢ C.i.
Grade Grace

Level N Lower Upper Level M

R Caucasian 9.1 332 8.7 9.4 9.1 177
A
c

E Minority 6.7 454 6.4 7.0 6.0 233

S Male 7.5 663 7.3 7.8 7.3 258
E
X

Female 8.5 123 8.0 9.0 7.8 197

LA 6.1 182 5.6 6.5 5.9 156
S
T

A PA 7.4 344 7.1 7.7 7.1 139
T
E

WA 9.2 260 8.8 9.6 9.5 160

TOTAL SAMPLE 7.7 786 7.4 8.0 7.6 455
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achievement,

The comparisons between the participants and the non-participants on
math achievement are presented In TABLE 4-3. The tests used for assessing
mathematical skills were the same as those used to assess reading achleve~
ment. In this case, there do appesr to be noticeable and consistent dif-
ferences between the two groups. The participants in all categorles scored
higher In math than did the non-participants, and In all but two categories
these differences were found to be statistically significant. In other
words, there Is a clear Indication that some blas, In the direction which
had been anticipated, was Introduced Into ‘he sample In the area of math
achievement. In light of the evidence, therefore, It Is agaln emphasized
that the results In this study mav represent an underestimate of the true
numbers of learning deficient Inmates In the population of interest. Since
only grade level equivalents were avallable on these two groups, standard
score comparisons could not be made, although this would have led to more
meaningful Information because of the fact that the results came from a

variety of standardized tests.

Description of the Sample

One of the major purposes of this research was to exam!ne the nature of
the sampie In terms of certain background and demographic characteristics.
Informatlon was collected or the ethnic background, the emp loyment history,
the physical condition, the criminal Justice history, the educational
background, and the family history of the approximately 100u Inmates in the
sample. Most of this Information was gathered on the project data
collection form (see Appendix) from the Institutional records. In addItion,

however, certaln self-reported Inform: “lon was col lected during testing ses-
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TABLE 4-3

COMPARISON OF MATH ACHIEVEMENT TEST SCORES
FOR PARTICIPANTS AND NON=PART[CIPAMNTS

’

Participants Non-Participants
95% C.l.
Grade Grade
Level N Lower Upper Level N
R Caucasian 7.1 323 6.8 7.4 6.4 177
A
c
E Minority 5.0 423 4.8 5.2 4,3 209
S Male 6.0 630, 5.7 6.2 5.8 249
E
X
Female 5.8 88 5.5 6.2 5.1 195
LA 4.9 154 4.5 5.1 4.4 146
S
T . :
A PA 5.3 337 5.1 5.5 5.1 137
T
E
WA 7.4 225 7.0 7.8 6.9 161
TOTAL SAMPLE 5.9 746 5.7 6.1 4,6 444
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slons (see Appendix). Much of this Information was duplicated In the data
collecrion form. This overlap was Intentional and was done to provide a
means of checking the reliability of the data. It was discovered, how-
ever, thezt most of the Information In the Institutional records was also
based on self-report. |In addition, there were frequently conflicting re~
ports In the records themselves. For this reason, although the research
team Is confident that every reasonable attempt was made tc check on the re-
ITabllity of the data, It Is still Iikely that some of the Information Is
somewhat less than accurate. Coples of the forms used for data collection
can be found In the Appendix.

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

Demographic Varichles

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

tion (United States Census), Caucasians make up the majority (83%), the
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Afro-

TABLE 4-4
ETHNIC BACKGROUND

American Caucaslan Hispanic Mexlican Indlan Aslan Other
Male N=.92 N=335 N=7 N=5 N=9 N=1 N=1
58% 39% .8% .6% 1% A% 1%

xmowm

Female N = 85 N= 102 N=1 N=0 N=3 N=2 N=0
44% 53¢ 5% - 1% 1% -
LA N=264 N= 120 N =1 N=0 N=0 N=0 N=0
S 69% 31% 1 - - - -
T
A PA N=243 N= 111 N=3 N=0 N=0 N=2 N=0
T 68’ 3 1 ’ . 8’ - had . 6’ -
E
WA N =70 N = 206 N=4 N=5 N=12 N=1 N=1
23% 69% 1% 2% 4% 3% 3%
6 LD N=214 N=83 N=3 N=2 N=1 N=2 N=0
R 70% 27% 1% .78 3% .78 -
0
U
P NON-LD N =185 N = 235 N=o0 N=1 N=4 N=0 N=1
43% 55¢ - .29 .98 - 2%
TOTAL SAMPLE N = 577 N = 437 N=28 N=5 N=12 N=3 N=1
55% 42% .8% 5% 1% .38 BT
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categories used were Caucasian and Minority. All non-Caucasian sub jects
were Included In the Minority category. This dichotomous categorization was
used In all subsequent analyses.

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

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

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

subjects' homes duri.g childhood. This Information was collected during the
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TABLE 4~-5

AVERAGE AGE OF THE SUBJECTS

Mean Standard N
Deviation

R

A Caucaslan 30,028 9,033 432
c
E

Minority 30.429 8.010 601

S Male 29.919 8.386 838
E
X

Female 31,733 8.593 195

S LA 30.096 7.375 384
T
A

T PA 30.220 8.515 355
E

WA 30,527 9,630 294

LDf 29.833 8.600 303
G
R
0

u NON=LDf 30.260 8.164 423
P

TOTAL SAMPLE 30.261 8.451 1033
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TABLE 4~6

PRIMARY LANGUAGE IN HOME

Engl ish Spanish Other Comb Inatlon
Caucaslan 285 2 4 17
R 93¢ €% 1% (79
A —_—
c
E Minority 414 9 3 19
93¢ 2% .6% 4%
Male 540 10 6 28
S 92% 2% 1% 5%
E
X
Female 159 1 1 8
94% 6% .6% 5%
LA 297 0 1 14
S 95% - 3% 4%
T
A
T PA 232 7 5 3
E 94% 3% 2% 1%
WA 170 4 5 3
88% 31 5% 1%
LDf 231 8 2 1
G 2% 3% 1% 4%
R
0
U NON-LDf 354 1 4 18
P 94% 3% 14 5%
TOTAL SAMPLE 699 1 7 36
93% 1% 1% 5%




testing sesslons, An Inspection of this table shows that the vast major !ty
(93%) of the sample was raised In homes In which English was the primary
language usec. I[n acdiltion, 5% reported that a combination of languages was
spoken, of which English was generally one. The percentages in the other
two categories are so small that it Is felt that this variable is highly
unlikely to contribute anyth!ng to any subsequent analyses, Therefore, the
viriable was eliminated from consideration as a possible predictor of abll-
Ity and achlievement measures.

The Information on the employment history (primary source of Income
prior to incarceration) of the sample Is summarized In TABLE 4=7. It can be
seen that close to 50% of the sample fell Into the first two catagorlies,
Never Employed and Occaslonal Jobs. Of the remalning 508, a high percentage
(84%) were classifled as elther laborers or seml-skilled workers. Agaln,
therefore, the six categories were collapsed Into two. The first of these
Included those subjects elther who were never employed or who had held a
variety of short term or occasional Jobs. The second category Included all
those subjects for whom a consistent work history of any kind was reported.

TABLE 4~8 presents ths Information which was éol lected on the Incidence
of physical problems reported for the Inmates In the sample. All of these
data were gathered from the Institutiona! records and It should be noted
that there was very Ilttle consistency In the avallabllity of the Informe-
tion In this area. This may, In part, explaln the high percentage of the
subjects (80%) who fall Into the first category, No Problems. Regardless of
this, It Is felt that the number of Individuals who fall Into each of the
specific problem categories Is so small that It would be Inappropriate to

maintaln tha original breakdown for subsequent analyses. For this reason,
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TABLE 4-7
PRIMARY SOURCE OF INCOME PRIOR TO INCARCERATION

Never Occasional Sem|-
Professional
Caucaslan 53 155 94 81 39 8
R 12% 36% 22% 19% of 2%
A
C 94 199 130 136 33 7
E Minority 16% 32¢% 22% 22% 0 14
Male 104 258 216 192 57 13
S 12% 31% 26% 23% 7% 2%
E .
X Female 43 96 9 25 15 2
23% s1¢ 5% 13% 8g 1%
LA 40 76 103 121 36 2
S 114 20% 27 ¢ 32 ¢ 108 5%
T
A PA 75 153 52 46 21 8
T 21% 43% 15% 13% 6% 4 4
E
WA 32 125 69 50 15 5
11% 429 23% 17% 5% 2%
G LDf 44 103 75 58 18 1
R 15% 34% 25% 19% 6% 3%
0
1] NON-LDf 57 147 82 86 33 14
P 14% 35¢ 20% 21% 8% 3¢
TOTAL SAMPLE 147 354 224 217 72 15
14% 34% 22% 21% 7% 1%
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TABLE 4-8
INCIDENCE OF PHYSICAL PROBLEMS REPORTED

No Sensory Serlous Serlous Neurologic Other Comb | ned
Froblems Problems Iliness Accldent Problems Problems Problems
Caucaslan 321 42 4 3 8 23 31
R 74% 10% 9% 7% 2% 5% 7%
A
C Minorlty 504 45 5 2 2 16 30
E 83% 7% .8% 3% 3% 34 5%
Male 706 82 6 5 8 28 9
S 84% 108 7% .6% 1% 34 14
E
X Female 119 5 3 0 2 1" 52
62% 38 2% - 1% 6% 27%
LA 361 5 6 2 3 1
S 94% 1} 2% 14 .8% 1} 4 .39
T
A PA 225 66 1 1 0 8 53
T 53¢ 19% 3% 1 - 2% 15%
E
WA 239 16 2 2 7 26 7
80% 5% 7% 7% 2% 9% 2%
G LDf 238 29 3 2 8 4 18
R 79% 10§ 1% 7% 3% 1% 6%
0
U NON-LDf 320 49 5 1 1 21 25
P 76% 12% 1§ 4 2% 2% 5% 6%
TOTAL SAMPLE 825 87 9 5 10 39 61
80% 8g 9% 5% 15 44 6%




this variable was dichotomized, the two leveis being Identifled as No Prob-
lems and Problems.
Eamlly Background Variables

Another category of background data Investigated was that of {he fam!ly
background of the inmates. As can be seen throvgh an Inspection of the data
collection form In the Appendix  at the end of this report, Information was
coliected Initially on a wide range of family background events, Including
whether the lndlvldugl was ralsed In an Intact family, a broken home, by one
or the other parent as a siugle parent, In an :nstitutional environment, a
foster home, a group hcme, or in some other environment.

During the data collection process, It was quickly seen that the ma jor-
Ity of suujects had been raised In some combination of these environments.
For thls reason, the variable of family situation was coded with only three
categories. These were Stable Home, Unstable Home, and Institution. An In-
dividual was classifled as having been ralsed In a Stable Home If the only
sltuation which was reported was an intact family. Any combination of
situations, such as someone who was born Into a stable home, but whose par-
ents |ater divorced, was classifled as Unstable. The third category,
"!nstitution," took precedence over both of the first two. In other words,
if an Individual was raised In elther a stable or an unstable home but was
Institutionalized for a time during childhood, that Individual was placed in
the third category.

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

allzed were combined with the 51% for whom an unstable background was Indi-
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TABLE 4-9
FAMILY SITUATION CURING CHILDHOOD

None Stable Unstable
Reported Home Home Institution
Caucasian 41 148 190 56
R of 34% 44% 13%
A
C
E Minority 88 140 345 34
14% 23% ) ' 57% 6%
Male 83 249 445 73
S 109 29% 52% o) 4
E
X
Femaie 46 39 90 19
24% 20% 46% 10%
LA 116 101 152 17
S 30% 26% 308 4%
T
A
T PA 7 12 215 15
E 24 34% 60% 4%
WA 6 66 168 60
2% 22% 56% 20%
LDf 46 74 161 24
G 15¢ 24% 53¢ 8%
R
0
U NON=LD 58 130 203 35
P 14% 31% 48% 8%
TOTAL SAMPLE 129 288 535 92
12% 28% 51% 9%
94 AP
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cated. According to this new catagorization, 31.48% of those on whom Infor-

mation was avallable were raised In statle environments and 68.52% were
raised In an unstabie environment.

Information was collected from the institutional records or. whether 1t
was reported that one or both of the subject's parents had died during the
subJect's childhood. This Information was gathered because, In examining
the records In Pennsylvania, the first state In which data collection was
conducted, It was noted by the project staff that there appeared to be an
unusual number of cases In which It was reported that the Individual had
lost one or both parents relatively early In {ife. As can be seen from an
Inspection of TABLE 4-10, thls was the case In Pennsylvanla, with a total of
about 17% of the sample reporting that one or both of thelr parents were de-
ceased,

If one looks at the total sample, however, It can be seen that the In=
cldence drops to about 10%. It Is Interesting to note that there are sub-
stantial differences between the learning and non-learning deficlent groups
In these Incidence figures, with the former reporting the death of une or
both parents In 13% of the cases and the latter only in 8%. Unfortunately,
It Is not known how accurate these data are, since the only Information
avallable was that which had been voluntarily provided by the inmates during
thelr Initlal classification Interviews. Although the percentages do seem
high, 1t was declided that, due to the Inconsistenc, In the avallabillty of
this Information, this variable should be eliminated from all subsequent
analyses,

Similarly, the Inforimaticn presented In TABLE 4-11 on the average num-

ber of siblings was not utilized In the analyses. |Initially, the Intention
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TABLE 4-10

DEATH OF PARENT(S) REPORTED

None One Both
Reported Parent Parents
R Caucasian 404 26 4
A 93% 6% .9%
C
E
Minorlty 533 63 13
88% 10% 2%
Male 753 81 17
S 88% 10% 2%
E
X
Female 184 8 0
96% 4% -
LA 362 21 3
S 94% 5% .8%
T
A
T PA 298 48 13
E 83% 14% 4%
WA 277 20 1
93% 7% .35
LDf 264 34 5
G 87% 114 2%
R
0
U NON=-LDf 391 29 5
P 2% 7% 1%
TOTAL SAMPLE 937 89 17
90% 7 4 2%
96
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TABLE 4-11

NUMBFR OF ciot

Iune
bt

Standard
Mean Deviation N

R
A Caucas|an 3.53 2.76 398
C
E

Minority 4.97 3.25 531
S Male 4.36 3.09 772
E
X

Female 4,34 3.33 157
S LA 4,70 2.85 310
T
A
T PA 4,52 3.28 336
E

WA 3.78 3.18 280
G LDf 4,94 3.41 259
R
0 .
u NON=-LDf 3.96 2.94 377
P
TOTAL SAMPLE 4,26 3.13 929
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was to collect Information on the Inmate's birth order, since a great deal
of research has been done on one's nasitinn In +ha family ac 1+ roladsz 4o
Individual characteristics. Unfortunately this Information was not found to
be avallable on a consistent basis In elther Loulsiana or Washington. Data
on the number of siblings were substituted but there were so many cases of
broken homes In which numerous step, half, and foster siblings were reported
that It was decided that this Information wa: only useful In a descriptive
sense.

TABLE 4-12 presents Information on the Incidence of childhood protlems
which was reported In the Institutional records. [t should be noted that
the Indlviduais In the final category, Combination of Pr;blems, most often
were both drug and alcohol abusers. In general, about 50f of the sample had
8 history of some childhood problems. For the purposes of the analysis, the
categorlies of this varlable were collapsed Into two, the first of these In-
cluding those for whom no problems were reported and fﬂe second Including
those for whom any one or combination of problems was iioted In the records.
Educational Variables

Information on the educational and vocatlional backgrounds of the
Iinmates In the sample was col lected both from the Institutional records and
during testing sesslions. As was stated earllier, some of thls Information
was collected twice. In the cases where this was done, both self-report
data and dsta from the records are summarized In one table In order to
facilitate comparisons.

The Information on the highest grade completed is presented In TABLE 4~
13. Because of the Inconsistency In the avallability of this Information In

the Institutional records, this was one of the questions which was asked in
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TABLE 4-12
CHILDHOOD PROBLEMS

None Alcohol
.Abuse Combination
Caucaslan 165 29 21 10 70 15 125
R 38% 7% 5% 2% 16% 3% 29%
A
C Minority 357 1" 11 4 132 22 70
E 50% 2% 2% 7% 22% 4% 12%
Male 444 28 16 10 169 34 147
S 52% 3% 2% 1% 20% 4% 17%
E
X Female 78 12 16 4 33 3 48
40% 6% 8% 2% 17% 1% 25%
LA 289 6 7 2 53 1 18
S 75% 2% 2% .5% 14% 34 5%
T
A PA 145 8 5 6 108 11 73
T 414 2% 1% 23 308 34 22%
E WA 88 26 20 6 41 15 104
29% 9% 7% 2% 14% 5% 35¢
G LDf 167 8 5 4 60 12 49
R 55% 2% 1% 1% 20% 4% 16%
0
u NON-LDf 208 17 17 6 83 11 84
P 55% 4% 43 1% 20% 2% 20%
TOTAL SAMPLE 522 40 32 14 202 37 195
50% 4% 3% 1% 19% 4% 19%




TABLE 4-13

rionES| GRAUE CUMPLETED

Current Sentence Juven|le
Caucasian X =10,2 X = 10.6
R s = 1,97 s = 2,38
A N = 422 N = 288
Cc
E Minority X=99 X = 10.1
s = 2,03 s = 2,32
N = 579 N = 435
Male X =99 X = 10.2
s = 2,04 s = 2,38
S N = 808 N = 563
E
X Female X = 10.4 X = 10,7
s = 1,83 s =223
N= 193 N = 160
LA X =98 X =97
S s =219 s = 2.27
T N = 369 N = 302
A
T PA X = 10.0 X = 10,4
E s = 1,63 s =2,05
N = 337 N = 241
WA X=10.3 X =11,2
s=2.,13 s =258
N = 205 N =180
LDf X =94 X =973
G s = 1,83 s =2,19
R N = 289 N = 244
0
u NON=LDf X =10.3 X =11,0
P s=2.13 s =2,18
N= 413 N = 357
TOTAL SAMPLE % =10.0 X =103
s =2.01 s =2 36
N = 1001 N = 723




the Interview. The Information from both of these sources is presented. [t
should be noted that the mean for the total sample Is essentially the same
In both cases. The slight difference which Is seen In TABLE 4.13 can be at-
tributed to the fact that the number of Inmates In each group Is different.
The scale which was used In reporting these results was based on total years
of formal education, not counting repeated grades. Any college experiences
were added to the highest grade. In other words, an inmate who had
completed two years of coilege would have a value of 14 on this varlable;

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

TABLE 4-14 presents Information which was collected during the test Ing
sessions on the highest level of schooling for the Inmates in the sample.
This Information should examined In conjunction with the Information
presented In TABLE 4-13. Thera are notable dlffe ‘nces among groups In all
categories. More than twice as many minorlity group members as Caucaslans
were reported to have lef+ school In the elementary grades and only about
half as many of the minority group subjects have attended col lege. Twice as
many males were repoited to have dropped out of elementary school as females
and more temales (18%) than males (11%) reported attending post-secondary
school. The state differences are not very dramatic at the elementary level

but, 1f one looks at the Information for post-secondary particlipation, It Is
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TABLE 4~14

HIGHEST ACADEMIC LEVEL REPORTED

Pos+=-
Elementary Secondary Secondary
Caucaslan 9 232 54
R 3% 79% 18%
A
c
E Minori ry 33 369 41
7% 83% 9f
Male 37 472 66
S 6% 8% 11%
E
X
Female 5 129 29
3% 79% 18%
LA 24 255 25
S 8% 84% 8%
T
A
T PA 8 216 21
E 3% 88% 9%
WA 10 130 49
5% 69% 26% |
\
LDf 21 221 7
G 8% 89% ) 4 |
R 4
0
u NON-LDf 9 287 70
P 3% 78% 19%

TOTAL SAMPLE 42 601 95 |




clear that a far higher narcentase 2f +ho subiscts 1 ihe sials ui nasining-
ton (16%) have attended college than have those In the other two states
(between 8% and 9%). Dramatic differences can also be seen In the Informe-
tlon for the learning deficlent and the non-learning deficlent Inmates In
the sample. In the learning defliclent group, 8% attended school only on the
elementary level and only 3% were reported to have taken any post-secondary
courses, In contrast, only 3% of the non-learninj deficlent group left
school In the elementary grades and 19§ of these Individuals have attended
college. It should be noted that much of the col lege participation which
was noted In the records took place while the Inmate was In the Institution.
Another category of educationai Informatlion which was of Interest was
the Indlvidual's class placement durlng elementary and secondary school. Of
primary interest was any Indicatlon of placement In speclial education pro-
grams. THe Information which was collected ‘rom the Institutional records
on this varlable Is summarized in TABLE 4-15. [t should be noted, In exam-
Ining this Information, that there was no Indication of school placement In
more than 508 of the records. |f one views the proportion of Indlviduals
who were placed In special classes as a percentage of those for whom the In-
formation was avallable, the indication Is that almost 16% of these Indivi-
duals were placed In special education programs at the elementary level and
close to 20% were placed in such programs at the secondary level. I[n any
event, It Is encouraging to note that a much higher percantage of the in-
mates who were Identifled as learning deficient on the basis of TABE results
had been previously Identified as having problems at some point during thelr
schooling. Although placement figures are not avallable on a national

basis, research Indicates that an average of 3f of school age children are
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TADLE 41D
ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL PLACEMENT

ELEMENTARY SECONDARY
None Elementary None
Caucasian 218 182 37 245 154 34
R 50% 42% 9% 57% 36% 8%
A
c 340 228 40 356 194 52
E Minority 56% 38% 7% 59% 32¢% 9%
Male 463 319 68 503 259 79
S 54% 38% 8% 60% 314 10%
E
X  Female 95 91 9 98 89 7
49% 47% 5% 51% 46% 4%
LA 323 57 6 324 55 7
S 84% 15% 2% 84% 14% 2%
T
A PA 72 239 48 113 182 58
T 20% 67% 13% 32% 52% 16%
E
WA 163 114 23 164 111 21
54% 38% 8¢ 55% 38% 7%
6  LDf 17 90 44 183 73 47
R 56% 308 14% 60% 24% 16%
0
U  NON-LDf 215 201 10 242 172 12
P 51% 308 14% 60% 40% 34
TOTAL SAMPLE 558 410 77 601 348 86
' 53% 39% 7% 58% 34% 8%




learning disabled (Blackhurst & Berdine, 1931).

TABLE 4-16 presents the Information which was gathersd from the Instl-
tutional records on rrevious educational dlagnoses which were reported for
the Inmates In the sample. Again, !t s clear that this Information was
simply not avaliable In most (89%) of the cases. Of those Inmares for whom
dlagnostic Information was avallable (N = 117), about 4% were previously
dlagnosed as learning disabled: 14% were dlagqpsed as socially and/or emo~
tlonally disturbed, and 82% had some other educational diagnosis reported.
This final category was composed mostly of Individuals who had been classi-
fled as elther mentally retarded or brain damaged. [t [s Interesting to
note t+hat a much higher percentage of the learning deficient [nmates (17%)
were reported to have been previously dlagnosed than of the non-learning
deficlent subjects (58). Because of the general lack of avallab’lity of the
Information In this category, the variable was not used In any additional
analyses,

Limited Information was col lected during the testing sesslons on voca-
tional training and certification. TABLE 4-17 summarizes this Irfornation.
It can be seen from an examination of this table that 29% of the sample re-
ported that they had had some type of vocational training and 27¢ reported
that they had recelived certification In a vocational area. !t should be
noted, however, that these figures may reflect mainly participation In voca
tlonal programs while In the Institution and that the certitication re~orted
I's not to be construed as necessarily reflecting the Incidence of formal
vocational certiflication programs. Because of the general lack cf avall-

abll ity of most of the educatlonal and vocational Information, the only edu-
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TABLE 4-16

PREVIOUS EDUCATIONAL DIAGNOSES

Soclal ly/
None Learring Emotionally Other
Reported Disabled Disturbed Dlagnosis
Caucasian 385 4 6 42
R 88% 14 1% 10%
: |
c
E Minority 544 1 10 54 .
90% 14 29 of l
Male 746 5 13 87
S 88% 14 2% 10% l
E
X
Female 183 3 9 I
94% - 29 5%
LA 364 0 2 20 |
S 94% - 5% 6%
T
A |
T PA 303 0 10 46
E 84% - 3% 13% l
WA 262 5 4 30
87% . 2% 1% 10% l
LDf 252 5 7 41
G 83% 2% 2% 13¢ I
. R
0 NON~LDf 405 0 6 14
u 95% - 1% 4% |
P ]
TOTAIL SAMPLE 929 5 16 96 l
8o 19 23 9%
106 I
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TABLE 4-17

VOCATIONA’. TRAINING AND CERTIFICATION REPORTED

Tralning Certification
No . | No | S

R Caucaslon 79 26% 103 34%
A
c
E Minority 139 31% 102 25%
S Male 156 27% 146 25%
E
X

Female 62 37¢ 59 35

LA 62 20% 71 23%
S
T
A PA 93 38% 83 34%
T
E

WA 63 33% 51 26%
G LDf 70 28% 35 14%
R
0
U
P NON=-LDf 109 29% 138 37¢

TOTAL SAMPLE 218 29% 205 27%




cational variaole which was used In subsequent analyses was the highest

grade completed.
Criminal Justice Varlables

Information was collected on the juvenils and adult criminal justice
histories of the Inmates In the sample. Data on adjudication as a
delinquent were obtalned both from the records and In the testing sessions.
This Information Is summarized In TABLE 4-18 on tho following page. It Is
clear from an examination of this table that the Information from these two
sources [s not very consistent. In fact, In all but one of the groups, the
percentages are reversed for these flgures. According to the Institutional
records, a higher percentage of the Inmates were adjudicated as delInquent
In every category. Self-reported Information, however, Indicates Just the
opposite. Because of this Inconsistency, the Information on adjudlcation
was not utilized In any subsequent analyses.

TABLE 4-:9 summarizes the Information which was collected from the in-
stitutional records on the types of offenses which have been committed by
the iIndividuals In the sample. Although the offense Information gathered
was [In the form of specific cirimes, the caiegorization seen In TABLE 4~19
(non-violent, vliole.t, combination) was utilized because It was found that
the three states vere not consistent !n thelr definitions of certalin types
of offenses. Additionally, multiple offenses were reported In many cases,
It was felt, therefore, that n simpler categorization system was desirable
In order to summarize the vast amount of data which were collected. For
descriptive purposes, this Information Is presented separately for the
current sentence, juvenile offenses, and pri»r adult offenses. It Is

Interesting to note that tne Incidence of violent offenses Increased steadi-
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TABLE 4-18

ADJUDICATION AS DEL INQUENT

Records Sel f=report
Not Not
Ad judicaied Ad Judicated Ad Judlcated AdJudicated

Caucaslan 172 127 122 172
R 58% 42% 419 59%
A
c
E Minority 251 150 194 249
63% 37% 44% 56%
Male 372 200 275 295
S 65% 35% 48% 52%
E
X
Female 51 77 41 126
40% 60% 25% 75%
LA 119 97 129 186
S 59% 45% 41% 59%
7
A
T PA 151 103 114 131
3 59% 41% 47% 53%
WA 153 77 73 104
67% 33% 414 ' 59%
LDf 119 T 69 117 134
G 63% 27¢ 47% 53%
R -
0 NON=LD f 164 131 148 218
U 56% 449 40% 60%
P
TOTAL SAMPLE 423 277 316 421
60% - 40% 43% 57%
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TABLE 4-19
TYPE OF OFFENSES COMMITTED

Current Sentence Juvenlle Prior Adult
Non- Non=- Non—
Yioleni Yiolent Combin. Violent Yiolent Combin., Violent Violent Combln,
Caucaslan 174 175 86 60 7 19 121 23 53
R 40% 40% 20% 70% 8% 22% 61% 12% 27%
A
C Minority 160 297 151 64 24 59 130 65 108
E 26% 4% 25% 445 16% 40% 43% 21% 36%
Male 244 393 212 m 30 75 196 80 148
S 29% 46%  25% 515 14% 35% 46% 19% 35%
E
X Female 90 79 25 13 1 3 55 8 13
46% 41% 13% 76% 6% 18% 72% 11% 17%
LA 146 179 59 44 5 12 115 34 31
S 38% 47% 15% 72% 8% 20% 63% 18% 17%
T
A PA 69 180 110 27 16 45 46 39 76
T 19% 50% 31% 31% 18% 51% 29% 24% 47%
E
WA 119 113 68 52 10 21 90 15 54
40% 38% 23% 63% 12% 25% 57% of 34%
G LDf 81 155 68 29 6 27 64 33 44
R 27% 51% 21% 47% 10% 43% A5% 23% 318
0
u NON=LDF 151 185 90 45 17 29 100 30 59
P 35% 438 21% 49% 18% 32¢% 53% 16% 318
TOTAL SAMPLE 334 472 237 124 3 78 251 88 161

32% 45% 23% 53% 13% 33% 50% 18% 32%




ly over time. In the Juvenile offense category, violent offenses were
reported In about 47% of the cases. This figure increezsed to 50% for prior
adult offenses and to 68% for the current offenses. These figures represent
a combinatlion of the second and third categories of offense type since, by
definition, anyone In the third category has been convicted of one or more
violent offenses. This dichotomous categorization (non-violent vs violent)
was used for all subsequent analyses.

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

TABLE 4-20 presents offense Information for all the Inmates in the
sample. Unfortunately, a value of zero (0) was recorded for the number
of offenses either If It was reported that the Individual had no offenses or

If there was no Information In +the records. For this reason, these

_flgures were re-computed, omitting a!l zero responses. This Information Is

presented In TABLE 4-21. |t should be noted that the true figures probably
fall somewhere In between these two numbers.

Information on the maximum sentences the Inmates In the sample are
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TABLE 4-20

AVERAGE NUMBER OF OFFENSES

Current Sentence Juvenlle Prior Adult
Caucas{an X = 1,842 X = 0.546 X=1,339
R s = 1,361 s = 1,589 s = 2,370
A N = 436 N = 434 N = 434
C
E Minority X = 1,97 X = 0,855 X = 2,370
s = 1,264 s = 2,298 s = 2,534
N = 608 N = 598 N = 607
Male X = 1,931 X = (0,856 X = 1,538
s = 1,306 s = 2,220 s = 2,534
S N = 850 N = 839 N = 847
E
X Female X = 1,845 X = 0,155 X = 1,088
s = 1,306 s = 0,565 s =2,210
N= 194 N= 1093 N = 194
LA X = 1,735 X =0,318 "= 1,021
s = 1,278 s = 1,308 s = 1,628
S N = 385 ) N = 381 N = 382
T
A PA X = 2,265 X =1,196 X = 1,677
T s = 1,557 s = 2,817 s = 3,090
E N = 359 N = 352 N = 359
WA X = 1,727 X =0,689 X = 1,740
s = (0,853 s = 1,524 s = 2,447
N = 300 N = 299 N = 300
LDf X = 1,957 X =0,781 X = 1,337
G s = 1,410 s = 2,246 s = 2,213
R N = 304 N = 301 N = 303
0]
u NON=LCt X = 1,960 X = 0,664 X =1313
P s = 1,449 s = 1,864 s =2,105
N = 426 N = 426 N = 425
X = 1,915 X = 0,725 X = 1.454
TOTAL SAMPLE s = 1,306 s =2,035 s = 2,467
N = 1044 N = 1032 N = 1041
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TABLE 4-21

AVERAGE NUMBER OF OFFENSES OF THOSE REPORTED

Current Sentence Juvenlle Prlor Adu!t
Caucaslan X = 1,842 X =2,633 X =2,934
R s = 1,361 s = 2,594 s = 2,763
A N = 436 N =90 N = 198
C
E MInority X = 1,967 X = 3,453 X = 3,049
s = 1,264 s = 3.312 s = 2,849
N = 608 N = 148 N = 306
Male X = 1,931 X = 3,249 X = 3,073
s = 1,306 s = 3,312 s = 2,849
S N = 850 N = 221 N = 424
E
X Female X = 1,845 X = 1,745 X = 2,637
s = 1,306 s = 0,903 s = 2,849
N = 194 N =17 N= 80
LA X=1,735 X = 2,051 X=2.,179
s = 1,278 s = 2,757 s = 1,771
S N = 385 N =59 N= 179
T
A PA X = 2,265 X = 4,527 X =3.716
T s = 1,557 s = 3,877 s = 3,689
E N = 359 N =93 N = 162
WA X = 1,727 X =2,395 X = 3,202
s = (0,853 s = 2,002 s = 2,517
N = 300 N = 86 N= 163
LDf X = 1,957 X = 3,790 X =2,872
G s = 1,410 s = 3,636 s = 2,564
R N = 304 N = 62 N= 141
0
U NON=LDf X = 1,960 X=3,011 X = 2,937
P s = 1,449 s = 2,957 s = 2,269
N = 426 N = 94 N= 190
X =1,915 X =3,143 X = 3,004
TOTAL SAMPLE s = 1,306 s = 3,223 s =2,815
N = 1044 N = 238 N = 504
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serving for thelr current offenses Is summarized In TABLE 4-22 and TABLE 4-
23. This Information Is presented In two forms. TABLE 4-22 furnishes the
means wnd standard deviatlions of the maximum sentence data for the sample,
broken down by race, sex, state, and group. [t can readily be seen from an
Inspection of thls table that the averages are quite high (20 years for the
total sample). The medlan sentence for the total sample‘ls 12 years. The
reason for the large discrepancy between these two numbers Is that all [[fe
sentences were quantifled as 99 years. Since there were 67 Inmates In the
sample who are serving |ife sentences, this Inflated the average con=-
slderably. A clearer picture of the maximum sentence Information can be
seen In TABLE 4-23. This table presents frequencies and percents for 18
ranges of santences. It can be seen that about 60% of the Inmates in the
sample are serving sentences of 15 years or less. Approximat—iy 31% are
serving between 15 years and 40 years.

TABLE 4-24 furnlshes Information which was gathered from the Institu-
tional records on whether the subjects had previously served time In an In=
stitution, elther as a juvenile or as an adult. It should be noted that the
percentages reported In this table refiect the percent of those for whom
prior offenses were reported, not percents of the entire sample. [t can be
seen that, for the total sample, approximately 21% of the Inmates for whom
Juvenile offenses were reported spent time in a Juvenile institution. This
figure Increases to about 43% for adult offenses. |t Is clear from an exam-
Ination of this table that there are some ethnic and sex differences In the
percentage of Individuals who have been convicted of an of fense who are com
mitted to an Institutlon. A higher percent of non-Caucasion sublects and a

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

MAXIMUM SENTENCE |NFORMATION

Standard
Mean Deviation

Caucaslian 21,378 27.151

Minority 19.173 19.879

Male 20.734 22 ,942

Female 17.179 24.130

LA 15.200 15.836

PA 18.335 18.100

WA 28.486 32,621

17.717 19.542

19.472 22.313

TOTAL SAMPLE 20.070




TABLE 4-23

MAXIMUM SENTENCE INFORMATION FREQUENCIES

TOTAL SAMPLE
MaxImum Sentence Cumuiative
Value Rage Frequency Percent Percent
2 to 5 years 177 17.05% 17.05%
6 to 10 years 326 31.41% 48.46%
11 to 15 years 120 11.56% 60.02%
16 to 20 years 203 19.56% 79.58%
21 to 25 years 41 3.95% 83.53%
26 to 30 years 49 4.,72% 88.25%
31 to 35 years 14 1.35% 89.60%
36 to 40 years 22 2.11% 91.71%
41 to 45 years 6 .58% 92.29%
46 to 50 years 4 .39% 92 .68%
51 to 55 years 1 .10% 2.77%
56 to 60 years 5 .49% 93.26%
61 to 65 years 0 0 93.26%
66 to 70 years 2 .19% 93.45%
71 to 75 years 0 0 93.45%
76 to 80 years 0 0 93.45%
81 to 85 years 1 .10% 93.55%
LIFE SENTENCE 67 6.46% 100.00%
116
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TABLE 4-24
PRIOR INSTITUTIONAL IZATION
JUVENILE AND ADULT

Juvenlle Adult
N Percent N Percent

R Caucaslan 88 20% 171 40%
A
c
E Minority 132 . 22% 271 46%
S Male 201 24% 376 45%
E
X

Female 19 10% 66 35¢%
S LA 50 134 161 43%
T
A
T PA 80 23% 132 38%
E

WA 90 30% 149 50%
G LDf 56 19% 124 42
R
0
U NON-LDf 84 20% 163 39%
P
TOTAL SAMPLE 220 21% 442 43%
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The differences between males and females Is especially dramatic at the
Juvenile level where 24% of the males who were convicted of an offense and
only 108 of the females served time In a juvenile Institution. There do not
appear to be any notable group differences.

In summary, much of the Information collected on the criminal and
Juvenile justice backgrounds of the Individuals in the sample may present a
somewhat blased picture of the population of Interest. In cases where such
a blas exlIsts, however, It leads In every Instance to an underestimate
rather than an over-estimate of the figures. Th'!s Is due to the lack of In-
formation In the Institutional records. In general, the Indication Is that,
of the total sample, at least 23§ of the inmates had some record of Juvenile
offenses and over 48% were reported to have beer. convicted of one or more
prior adult offenses. Of these Individuals, 21% were committed to an Insti-
stitution as a juvenile and 43% had previously served time In an adult In-
stitution. A majority of Inmates In the sample (68%) have been convicted of

violent offenses and over 6% are serving |l1fe sentences.

Jest Results

The abllity and disablility var'ables which were discussed In Chapter
11l were assessed by means of both standardized and informal testing pro-
cedures. The Instruments which were utlllized were the tests of Adult Basic
Education, the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale--Revised, the Mann-Sulter
Learning Disabilitles Screening Tests, and an Adaptive Behavior Checkl! lst.
Each of these was discussed In depth In the previous chapter., In thls sec~
tion, the.results of these tests are presented and discussed.
The Tests of Adult Basic Education

The TABE (Level M, Form 4) were administered to the subjects In order
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to determine the academic achievement levefs of these individuzls. The TABE
were also used to Identify the learning deficient Inmates In the sample. As
was stated earlier, all Inmates who scored at or below the fifth grade level
on one or more of the subtests of the TABE were defined as learning defi-
clent, These Indlviduals were then screened further to try to Identify the
nature of this deffclency. Although repeated attempts were made to test all
the iInmates In the sample, the Institutlional I|imitations discussed ear|ler
made this Impossible. A total of 765 Inmates were given the TABE. The re-
sults of these tests are presented In TABLE 4-25 and TABLE 4-26 by rac;,
sex, state, and group.

As can be seen from an Inspection of thest tables, the average grade
levels of the sample on the TABE subtests range from a low of 6.5 to a high
of 7.6. The overall mean (total test scors) represents a grade level equiv=
alent of 6.7. When this Information s compared to the Information on the
highest gradea completed (TABLE 4-13), it can be seen that the inmates .n the
sample, In general, are functioning an average of more thzn three years
below grade level. When one iooks at thls comparison separately for the
learning deficlent and the non-learning deficient Inmates In the sample,
however, It Is clear that the former group accounts for mest of this dif-
ference., The Inmates who were Identifled as learning deficlent are func-
tioning an average of almost five years below thelr highest grade completed
In overall academic achievement. In contrast, the non-learning deficient
group are only an average of two years below grade level.

In addition to the obvious differences between these two groups, It Is
also evident that there are differences In academic achlevement by ethnic

background and by state. Slight sex differences are also found but the mag-
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TABLE 4-25
ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL PLACEMENT

Conceft & hochanics &
Yocabulary Comprehension Computation Problems Expression Spelling

Caucaslan 7.9 8.5 7.6 7.4 7.6 7.9
R N = 316 N = 315 N= 312 N = 309 N = 309 N = 307
A N .
C 6.8 7.0 6.6 5.9 5.7 7.0
E Minority N = 444 N = 443 N = 445 N = 428 N = 421 N = 419
Male 7.0 - 1.5 6.9 6.5 6.2 7.1
S N = 582 N = 582 N = 581 N = 564 N = 562 N = 560
E
X Female 7.4 7.9 7.1 6.8 7.2 8.5
N = 178 N= 176 N = 176 N= 173 N = 168 N = 166
LA 6.6 7.0 6.6 6.0 6.0 7.0
S N = 283 N = 283 N = 282 N = 279 N = 278 N = 278
T
A PA 7.3 7.7 7.0 6.6 6.5 7.3
T N = 299 N = 298 N = 300 N = 284 N = 277 N = 276
E
WA 7.8 7.7 7.0 6.6 6.5 7.3
N = 178 N= 177 N = 175 N= 174 N=175 N = 172
G LDf 5.6 ‘ 5.4 5.5 4,5 5.0 4.5
R N = 319 N = 319 N = 319 N = 319 N = 319 N = 319
0
U NON=-LDf 8.5 9,2 7.9 7.8 8.4 2.0
P N = 447 N = 447 N = 447 N = 447 N = 447 N = 347
TOTAL SAMPLE 7.2 7.6 7.0 6.5 6.5 7.3
N = 760 N = 758 N = 757 N = 737 N = 730 N = 726
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TABLE 4-26

TESTS OF ADULT BASIC EDUCATION-~TOTALS

Reading Total Math Total Total
R
A Caucasion 8.1 7.4 7.3
c N = 317 N = 312 N= 318
E
Minority 6.7 6.7 6.5
N = 445 N = 446 N = 447
Male 7.1 6.7 6.5
S N = 584 N = 582 N = 587
E
X
Female 7.6 6.9 7.0
N =178 N= 176 N= 178
LA 6.6 6.4 6.3
S N = 283 N = 282 N = 283
T
A
T PA 7.3 6.4 6.3
E N = 300 N = 301 N = 303
WA 801 0'03 7.3
N =179 N=175 N=179
LDf 5.4 5.1 4,7
G N =319 N = 319 N = 319
R
0
u NON-LDf 9.2 7.9 8.2
P N = 447 N = 447 N = 447
TOTAL SAMPLE 7.2 6.7




nitude of these doss not appear to be very notable except on the last two
subtests,

An examlnation of the TABE results by ethnic background reveals that
the Caucasian subjects In the sample are achieving a minimum of about one
grade level above the subjects In the other ethnic groups. This finding Is
consistent with natlional figures which Indicate that, on a standardized
achlevement test, white secondary school students performed about one stan-
dard deviation above black students In both reading and math (Dearman &
Plisko, 1981).

The reglional differences which are evident In TABLES 4-25 and 4-26 are
also consistent with national data. [t has been found that the academic
achlevement |evels In the South are generally lower than thos3: In the North-
east and Northwest. [t also should be noted that there may be an Interac-
tion between region and race.

A total of 319 of the 765 sub jects who were glven the Tests of Adult
Basic Educatlon were found to be functloning at the flifth grade level or
belcw on ane or more of the six subtests. This flgure Indlcates that about
42% of the sample are learning deflcient, according to the operational defi-
nition of learning defliclencles utilized In this study. Further screening
was done on these Individuals to try to determine the nature of the defi-
clency. One of the possible explainers of low academic functioning which
was Investigated was overall Intellectual functioning.

The Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale=-Revised
The WAIS-R was used to assess the general abllitles of the Inmates In

the sample. |+ also served the purpose of Identifying the possibly mentally
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retarded inmates. The results of this test are summarized In TABLE 4-27.
Again, Institutional and other factors made It Impossible to administer thls
test to all of the Inmates In the sample, although all realistic attempts
were made to do so. A total of 756 Inmates were given the WAIS-R, an
Individual Intelligence test which takes aprroximately an hour and a half to
administer. The test Is discussed In Chapter ill.

An Inspection of the Information in TABLE 4-27 shows that the average
full scale Intelligence quotient for the sample is approximately 86, with a
standard deviatlon of 12, In general, this means that the sample, as a
whole, scored almost one standard deviation below the national average for
this test (X = 100, s = 16). It Is clear that there are substantial differ-
ences In the scores on the WAIS-R by race, by state, and by group. The data
for the two ethnic groups Indicate that the Caucasians In the sample scored
an average of ten points higher on the total test (Fuil Scale 1Q) than did
the subjects from minority groups. This finding Is consistent with the
findings of the Psychological Corporation, the publishers of the revised
WAIS (Herman, 1982). Irn norming the test nationally, It was found that the
Caucasian subjects had an average Full Scale 1Q of 101.4 while the black
members of the norming group averaged 86.8. The standard deviations for
these two groups were 14.7 and 12.9 respectively. .

The state differences which were found In this study are also supported
by norming data. In general, the South, as a region, scored lower on the
WAIS=R than did the Northeast and the Northwest. The average amount of the
differences was almost four points In Full Scale IQ scores. As in the case

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

an Interaction bstween ethnic background and region which contributes to the
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TABLE 4-27
WECHSLER ADULT INTELLIGENCE SCALE=--REVSED

Verbal 1Q Performance [Q Full Scale [Q

Caucaslan X = 90,8 X = 95,7 X =9,2

R N = 307 s = 13,8 s = 13,8 s = 13,8
A
C

E MInority X=8.3 X =84.6 X =82.1

N = 451 s =05 s = 10,6 s =903

Male X =857 X = 89.4 X = 86,3

S N = 588 s = 12,4 s = 13,2 s = 12,5
E
X

Female X + 85,9 X = 88.0 X = 85,9

=170 s = 11,4 s = 13,0 s = 12,0

LA X = 85,5 X = 84,9 X =81.8

5 d = 316 s =99 s = 11,6 s =9,9
T
A

T PA X = 86,8 X = 89,3 X = 86,9

E N = 247 s = 12,3 s = 13,4 s = 12.7

WA X =91.4 X = 95,6 X =925

N = 195 s = 12,8 s = 12,6 s = 12,4

LDf X =77.6 X = 81.0 X =77.8

G N = 256 s =6,6 s =9,6 s=7,0
R
0

u NON=LDf X =01.5 X =04,6 X =92,1

P N = 379 s = 12.8 s = 13," s = 12,9

X = 85,7 X = 89,1 X = 86.2

TOTAL SAMPLE s = 12,2 s = 13,2 s = 12.4
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magnitude of these differences, both nationally and In this study.

An Inspection of the Information presented In TABLE 4=27 for the learn—
ing deficlient and the non-learning deficient Inmates In the saiple shows
that the latter performed about 14 points above the former on the total
test. This represents a difference of almost one standard deviation. [+ Is
also Interesiing to note that the standard deviation for the learning dafi~-
cient Inmates (7.0) Is substantlally lower than that for the non-|earning
deficlent subjects (12.9), Indicating that there Is considerably less vari=
abllity In the scores of the learning deficient Inmates. ‘Add1i ionally, the
overal! mean for thls group (77.8) Is less than four points above the cut=
off which was used to Identify those subjects who may be mentally retarded
(less than 75).

I+ wust be kept In mind In Interpreting the results of the WAIS-R that
the test does not purport to measure "innate abllity" exclusively, although
this Is one cumponent. A great deal of what the test measures Is related to
educatlonal and cultural background, and scores are not to be viewed as
static. The assumption Is that, given the opportunity to Increase one's ex-
perlentlal horizons, one can, In fact, Improve scores on the WAI5S=R. There-
fore, the results of this test should be considered In conjunction with the
other Information gathered In this study, especially the scores on the TABE,
which Indicate that the Inmates In the sample, In general, are :czdemically
depressed. The correlations between Full Scale 1Q and achievement test
scores are high (.64 for reading; .61 for math), which Is a further indica-
tion that the WAIS-R scores are, to a great ex*ent, a reflection of academic
level,

TABLE 4-28 presents a graph of thu WAIS-R subtest scores by race, sex,
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TABLE 4-28

GRAPH OF WAIS=R SUBTEST SCORES BY GROUP

Yerhal Scale

Scaled Score

20~
19-
18-
17-

Non=LDf

~ Total Sample

- LDf

1= | 1 1 1 1

Infor- Digit Yocabu= Arith- Compre~
natlon Span lary metic henslon

Performance Scale

Scaled Scor 4
20=
19-
18-
17=-
16~
15=
14=
13-
11=
10-

9= = © —e Non=LDf

Similar-
Ities

8- — Total Sample

g _
6~ S ——pf

1= l 1 1 H 1

Plcture Picture Block Ob Ject Diglit

Completion Arrange. Design Assembly  Symbol
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state, and group. All of these scores represent age-normed scaled scores.
The national mean for each subtest Is 10, with a score range from zero to
twenty.

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

Comparisons betwean project and recorded test results. In an attempt
to check the reliability of the standardized tests which were used In this
research, some comparisons were made between the TABE and the WAIS-R results
of achlevement and Intelligence tests which were obtalned from the Institu-
tlonal records. This was done by computing correlations coefflclents be-
tween the varlous palrs of scores. The results of this analysis are sum-
marized In TABLE 4-37. [t can be seen from an Inspection of the Information
presented In this table that the correlations between project results and
recorded data are quite substantial. It Is clear that the WAIS-R Is a bet-
ter predictor of academ!: achievement than the Revised Beta. Correlation
for the WAIS-R range between .61 and .71 while the same correlations for the
Revised beta have a range from .49 to .62. It has been establ|shed (Mack,
1970) that the Revised Beta, although It Is highly correlated with the WA!S

(before the revision) provides a consistent overesiimate of WAIS scores.
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TABLE 4-29

WAIS-R 1Q DISTRIBUTICNS PLOTTED ON NORMAL DISTRIBUTION BY RACE

Caucaslan
Verbal [Q

128

~ Minority
Verbal [Q

Q= | |

Performance [Q

60~

. 55

50-
45~

0= ] L1

0= L1 1




TABLE 4-20
WAIS-R 1Q DISTRIBUTIONS PLOTTED ON NORMAL DISTRIBUTION (BY SEX)

Males Females
;erbal 1Q ;erbal 1Q

60- 60-
33~ 55-
50- 50-
45-
40-
35-

25-
20~
15-
10-
5
1. L1 1

Performance 1Q




TABLE 4-31 |
WAIS-R 1Q DISTRIBUTIONS "LOTTED ON NORMAL DISTRIBUTION (BY STATE)

Louisiana 1

Verbal 1Q Performance [Q
60~ 60- 1
35= 55-
50~ 50-
45- 45- 1
40- 40-
35= 35-
30~ 30~ 1
25- 25-
20- - 20=
15- 15-
10= 10- ]
5= 5=
Q= | 0= I

Pennsy|vanla J
Verbal [Q Performance [Q
60~ 60~ ]
55 55=
30~ 50~
45- 45-
40~ 40~
35= 35-
30- 30~
25- 25-
20- 20~
15= 15-
10- 10-
5= 5=
0= L1 1 ] 0= | I N N

Washington
Verbal I1Q Performance [Q
60- 60~
55= 55
50~ 50~
45- 45-
40- 40-
35~ 35
30~ 30~
25~ 25-
20~ 20~
15- 15~
10- 10-
5= 5=
0= 0= I N N T




TABLE 4~31 (Continued)

Loulsiana
;ull Scale 1Q

60~
55-
50-
45~
40~
35~
30~
25~
20~
15-
10-
L
0= | L1

Pennsylvania

Full Scale IQ

Washington
;ull Scale 1Q

60~
55=
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TABLE 4~32

WAIS-R 1Q DISTRIBUTIONS PLOTTED ON NORMAL DISTRIBUTION (BY GROUP)

Learning Deficient Non-Learning Deficient
Verbal [Q Verbal [Q
s $
60- 60~
55- 55=-
50- 50-
45~ 45~
40- 40-
35= 35=
30- 30-
25- 25~
20- 20-
15~ 15=
10- 10-
5= 5=
0= I 13 N N S T '
Performance {Q Performance [Q
60- 60-
5= 55-=
50- 50-
45~ 45~
40- 40~
35= 35=
30- 30- .
25- 25~
20- 20-
15= 15=
10- 10-
5= 5=
.3 L1 1 | 0= i I 1 1
Full Scale IQ Full Scale 1Q
s s
60- 60~ ‘
55~ 55= |
50- 50- |
45- 45~ |
40~ 40- |
35= 35=
30- 30-
25~ 25-
20- © 20=- |
15= 15-
10- 10-
2 2 1
0= | | | o= | . 1t 1
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TABLE 4-33
WAIS-R DISTRIBUTIONS PLOTTED ON NORMAL DISTRIBUTION (TOTAL SAMPLE)
Vertal Scale IQ
fo-

50~
45-

Full Scale 1Q
 J

60~
55-
50~
45-
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l
TABLE 4-34 l
PERCENTAGES FOR WAIS=R INTERVALS
VERBAL 1Q l
I
Below Above
70 70-79  80-89 90-109 110-119 120-129 130 l
Normal 22 6.7 16.1  50.0 16.1 6.7 2.2

Distribution I
Caucas!an 2.3 22.5 26.4  38.1 6.2 4.6 0 l
MInor ity 4.7  41.0  33.0 20.3 9 2 0 ' I

Males 3.9  33.6  30.7  26.1 3.4 2.2 0
l

Females 2.9 32.9 28.8 32.4 1.8 1.2 0
|

LA 6.3 465  28.8  17.1 1.0 .3 0
PA 3.2 28.7  34.4  27.1 4.5 2.0 0 l
WA 0 181 27.5  45.1 4.7 4.7 0 l
LDf 75 6.7 2355 6.3 0 0 0 ' l
Nom-LDf 3153 315 442 4.7 4.0 0 l
Total 3.5 33,6  30.4  27.6 3.1 2.0 0 I
|
l
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TABLE 4~-35
PERCENTAGES FOR WAIS=R INTERVALS
PERFORMANCE 1Q

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

Normal| 2.2 6.7 16.1 50.0 16.1 6.7 2.2

Distribution

Caucasian 1.6 12.1 17.9  52.1 12.4 2.9 o7

Minority 6.0 29.5 33.0 24,5 1.8 0 0

Males 3.9 22.5 25.9  40.1 6.0 1.4 3
33.5 6.5 1.2 0
31.0 1.9 .6 0
33.6 7.3 2.0 0
45,1 4,7 1.2 .8
57.4 113 2.6 0
52.7 9.5 2.4 o3
38.7 6.1 1.3 o3




TABLE 4-36

PERCENTAGES FOR WAIS=R [NTERVALS

FULL SCALE 1Q
Below Above
70 70-79 80-89 90-109 110-119 120-129 130
Normal 2.2 6.7 16.1  50.0 16.1 6.7 2.2
Distribution
Caucasian 5.4 39.9  40.8  18.5 J 2 3
Minority 4.7 41.0 33.0 20.3 .9 2 0
Males 3.6 31.4 32.4 28.0 2.6 1.9 2
Females 4.7 27.6 35.9  27.1 3.5 1.2 0
LA 6.3 40.8 33.9 18.4 o3 3 0
PA 2.0 31.2 35.2  25.1 4.1 2.0 .4
WA 2.1 13.0 29.5  46.6 5.2 1.0 0
LDf 7.8 60.0 ' 26.7 5.5 0 0 0
Non=LDf 3 1.9 35.7  43.6 4.8 3.4 3
Total 3.7 30.6 33.3  27.8 2.8 1.7 ol
136
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TABLE 4~37
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN 1Q AND ACHIEVEMENT
(PROJECT AND RECORDS)

TABE TABE Other Other
Reading Math Readlng Math

WALS-R .70 64 61 .68 o1

Revlised
Beta 54 .49 55 «62

TABE
ReadIng .76 72 <59
TABE
Math 54 .67
Other
Reading 71

Note: All correlations are significant at the .001 level




This was the finding In the study as well, as the Information summarized In
TABLE 4-3% Indicates.

The TABE and *the WAIS-R were used to Identify those inmates In the
sample who elther had Indications of learning deficliencies or of mental re-
tardation. These Individuals were then scheduled for further screening with
elther the Mann~Suiter Learning Disabilities Screening Tests or the Adaptive
Behavior Checklist. TABLE 4-39 summarizes this Information. Chi Square
tests for significance were performed to determine whether there were sta-
tistically siyu’ficant differences by race, sex, or state. It should be
noted that the pa-centages given for learning deficienclies represent percen—
tages of those Individuals In a glven catcgory who took the TABE and the
percentages given for mental retardation represent pasrcentages of those who
were administered the WAIS=R. [t can be seen from an Inspection of the In-
formation in this table that there are significant differences in the Inci-
dence of learning deficiencies In all three categories and in Indications of
menta' retardation both by race and by state.

The direction of each of these differences Is agaln consistent with
national differences by race and by region. Some possible exp'anations of
these differences are discussed in the final chapter of this report. Suf-
fice It to say at this point that the "ssue of Instrument blas needs to be
Investigated for both the TABE and the WA!S-R before solld conclusions can
be drawn about the significance of these dlfferences.

Ihe Mann=-Sulter Learning Disabllitles Screening Tests

Certaln subtests of the Mann-Sulter Learning Disabilities Screening

Tests were administered to tho.e Inmates In the sample *ho were Identifled

as 'sarning deficlient on the basis of thelr scores on the TABE. As was the
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TABLE 4-38
COMPARISON OF WAIS=R FULL SCALE 1Q SCORES
WITH REVISED BETA SCORES

WAIS=R Revised Beta
Mean N Mean N
R Caucaslan 92.2 307 97.0 318
A
Cc
E Minority 82.1 449 86.8 422
Male 86.3 586 91.2 652
S
E
X Female 8%.9 170 90.9 88
S LA 81.3 x5 85.0 216
T —
A
T PA 86.9 247 89.0 255
E
WA 92.5 193 98.2 269
G
R LDf 77 .8 256 8.0 200
N
J
P NON=-LDf 92.1 379 . 97.5 296
TOTAL SAMPLE 86.2 756 91.2 740
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TABLE 4-39

INDICATIONS OF LEARNING DEFICIENCIES AND MENTAL RETARDATION

Learning Deficliencies

Mental Retardation

N ’* N ’**
R Caucasian 83 26 27 9
A
C
E Minurity 222 54 82 20
2 2
Chi Square Test X = 55,37 (p = .000) X =15.84 ( p = ,000)
for Race 1 1
Male 209 44 85 15
S
E
X Female 47 30 26 15
2 2
Chi Square Test X =837 (p= .,004) X = ,020 (p = .888)
for Sex 1 y 1
S LA 127 48 75 24
T
A
T PA 89 42 29 12
E
WA 40 25 7 4
2 2
Chl Square Test X =22,5 (p= .000) X = 41,31 (p = .000)
for State 2 2

* Percent of those 'n a glven catagory who took the TABE

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

It Is Important to note that the scoring criteria which were used In
Identifying those Inmates with potential problems on the subtests of the
Mann-Suiter were based on recommendations for children. Even so, It can be
seen that 82% of those tested showed evidence of problems In one or more of
the subtests. The areas In which the most errors wers made were the Visual
Motor Test, Visual Closure, Auditory Discrimination, and Auditory Closure.
Caution must be taken In Interpreting the results of these tests and It must
be kept In mind that they were designed for screening rather than diagnostic
purposes. All that can be accurately stated Is that they provide an
Indication that problems may exist and that dlagnostic process would be
appropriate to determine the specific nature and extent of these problems.

Keeping these cautions in mind, It can be said that there Is evidence
to Indicate that as many as 25§ of those Inmates who were administered the
Tests of Adult Baslc Education have some symptoms of a speclfic learning
disability. TABLE 4-41 and TABLE 4-42 summarize these results from a
slightly different perspective. The first of these presents the numbers
and percentages of Individuals, by race, sex, and state, who, based on the
Mann-Sulter subtest scores, showed Indications of either visual or audlitory
problems. These figures represent those Inmates who had problems on one or
more of the visual subtests or on one or more of the auditory subtests. The

percentages are based on the total number of Individuals In a given category
141
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TABLE 4-40

MANN-SUITER LEARNING DISABILITIES SCREENING TEST

Problems No Problems
Test N < N <
Visual Motor 101 42 .62 136 57.38
Visual
Discrimination 2 .84 235 99.15
Visual Closure
Part A 8 2,39 228 96.61
Visual Closure
Part B Level 1 15 6.40 220 93.63
Visual Closure
Part B Level 2 26 11.9 209 88.93
Visual Closure
Part B Level 3 44 18.75 191 81.27
Visual Closure
Part B Level 4 62 26,39 173 73.62
Visual Memory 35 14 .83 201 85.17
Audltory
Discrimination 20 8.53 215 91.49
Part A
Auditory
Discrimination 77 32.63 159 67.386
Part B
Auditory Closure 135 57.68 99 42,31
Auditory Memory 38 16.08 198 83.99
Any One or
More Tests 192 81.70 43 18,30

142




TABLE 4-41
INDICATIONS OF V!SUAL AND AUDITORY DEFICITS

Visual Auditory
N $ N %
R Caucasian 24 40 36 59
A N =61
c
E )
Minoritv 69 41 125 75
N =169
2 2
Chl Square Test X =0 (p=1,00) X =4,66 (p=,031)
for Race 1 1
Y, male 72 43 123 74
N = 168
S
E
X Female 12 41 20 69
N =20
2 2
Chl Square Test X =0 (p=1.,00) X = ,089 (p= .766)
for Sex 1 1
LA 54 54 79 81
S N =100
T
A
T PA 16 23 44 62
E N=T1
WA 14 50 20 71
N =28
2 2
Chi Square Test X =16.57 (p = .000) X =7,92 (p=.,000)
for State 2 2

Note: Not all subjects completed all subtests




TABLE 4-42

INDICATIONS OF SPECIFIC SKILL DEFICITS - MANN-SUITER

Discrimination Closure Memory
Skills Skills Skilts
N ] N ) N ]
Caucaslan 23 38 17 28 24 39
R N = 61
A
c .
z Minority 63 38 51 30 38 23
N= 169

2 2 2
Chl Square Test X =0 (p=1.00) X =,011 ( p=.R2) X =5,64 (p=.02)
1

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

S

E

X Female 14 48 7 24 10 35
N=29

2 2 2
Chl Square Test X =,912 (p=.34) X =,414 (p=,52) X =,420 (p=.52)

for Sex
LA 41 42 39 39 27 27
S N= 100
T -
A
T PA 19 27 14 20 15 21
E N=7
WA 16 57 8 29 13 46
N =28

2 2 2
Chl Square Test X =8,70 (p=.01) X =6.77 (p=.03) X =6.43 (p=.04)
for State 2 2 2

Note: Not all subjects completed all| subtests

144

157




who were administered the Mann-Su;ter Learning Disabi!ities Screening Tests.

A Chi Square Test of Significance Is reported for each classification (race,
sex, and state).

An examination of the tests for significant differences Indicates that,
In the visual area, there are no race or sex differences, but there are slg-
nifirzant state differences. |In the area of auditory skills, significant
differences are seen both for race ancd for state, with a substantially
larger percentage of the minority group subjects and a larger percentage of
the Inmates from Loulsiana showing evidence of auditorv problems. In all
falrness, It Is felt that at least some of these differences are at-
tributable to dlalectic variations, since the tests draw heavily on standard
English.

The Information In TABLE 4-42 presents the results of the Manr~Sulter
Learning Disabllities Screening Tests by specific skill areas. These flig=-
ures rep}esenf combinations of the auditory and visual discrimination tests,
the auditory and visual closure tests, and the auditory and visual memory
tests. The only significant race differences which were found were In the
area of memory skills. It Is felt that these differences are largely due to
differences In learned language skills, There were no significant sex dif-
ferences found In any of these three areas but there were clear differences
among the states. One possible expianation of these state differences re-
lates to the differential ethnic breakdowns of the sample in the three
states. |t has already been suggested that there may be some indicatlion of
racial bias In the TABE. Since the administration of the Mann-Suiter was
based on TABE results, It Is likely that the process used to identify the

learning deficlent Inmates was somewhat more accurate for the Caucasian sub-
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Jects than for the minority subjects. This Issue Is discussed In greater
detall In Chapter V. In general, great care should be taken 1in Inter-
preting these results. The Mann-Sulter Tests are screening rather than
diagnostic tests and, at best, one can only say that they provide indica-
tions of the need for further and more intensive testing In the area of
specific learning disabilities among prison inmates.

The Adaptive Behavior Checklist

The results of the Adaptive Behavior Checklist (a modification of the
MM Adaptive Behavior Scale—institutional Version) are present in TABLE 4-
43 and TABLE 4-44. As was stated earlier, this checklist was primarily used
to address the Issue of adaptive behavior as a component of mental retarda=
tion. It was glven to those inmates In the sample who recelved a WAIS-R
Full Scale 1Q below 75. Of the eligible subjects, a total of 77 were Inter-
viewed to ascertain thelr adaptive skiils. A structured Interview was used
In an effort to control for sources of error due to the lack of interrater
rellability. 1In addition, Initial ratings were recorded by twn separate
raters simultaneously. |t was found that the Impressions of the two raters
were elther Identical or were within one point in either direction on the
rating scale. A detalled discussion of the Adaptive Behavior Checklist can
be found In Chapter |1l and a copy of the Checklist Is Included In the
Appendix.

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

the checklist of 14 or more, which was the cutoff point used to determine
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TABLE 4-43

ADAPT IVE BEHAVIOR CHECKL IST RESULTS - TOTAL SAMPLE

| tem No to Miid to

No Mild Mild Severe Sevare

Problems Probl ems Probl ems Probl ems Probl ems
Independent N = 56 N=19 N=29 N=2 N=0
Functioning 73% 13% 12% 3% 0%
Physical N = 69 N=7 N=1 N=20 N=20
Devel opment 90% 9% 1% ) 4 ) 4
Writing N =26 N=19 N=14 N=7 N=10
Skills 34% 25% - 18% 0% 13%
Verbal N=52 N=20 N=5 N=0 N=0
Skills 67% _ 26% 6% 0% 0%
Sel f= N = 47 N =18 N= 11 N=1 N=20
Directici 61% 234 14% 1% 0%
Respons |- N = 48 N=19 N=9 N=1 N=0
billty 62% 25% 12¢ 1% 0%
Social 1za=- N = 46 N =20 N=9 N=2 N=20
tion Skliils 60% 26% 12¢ 39 0%
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TABLE 4-44
ADAPTIVE BEHAYIOR CHECKL IST RESULTS

TOTAL SCORE
Cumul ative
Score Frequency Percent Percent I
7 16 21,05 21.05
8 1" 14,47 35.53 I
9 8 10.33 46.05 I
10 10 13.16 59.21
1 7 9.21 68.42 l
12 6 7.89 76.32
13 2 2.63 78.95 I
14 4 5.26 84.21 I
16 1 1.32 85.53
17 2 2.63 88.16 I
19 3 3.95 92,11 I
20 2 2.63 94,74 .
21 2 2.63 97.37 l
23 1 1.32 . 98.68
25 1 1.32 100.00 l
TOTAL 76 100.00 100.00 I
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clear adaptive behavior deficits., TABLE 4-44 presents the frequencies of
scores. A score of seven Indicates that the individual did not appear to
have any problems In the areas assessed and a score of 35 would Indicate
severe problems In all seven areas.
Re)atlonships Among the Variables
As was stated earller, the questions of relationships among the
variables were addressed by means of muitiple regression techniques. Al=
though the original ITst of possible predictor variables was quite exten—
sive, Inconsistent reporting procedures and lack of avallable Information
caused this |ist to be pared considerably. For example, much of the Infor-
mation on participation In academic and vocational education programs was
simply rut avallable In most Institutions. Other predictors, such as the
primary language spoken In the home and the number of siblings, were only
used to provide descriptive data. As was noted previously, a number of
multiple level variables were also collapsed Into dichotomous categories.
In the final analysis, the following variables were used as Independent
variables In the multiple regression analy;es:
1. Demographic and Background Variables
a. Age (con*inuous)
b. Ethnic background (dichotomous)
c. Sex (dichotomus)
d. Primary source of Income prior to Incarceration (dlchotomous)
e. Incldence of physical problems (dichotomous)
f. Family background (dichotomous)
g. Childhood problems (dichotomous)

h. Highest grade completed (continuous)

149




2. Criminal Justice Variables
a. Number of offenses (continuous)
b. Type of offenses (continuous}
C. Maximum sentence (continuous)
d. Prior Institutionalization (dlchotomous)
A total of twelve (12) multiple regression aralyses were performed.
The first four of these were done using the demographic and background vari-
ables as predictors of both academic achievement and intelligence. Two
analyses were performed for the entire sample and two additional analyses
were done separating the learning deficient and the non-learning deficient
Inmates In the sample. It should be noted that all analyses which were done
for the learning deficient and the non-learning deficient Inmates ut!!ized
the total TABE score as the dependent variable. WAIS=R scores were not used
because of the problems which would have aclsen due to range restriction.
The range of scores for the former group was from a rull Scale IQ of 62 to
106, whereas the range for the latter group was from 67 to 135. Because of
this, It was felt that any significance found would have been very difflcult
to explain.

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

one, almost any predictors can be statistically significant, although they
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may not be very highly correlated with the dependent varlabie and may add
virtually nothing to the power of the equation. It was felt that by exam-
ining sub-groups of potential predictors fl'st, the best predictors from
each subset could be more clearly Identifled. All regression analyses were
done through the Statistical Package for the Soclal Sclences (SPSS) Regres-
sion program (Nie, Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrenner, & Bent, 1975). SPSS step-
wise Incluslion procedures were used.

The first multiple regression analysis was used to Identify the nature
of the relationships between the demégraphlc and background variables |isted
earlier and academic achlevement level, as measured by the Tests of Adult
Basic Education. The results of this analysis are summarized In TABLE 4-45.
It can readily be seen from an examination of thls table that both the high-
est grade completed and ethnic background were found to be significant pre-
dictors of achievement at the .001 level of significanco. The variable,
highest grade completed, which entered the equztion In step 1 of the analy-
sis, accounted for about 12% cf the variance In academic achievement |evel
(RZ = ,12357) and the ethnic background of the Inmate Sccounfed for an addi-
tional 108 (RZ change = .10228). The combination of these two varlables can
be used to explain almost 23% of the variance In the total TABE scores. It
Is also clear that these two variables are the only significant predictors
In the analysis. The addition of the other five variables (none of which
were significant even at the .05 level) only Increases the RZ by a total of
.00593, or about one-half of one percent.

The second multiple regression analysis was performed using these same
Independent variables to predict the WAIS=R Full Scale Q. The recults of

this analysls are presented In TABLE 4-46. Once agaln, I+ can be seen that
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TABLE 4-45
SUMMARY TABLE = MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS
DEPENDENT VARIABLE - TOTAL TABE SCORE

Independent F to Multiple R2

Step  Varlable Enter R R2 Change

1 Highest Grade 97,986 % 35152 12357 .12357
Comp| eted

2 Eihnlc 91.687%% .47523 22584 .10228
Background

3 PhysIcal 3.534 .47934 22977 .00393
Prob| ems

4 Source of 1.108 .48053 23100 .00123
| ncome

5 Sex 392 .48108 . 23144 .00044

6 Childhood .166 .48127 23162 .00018
Problems

7 Age 13 .48143 23178 .00015

Note: F-level of tolerance level was Insufficient for the variable famlly
background to be sntered Into the regression analysis.

%% gignificart at the .001 level

152




TABLE 4-46

SUMMARY TABLE = MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS
DEPENDENT VARIABLE = FULL SCALE 1Q

Independent Multiple Ré
S*ap  Varlable F ~ R R2 Change

Ethnic 125.066%* .39196 .15363 .15363

Background

Highest Grade 93.078%* .50447 25449 .10086

Compl eted

Age 49 ,547%% 55164 30464 .05015

Fanlly 17.426%% «56733 .32187 .01723

Background

Sex 9.825% 57572 33145 .00959

Physical .705 «57632 33214 .00069

Probl ems

Childhood .449 57670 33258 .00044

Probl ems

Source of «335 57698 33291 .00033

I ncome

*¥* signiflcant at the .001 level

* significant at the .05 level
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the best predictors were ethnic background and highest grade completed.
These two variables combined accounted for about 25% of the variance In [Q
(R = ,25449). n this analy.'s, however, three additional variables vere
found to be significant, age and family background at the .001 level and sex
at the .05 level., The age of the subject added 5§ to the strength of the
prediction equation (RZ change = ,05015). Famlly background contributed
1.72% and the sex of the I..lvidual Increased the R2 by about 1$. The com-
bination of all five of these variables can be used to explain 33% of the
variance In full scale Intelligence quotisnt. It Is clear that the addition
of the other three varlables adds |It+tle to the strengrh of the prediction
(R2 change = .(0146).

One of the purposes of thls research was to determine whether the na-
ture of the relationships between background characteristics and academic
achievement dlffered for the learning deficient and the non-learning defi-
clent Inmates In the sample. In order to address this question, separate
regression analyses were performed for these +wo groups. The dependent
varlable was the total TABE score. Inmates were Identlfied as learning
deficlent If they scored 2t or below the fifth grade level on any one or
combination of TABE subtests.

The results of these analyses are summarized in TABLE 4-47 and TABLE 4-
48. Although the highest grade completed was agaln significant In both of
these analyses, it Is clear fhaf.fhe nature of the relationships Is, In gen=-
erai, qulte different. The best predictor for the learning deficient In-
mates was hlghest grade completed. |f one looks at the Rz, however, It can
be seen that this varlable oniv explains about 3% of the varlance In

academic achievement (RZ = ,03305), The addition of the only other statls-
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TABLE 4-47

SUMMARY TABLE = MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS

DEPENDENT VARIABLE - TOTAL TABE

LEARNING DEFICIENT

Independent Multiple RZ

Step Varlable F R R2 Change

1 Highest Grade 9.708% .18180 .03305 .03305
Comp | eted

2 Physical 5.082% «22385 .05011 .01706
Prob!l ems

3 Ethnic 1.173 «23681 .05608 .00597
Background

4 Source of 1.877 «24968 06234 .00626
I ncome

5 Sex J15 25310 .06406 .00!72

6 Ch1ldhood 227 «25460 .06482 .00076
Problems

7 Age .181 «25580 .06543 .00061

8 Family .033 25602 .06554 .00011
Background

* signlficant at the .05 level




TABLE 4-48
SUMMARY TABLE - MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS
DEPENDENT VARIABLE = TOTAL TABE SCORE
NON=LEARN ING DEF ICIENT

Independent Multiple R2

Step  Variable F R RZ Change

1 Ethnlic 72 .200%+ 38737 .15006 15006
Background

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

3 Sex 1.752 .49995 24995 .00323

4 Famlly 1.041 50186 25186 .00192
Background

5 Sou ze of 655 50306 25307 .00121
Incwie

6 Chlldhood .629 50422 25423 .00116
Prob!ems

7 Age ' .400 .50495 .25497 .00074

8 Physical 221 50535 25538 .00041
Probl ems

# significant at the .001 level

156

16,




tically significant variable, Incldence of physical problems, added less
than 2% to the strength of the prediction (R2 change = .01706) and, In gen-
eral, 1t Is evident that none of these varlables contribute much In an at-
tempt to explain academic achlevement level for this group (total RZ =
.06554) .

When these results are contrasted with the results of the same analysls
for the non-learning deficient Inmates, the differences are dramatic. The
total R2 for this equation Is .25538, Indicating that this cc-..natlon of
variables can explain more than 25% of the variance In achievement. Ethnic
background accounted for 15% of this variance and highest grade completed
explained an additional 10%. The other six variables, none of which are
statistically significant, only Increased the R2 by .00866, less than 1%.
The Indication Is that, although these particular variables are useful In
explaining academic achievement for the non-learning deficient Inmates In
the sample, they do not contribute much to the explanation of achievament
among Inmates with learning deficlencles.

The second major step In the muitiple regression aralysis was to run
all four of the previous analyses using the criminal Justice variables as

the predictors. The first of these analyses was designed to examine the

nature of the relationship between the criminal Justice data for the entire
sample and the total scores on the TABE. The results of this analysis are
summarized In TALL7 4-49. Two of the predictors, type of offenses and maxi-
mum sentence, were found to be significant at the .05 level. It siould be
noted, however, that the RZ assoclated with this analysis Is not par-
ticularly Impressive (total RZ = ,01630). In fact, the combination of these

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

Independent Mul t+iple Ré

Step  Varlable F R R2 Change

1 Type of 5.839% .08956 .00802 .00802
Offenses

2 Max [ mum 5.125% 12257 .01502 00700
Sentence

3 Number of .888 12743 .01624 .00121
Of fenses

4 Prior .04624 .12768 .01630 .00006
Institution

* signlflicant at the .05 level




academic achievement., The two significant variables only account for about
1.5% of tha variance,

The second analysis In this group examined the relationship between
Full Scale IQ and the criminal Jjustice variables. Agaln, an Inspection of
the results of this analysis In TABLE 4-50 shows that, although the maximum
sentence Is a s*atistlcally significant predictor of IQ at the .001 level,
Its contribution only accounts for about 4% of the variance (RZ2 = .03797),
and the combination of all four variables does not Increase the R2 by much
(total RZ = ,03903)., The statistical signiflcance of these variables is
most |lkely a functlon of the large sample size.

The criminal Justice variables were then examined to determine whether
the nature of the relatlonships was different for the iearning deficient and
the non-learning deficlent Inmates. The results of these analyses are sum-
marized In TABLE 4-51 and TABLE 4-52. Again It can be seen that the results
of these analyses Indicate that the relationships differ between the two
groups. The analysis for learning deflclent Individuals Indicates that none
of the criminal justlce variables were found to he significant at the .05
level. The only variable which was found to be significant In predicting
academic achlevement for the non-learning deficient Inmates In the sample
was the maximum sentence. It should be noted, however, that this variable
only accounted for about 1.5% of the variance In th: total TABE scores.
In general, none of the criminal Justice variables apjear to be very useful
as predictors of elther WA!S-R or TABE scores, In |ight of the fact that
the maximum sentence was found to be statistically significant In three of
the four analyses (even though It 11d not contribute a great deal to the RZ)

It was Included In the overall analyses.
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TABLE 4-50
SUMMARY TABLE = MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS
DEPENDENT VARIABLE = FULL SCALE 1Q

Independent Multiple RE

Step  Varlable F R RZ Change

1 Max | mum 28.178%% .19485 .03797 .03797
Sentence

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

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

4 Prine .090 .19757 .03903 .00012
Institution

*%* gignificant at the .001 level




TABLE 4-51
SUMMARY TABLE - MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS
DEPENDENT VARIABLE - TOTAL TABE SCORE
LEARNING DEF ICIENT

independent Multiple Y4

Step  Varlable F* R R2 Change

1 Number of «353 .03445 .00119 .00119
Offenses

2 Type of .129 .04025 .00162 .00043
Offenses

3 Prior .040 .04191 00176 .00014
Institution

4 Max | mum .022 .04280 .00183 .00008
Sentence

* no slgnificance found

161




TABLE 4-52
SUMMARY TABLE - MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS
DEPENDENT VARIABLE - TOTAL TABE SCORE
NON-LEARN ING DEFICIENT

Independent Multiple RE

Step  Varlable F R R2 Change

1 Max[mrm 6.206% .12024 .01446 .01446
Sentence

2 Numbor of 2,723 .14415 .02078 .00632
Offonses

3 Type of 1.081 .15620 . .02329 .00251
Of fenses

4 Prior 7127 .15803 .02497 .00169
Institution

* no signlficance found
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The final set of regression analyses was performed using the variables
which were found to be statistically significant from the first two sets of
analyses., These variables were the following: Highest grade completed;
Ethnic background; Incidence of physical problems; Maximum sentence; Sex,
and Age. Again, four analyses were done. The first of these Investigated
the relationship between the variables |isted above and the total TABE
scores of the Individuals In the sample. The results of this analysis are
presented In TABLE 4-53. It Is clear from this table that the only
variables which are statistically significant are the highest grade
completed and the ethnic background of the Inmate. These two sariables ac-
count for a total of 22.5f of the varlance In academic achlevement, as
measured by the Tests of Adult Basic Education. The addition of the other
five variables adds less than 1% to the explanatory power of the equation.
This finding should not be surprising since, in attempting to predict
academic achlevement from each of the subsets of Independent variables,
ethnic baciground and highest grade completed contributed far m~re than did
the maximum sentence Information.

TABLE 4-54 summarizes the results of the multiple regression analysls
which was performed to try to determine the relationship of these Indepen-
dent variables to the WAIS-R Full Scale IQ. In this analysis, six of the
seven variables were found to be significant, five at the .001 level of sig=-
nificance and one at the .05 level. The only variable which was not found
to be significant was the Incidence of physical problems. This could have
been anticipated since the only equation In which this particular variable
was significant was the equation In which tie total TABE score was being

examined for the learning deficient Inmates In the sample. The combination
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TABLE 4-53

SUMMARY TABLE - MULTIFLE REGRESSION ANALY3!S

DEPENDENT VARIABLE - TOTAL TABE SCORE

Independent Maltiple [

Step  Variable F R R2 Change

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

2 Ethnlic 88.781 % .47448 22513 .09999
Background

3 Physical 3.814 .47897 22941 .00428
Problems

4 max Imum 2,233 .48157 23191 .00250
Sentence

5 Sex TR 48249 «23280 .00089

6 Age .015 48251 23282 »00002

** gignificant at the .001 level
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TAELE 4-54
SUMMARY TABLE - MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS
DEPENDENT VARIABLE - FULL SCALE 1Q

Independent Multiple 73

Step  Varlable F R RZ Change

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

2 Highest Grade YL 263%% .50438 25440 .10087
Comp | eted

3 Age 48,424 %% 55127 «30390 .04950

4 Family 16.,939%% .56641 «32082 0162
Background

5 Max I mum 15.010%% 5723 «33551 L1469
Sentence

6 Sex <.820% «58655 «34404 .0853

7 Physical <796 58721 .34481 .00077
Pr-oblems

#* significant at the .001 level

* significant at the .05 level
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of the other six variables Is seen to account for 34% of the varlance iIn
Full Scale iQ. It should be noted, however, that most ~f this variance
(30%) Is again explained by the combination of ethnic background and highest
grade completed.

An examination of the Information presented In TABLE 4-55 (learning
deficlen: Inmates) and TABLE 4-56 (non-learning deflcient Inmates) indicates
that, once again, the relationsi.ips among ttese varlables for the two groups
differ greatly. Clearly, the best predictor of academ’~ achievement for the
learning deficle group Is tue highost grads completed. In fact, thls
variable was found to be the only significant predictor. In splite of Its
statistical cignficance, however, thls variable only accounts for less than
5% of the variance In the total TABE scores for this qroup, and, overall,
the combination of these seven variable: ‘an only be used to explalin about
8% of this variance.

The Information which Is summarized In TABLE 4-56, on the other hand,
Indicates that this combInation of vurlables accounts for over 24% of the
variance In totr| TABE scores for the non-learning deficlent Inmates In the
sample. The two statistically signiflicant variables, Ethnlc Background and
Highest Grade Comp!eted, explain 23% of the variance In academic achleve~
men”. It Is difficult to conJecture why these dlfferences ex'<t so consis~
tently between these two groups. The Indicatio: Is that this particular set
of variables, including all those investigated In prior analyses, have |'=
tle relationship to academi~ achievement levels for the learning deficient
Inmates In the sampie.

There are several possible statistical lssue; which could help to ex~

plain these fl.dIngc. Of “hose Investigated, wowever, none appear to have
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TABLE 4-55

SUMMARY TABLE - MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS

DEPENDENT VARIABLE - TOTAL TABE SCORE

LEARNING DEFICIENT

— mr

Independent F tc Multiple

Step  Varlable Enter R R2 Chanye

1 Highes* Grade 11.730%# .21893 .04793 .04793
Comp | eted

2 Physical 3,763 25125 .06313 .01520
Problems

3 Age 1.622 «26393 .06966 .00653

4 Tthnic 912 +27080 .07333 .00367
Background

5 Sax .889 27734 07692 .00358

6 Family 528 28116 .07905 .00213
Background

7 Max Imum .057 28157 .07328 .00023
Sentence

** sl alficant at the .0G1 lavel

* significant at the .05 level
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TABLE 4-56

SUMMARY TABLE - MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS

DEPENDENT VARIABLE - TOTAL TABE SCORE

NON-LEARNING DEFICIENT

Independent F to Multiple R<
Stsp  Varlable Enter R 2 Change

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

2 Highest Grade 43,099%% .48168 «23202 .09622
Completed

3 Max !mum 3.655 .49002 24011 .00810
Sentence

4 Physical 1.654 49373 «24377 .00366
Prob | ems

5 Sex 671 «49524 24526 .00149

6 Family «557 «49648 24649 00123
Background

Note: F-level or tolerance level was Insufficlent for vhe variable age to
be entered Into the regression-analysis,

* significant at the .001 levei

* sign’- 4t at the .05 level




had a noticeable effect on these analyses. The problem of range restriction
was discussed trliefly ear'ler In this chapter. When a sample Is cut up Into
groups, based on scores on a gliven criterion variable, what can occur Is
that the range of scores becomes more |Iimited for one group than for the
other. This was found to be the case with the WAIS-R. In the case of the
TABE, however, group identificat!ion was based on scores on one or more sub-
tests, rather than the total score, thus leading to more potential vari-
ability In the total score :-anges for the learning deficient group. In or-
der to check for the possibility of range res*riction, the ranges of scores
were visuazlly Inspected for botir the learning jeficient and the non-learning
deficlent Inmates In the sample. It was found that the range for the former
group was from 12 to 270, a clear Indication that the !ssue of range re-
striction was not Impacting on these analyses.

Another statistlical conslderation which could have an effect on the
results of the multiple regression analyses Is the possible Impact of out-
llers In the deperdent variables. In genetol, however, the large sample
slzes In tnese analyses would minimize any such effect. A final statistical
issue which was Investigated was the possible Influence of samples which are
not very heterogenoous with respect to one or more of the Independent vari-
ables. [t has already beenr mentioned that the ethnic breakdown of ths
learning deficient inmates was notably differsnt from that of the non-learn-
Ing deficlent subjects. In order to ascertain whether the ethnic bi-eakdown
was related to the lack of significance for this varlable In the regression
analyses for the learning deficlent Inmates, the split for this group was
Investigated to see to what extent It |Imited the possible correlation be-

tw~en race and achlevement. [t was found that, In fact, the effect of this
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breakdown was Insignificant and, therefore, this statlistical consideration
wias also eliminated In attempts to explaln tho differences In the relation-
ships for these two groups.

In summary, none of the possible statistical explanation- were found to
be appropriate In explaining the differing nature of the relationships for
the learning deficient and the non~learning deficlent Inmates In the sample.
In the absence of other Information It Is not possible, within the con-
straints of this research study, to accurately state what Is accounting for
these findings. :

Summary

The Issues ralsed and the research questions which fol lowed and which
were stated in Chapter [l| are presented again here. The results of the
analyses are presented in summary as they relate to these questions.

1. |s there any Indication of systematic bias Introduced ac a result of the
voluntary nature of this research?

While *here was no substantial difference between the participants on
the basis of ethnlic group, there was a slight blas In both Intelligence test
scores and math achlevement leve!s. In both of these cases the non-partici-
pants scored slightly lower than the particlpants. The Indications are,
therefore, that If the results of the analyses are blased Ir any direction
they are producing consistent underestimates of the learning deficient and
mentally retarded Inmates In the population of Interest.

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

In general, It can be stated, that the Indlviduals In the sample have

come from culturally and educationally deprived backgrounds. The majority
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of the Individuals have no consistent work history, have not completed high
school nor have they had any formal vocational training. The average age of
the sample Is thirty and Is iower than the average age of the general popu=
lation. Ethnic minority groups make up a majority of the sample and the
Indications are that these groups a‘e disproportionately represented in the
prison population. There was a high Incidence of unstable family background
and childhood problems Including drug and alcohol abuse. The criminal Jus=
tice histories of the sample Indicate that many of them have been convicted
of previous offenses elther at the Juvenlle or at the adult [evel. The
medlan sentence foir the sample !s twelve years and It was foun. that ahout
60% were serving sentences of flifteen years or less.

3. What percent of the sample Is learning deficlent and how does this com-

pare to the general population?

It was found that 42% of the sample were functloning at or below the
fifth grade level on the TABE. Since the flfth grade level Is general ly
consliuered to be the determiner of functional Ilteracy It can be sald that
almost half of the sample do not have the Iiteracy skills required to func-
ticn effectively In society. While there are no reliable national figure
avallable with which to compare this Information, It Is belleved to be sub-
stanlal ly higher than one might expect to find In the general popul ation.

4. What Is the distribution of Intelligence among the target population and
to what extent does It compare to that of the norming sample of the
WAl S-R?

The average Full Scale 'Q Score for the sample was 86 whicn is 14

points, or almost one standard deviatlion, below the natlional mean. Approxi=-

mately 15§ of the sample scored below a Full Scale 1Q of 75 on the WAIS=R.
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A score of 75 Is general!v conslidered to be the cut-off for Identlfying In=

dlviduals who are mentally retarded. The Adaptive Behavior Checklist, which

was administered to corroborate evide.ce of retardation, was given to 77

subjects. Of these, 21% showed evidence of deficits In adaptive behavior

skills, above and beyond those deficits In the zreas which were assumed by
virtue of thelr Incarceration. There are dramatic d!fferences In 1Q scores
between the ethnic groups and among the states. The most noctable dif-
ferences, however, are between the learning deficlent group (X = 78) and the
non-learning deficlent group (X = 92). This gives further incidence to
support the contention that any measure of ability Is Influenced by a wide
varlety of cultural and other background factors including academic
achlevemsnt., These data support national norming figures for the WAIS-R
which suggest that a minority group members score consistently lower than

Caucasians and that Individuals from the South conslistently score lower than

the North-~Eas: and North-West.

5. What [s the a!stribution of speciflc types of learning deficlencles In
the adult offender population and how does this compare to the distri=
bution In the general population?

A very small percentage (2%) of the sample can be considered learning
deficlient due to lack of access to formal education, There Is evidence +o
Indicate that as many as 25% of the Individuals In *he sample have some
symptoms of a learning disabllity. This Is substantially higher than the 3%
In the general population. In the learning deficlent sub jects the Incidence
of learning disabilities rises to 82%. In genera! there were more problems
Indicated In the auditory than the visual modality. An accurate assessment

of mental retardation was not possible due o the lack of an appropriate
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adaptive behavior Instrument. |Indications are, however, that there may be a
substantially h'gher percentage of moderately retarded Indlviduals In the
prison population than In the general population. While rhe Information
avallable on physical Impairments was Incomplete at best, there were some
Indicatlions of a dIsproportionately high Inclidence of sensory and neuro~
logical problems.

6. What Is the nature of the relationship between certain backrround and

demographic varlables and academic achlievement levels among Incarcerated

adults?

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

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

There were five variables at the .001 level and one at the .05 level
which were found to be statistically significant predictors of Full Scale 1Q
-cores for the total sample. Once ag~in ethnic background and the highest
jrade completed accounted for most of the variance (25%). In additlon, the
variables of age, family background, maximum ssntence and +~9 sex of the
Individual contributed significantly to this relationship. The combination

of these six variables can be used to explain a total of 34% of the variance

In Full Scale IQ.
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8. Wnat Is the nature of the relaticnship between background and demograph-

Ic variables and the Incidence of learning deficiencles among the adult

of fender population?

When the reiation_hips are examined separately for the learning and

non-learning deflcient Inmates In the sample, It was found that, although

the nature of the relationships remalned the same for the non-learning

deflclent, It changed dramatically for the learning defi~lent. Thu only

varlable which was found to be significan* for this group was the highest

grade completed, however, this variable only accounted for 5% of the

variance In the total TABE Scores. The differences In the relationships

between the two groups are difflcult to explain. It can only be suggested

that the apparent cultural blas of the TABE may have explalned the fact that

ethnlc background was found to be a good predictor for the non-learning de~

flcient group but was not found to be helpful In explaining dIfferences In

achlievement for the learning deficlent,




CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUS IONS, POLICY, AND RESEARCH RECOMMENDATIONS

In order to address the questions posed In the study with regard to the
nature and prevalence of learning deficiencies among adult Inmates, a sample
of Inmates was drawn from three Institutions In each of the states of
roulsliana, Pennsylvania, and Washington. [n each state two of the Institu-
tlons seiected were male and one was female. Each Inmate selected and who
then volunteerad to participate In the project was administered the Tests of
Adult Basic Education (TABE) to determine thelr levels of academic achleve-
ment. [|f an Inmate scored at or below the #if+h grade level on any subtest,
It was determined that some learning deficiency was present., Those [nmates
who were l{dentifled as learning deficient were given the Mann-Sulter
Learning DisablilIties Screening Tests to assess the Incidence of dls~
abilities In visual and auditory <'osure, memory, and discrimination. Each
Inmate was also administered the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale-Revised
(WAIS=R) In an attempt to determine ability levels, SubjJects scoring below
a8 Full Scale IQ of 75 on the WAIS=R were given an Adaptive Behavior
ChecklIst In an attempt to address the issue of adaptive behavior as a com-
ponenf-cf mental retardation, The Checklist was based on Part | of the
Amer!can Association on Mental Deficlency's Adaptive 3ehavior Scale-Institu-
tional Version. Information was also gathered durlng testing sessions and
from Institutional records on selected demographic, criminal justice, family
and educational background variables.

This final chapter Is a summary of the study's findings as they relate
to the demographic, background, achievement, and ability variables and their
relationships o learning deficiencies. Conclusions, based on these find-

175

188



Ings, are presented as are policy recommendations with regard to the diag-
nosis and treatment of learning deflciencies In adult Inmate populations.

Recommendations for further research are also made.

sumemary
Demographic and Background Variables

Age. The age r;:nge of the sample was from 15 years to 65 years wlth
the average age being 30 years. This compares to a medlan age of 30 years
In the national population.

Sex. Sex d!fferences In the sample by age, ethnic group and region
were comparable to national norms.

Ethnlc group. Caucasians made up 42% of the sample and 58% came from
minority groups. The largest ethnic group In the sample was Afro-\merlcan
(55%). 1 should be noted that In the general population Caucasians make up
83%. The sample showed some dIfferences by state with Pennsylvania and
Loulslana having 70% from minority groups while only 308 of the Washington
sample came from minority groups.

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

Empioyment. When considering the primury source of Income prior to In=
carceration, records indicated that almost 50f of the sample elther never
had been smployed or had held occaslionel Jobs. Of the balance, 84% were
elther lalorers or semi=skilled. Only a IIt+tle over 8% were considered to
have held skilled or professional Jubs.

Bhysical problems. While the Information avallable In +the prior re-
cords on specliflc physica! problems Is both sketchy and unreliable, It Is
Importznt to note that, In those areas reported, sensory problems and a
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combination of problems Including these were the highest categories.
Famlly Background Variables

Eanlly situation. Almost 70% of those Inmates for whom Information Is
avallable come from unstable chiidhood home environments.

Incidence of chlidhood probjems. Accurate Information on this, as well
as on the death of parents or number of siblings was difficult to acquire.
Many of the formal records do not address these questions. I+ Is considered
important, however, to note *hat In 50% of the sample some type of childhood
problem was reported. This Is probably an underestimate of the true Inci-
dence. The most frequent problem reported was drug abuse (19%) or a combln-
ation of problems Including druy and =icohoi abuse.
Educational Background Variables

Highest grade completed. 1he mean grade level completed by the Inmates
In the sampl. was tenth grade. There were no noticeable differences among
the states but there was a high level of variability. Six percent of the

sample reported that they never went beyond eiementary school while 13§ re-

ported some kind of post secondary education. This latter figure Incluaes

post secondary educational experience while Incarcerated.

Prior special school piacement. While 50% c* the sample had no Infor=

mation In thelr records regarding p!acement In special school programs it Is

noted that, of those for whom records are avallable, 16% had been placed In

special school programs In eiementary school and 20§ In secondary school. A

relarively high percentage of the sample identified as learning deficient In

the study had been previously Identified as such. For those previously

Identified and for whom Information was avallable, 4% had been diagnosed as

learning disabled, 14% as socially and emotionally disturbed, and 82% In
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other categoried areas including mentally retarded and/or braln damaged.

It Is important to note that the lack of aval labl| 1ty of educational

information led to descriptive rather than relational analyses,
L 1 tice Va
Prior adjudication as delinguent. Self report of prior adjudication as

a delinquent while a juvenile (43%) was notably lower than the inclidence re-
ported In the officla! Institutional record (60%). I+ Is suggested that the
latter fligure Is more reifable,

Ivpes of offenses. The evidence of violent crime Is high (68%) among
the sample and I+ would appIar that the level of violence tends to Increase
as the Inmate gets older and his or her contact with the criminal Justice
system contlinues.

Number of offunses and length of sentence. Inmates are currertly serv-
Ing sentences for an average of two offenses (S = 1.3). The Information
avallable on prior offenses Is unrellable because of the Inconsistent re-
porting and coding of the data. The median sentence being served Is 12
years. The maximum sentence for 60% of the sample Is less than 15 years;
31% have between 15 and 40 years while 6% are serving I|ife sentences.

erior Institutionalization. For the total sample 21% of the Inmates
for whom juvenlile offenses were reported spent t+ime In a Juvenile Institu=-
tion. This figure Increases to about 43% for adult offenses. A higher per—
cent of minority groups and a higher percentage of males had been Inst|tu-
tionalized for prior offenses. The difference between males (24%) and fe-

males (10%) Is especially dramatic at the juvenile level.
Test Results
Academic achjevement. The average grade level equivalent for Inmates
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who were administered the TABE was 6.7. This Is more than 3 years below the
average highest grade reported for the sample. The difference between the
grade equlvalent scores for the learning defliclent (X = 4.7) and the non~
learning deficlient (X = 8.2) Is notal.e. There are also clear Indications
of ethnic and state differences In the area of academic achlevement.

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

AbIlity levels. The average Full Scale IQ for the sample to whom the
WAIS-R was administered was 36 (S = 12). The Verbal IQ was 86 (S = 12),
slightly iower than the Performance 1Q of 89 (S = 13). In generai, the
sample scored almost one standard devliation below national norms on the
WAIS=R. There are clear Irdications of ethnic and state dlfferences which
are consistent with national findings. Dramatic differences (14 polinte or
one sfand'ard devliation) exist between the learning deficient and the non=
learning deficlent Inmates In the sample. These differences may reflect the
confounding of abllity and achlevement. There is singularly less variabil-
Ity In the scores of the learning deflcient subjects In the sarple,

Disabllify jevels. The Mann-Suiter Learning Disabllitles Screening
Tests, administered to the Inmatss scoring at or below the fifth grade |evel
on one or more subtests of tie TABE, Indlcated that 82% of those tested had
problems In one or more of the areas assessed. Most errors were committed
on those tests screening for problems In the areas of visual memory, visual
closure, auditory closure and auditory discrimination. In general, the evi-
dence Indicated more problems In the audltory modal Ity than In the visual

modality and more prublems In both auditory and visual discrinination than
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In elther closure or memory.

The Adaptive Behavior Checklist, adapted from Part | of the AAMD Adap~
tlve Behavior Scale and given to those inmates scoring below the Full Scale
1Q of 75 on the WAIS-R, Indlcated that 21% scored more than 14, which was
Judged to Indicate problems of adaptive behavior. It should be noted that
the ChecklIst dId not address the problem of maladaptive behavior which Is
covered In Part || of the AAMD——Adaptive Bshavior Scale.

Belatlonships

Separate regression analyses were run for background and demographic
and criminal Justice varlables using, In turn, the to*al TABE scores, WAIS-R
scores and the TABE-learning deficient and TABE-non-liearning deflclent
scores as the dependent varlables. The best predictors among the background
demograj'Ic and criminal justlce varlables were then run agaln, using tctal
TABE, WAiIS-R, TABE learning deflclent and TABE non-learning deficlient
scores.

When the regression analyses using background and demographic variables
with total TISE scores were run, two variables were significant at the .01
level. These were the highest grade completed and ethnic background. To-
gether they accounted for 23% of the varlance.

When the WAIS=R Full Scale 1Q scores replaced the TABE as the dependent
variable In the regression analysis, ethnic background and highest grade
completed were signiflicant at the .001 level as were age and family beck-
ground. Sex was signiflicant at the ,05 level. The combination of al! five
variables accounted for 33% of the variance.

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

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

The same analysls using the YABE scores for the non-learning deficlent
subjects Indicated that ethnic background and highest grade completed were
significant at the ,001 level and, when combined, accounted for 25% of the
varlance,

The same four regression analyses were run using the criminal Justice
variables. When run using the fotal TABE scores as the dependent variable,
type of offense and maximum sentence were significant at the .05 level but,
when comblned, only acczunted for less than 25 of the variance. When run
using the WAIS=R scores as the dependent varlable, only maxImum sentence was
significant at the .001 level and accounted for 4% of the variance. It
should be noted here that statistical significance was probably due, In
part, to the large sample size and, as seen, has |ittie effect In explaining
any variance.

No significance was found In the regression analyses using criminal
Justice variables with the TABE scores for the learning defls'eri:. With the
non-jearning deficient sample, however, maximum sentence was significant at
the .05 level but agaln only accounted for less than 2% of the varlance.

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

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

The overall regression analyses which were done separateiy for the
learning deficient and the non-learning deficient Inmates again Indlcated
differing relationships among the variables for these two groups. The only
significant predictor of academic achievement for the learning deficlent
group was the highest jrade completed. For the non-learning deficient
group, both ethnic background and the highest grade completed were signifi=
cant It was clear that a great deal more of the variance 'n total TABE
score can be explained by thi.s set of variables for the non-learning defi~

clent Inmates In the sample,

Conclusions
Based upon the results of this research project the following conclu~
sions are drawn:

1. The average age of inmates In the state prisons utilized In the study

Is lower than the median age of the general adult population,

2. Language Is not considered as a sigrificant problem In the states sam-
pled and there Is no difference between the learning deficient and non-
learning deficlient groups on this variable, -

3. Minorities are disiroportionately represented In the sampie as a whole
but particularly In the learning deficient members of the sample (73%)
when compared to the non-learning deficient (45%).

4. A substantial number of prisoners have a pc .+ and/or Inconsistent em-

ployment history. This, when combined with the educational data on In-

mates, Implies that It Is difficult not to conclude that a relationship
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exIsts between educational background, employment, and crime regardless
of whether or not one is learning deficient.

While there are problems In collecting accurate and consistent data,
there appears to be an unusually high proportion of Inmates who report

having sensory or neurological problems.

More than two-thirds of prisoners In state prisons come from unstable
home environments. The learning deficient inmate tends to come from
unstable clircumstances more offep than the non=-learning deficient.
Difficulties caused by such unstable conditions have been compounded by
other childhood problems with one-half of the sample reporting such
problems. Drug and combined drug and alcobol abuse, are the most fre-
quently reported problem areas. This high Incidence of childhood prob=
lems Is probably substantially under—-reported.

While Information on Inmates! educational histories prior to Incarcera-

tlon was Infrequently and Inconsistently reported, It was found that

the percentage of the Individuals the project identifled as learning

deficient, who had boen previously Identifled as such, was noticeably
higher than that percentage for those Individuals that the project dld
Identify as learning deficient.

A subhstantial number of Inmates--at least 60%— had been adjudicated
delinquent as juveniles., The rate of those adjudicated was higher for
the learning deficient (63%) than for the non-learning deficient (56%).
As contact w!th the various aspects of the criminal Justice systems In-
creases over time so does the violence of the crimes committed. Learn—-
Ing deficlent Inmates commit slightly more violent crimes than do the

non-learning defic’'ent.
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Males are Incarcerated more frequently tnan are femaies and minorities
more frequently than Caucaslans.

Inmates In the sample score more than three vears below the highest
gi‘ade attended. Schoolling does not result in equivalent grade achleve-
ment. This Is especially so for the learning deficient Inmates who
scored, on the average, five years below the highest grade completed
desplite the fact that only Z2 subjects (2.2% of the total sample) left
school at or before the end of the fifth grade. Given the fact that the
average grade level for the total sample Is only 6.7 (based on the TABE
score), there Is an indication that, wven of that group not defined as
learning deficient, clear academic deficits exist. This Is partic-
ularly true when one compares this to thelr years of exposure to formal
education.

Almost half of the sample (42%) have some form of functional I111teracy
under the commonly accepted definition of the term. That Is, this
learning deficient group had a total average grade equivalent of 4.7 on
the TABE.

In spite of the fact that there were no di fferences by ethnic group,
sex, or state In the highest grade completed, there were noticeable
differences by state and ethnic group In the total TABE scores. While
these differences reflect the reported norms by region and ethnic
groups on the TABE and on other tests reported In the records, the
question remains as to why these differences continue to exist. One
can only conjecture that achievement tests In general refiect a cul-
tural blas and/or that there are Inequities In the qual ity of education

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

these barriers have not been overcome by the educational opnrortunities

offered within the prisor systems.

The Issue of determining abillty In an Individual or a group Is fraught
with controversy and difficulty. The ~onstruct of Intelligence Is both
complex and fluid and Is Influenced, among other things, by education
and experlence. The results of ihe WAIS-R testing must be examined,
therefore, with great care and any conclusions stated In guarded terms.
Glven the Information collected on demographic, background, educatioral
and criminal Justice variables It Is not surprising to discover that
the average Full Scale IQ for the total sample Is depressed and Is, In
fact, almost one standard deviation below the national norms for the
WAIS-R. The reg'onal and ethnic group differences reflect, as noted
earlier, the corfounding factors Involved In the determination and
measurement of atil!ity variables. The particular Influence of the In-
stitutional environment has a further depressing effect on these re-
sults. Observations by the clinicians during the testing sesslons In-
dicated that the WAIS-R results were producing consistent underesti-
mates of overall Inteliectual functloning.

The dramati differences In the WAIS-R scores between the learning
deficlent and the non-learning deficient subjects In the sample give
further evidence to support the confounding Involved in measuring
Intellectual functioning. In addItion to such factors as unstable
home, poor employment history, lack of educational opportunity and vo-
cational training and an unusually high Incidence of possible learning
disabilities, the academic achl.evemen‘r levels for the learning defi=

clent group, which place them In the functional Illiterate category,
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Impact even more on the WAIS-R scores. The correlations between

achlevement levels and measures of Inteillgence are consistently high,
which further clouds an already murky Issue. Nevertheless, we must
conclude that Intellectual functioning, as defined and measured by the
WAIS-R, Is substantially lower for this prison sample than It Is for
the general population.

The screening procedures of the Mann Sulter show that 258 of the total
sample have some Indications of specific learning disabilitlies In the
areas of visual and auditory skilis. When one examines the Incidence
of possible disabilitlies In the learning deficient sample, this inci-
dence Jumps to 82%. Even with the qualifications and cautions regard=
Ing the use of this screening Instrument expressed ear!ler, these find-
Ings are startling and dramatic. There were more problems Indicated In
the auditory than In the visual modality. These differences In the
area of auditory modality, as well as In memory skills, may In part be
a reflection of the specific tasks which require the use of standard
English.

When the subtests are grouped according to skiil| areas (discrimi=
nation, closure and memory), significant state differences are found In
all areas. Significant dlfferences between ethnic groups are found in
memory skills. As was noted earliler, the TABE scores, used to Identlfy
learning deficlenclies, show an ethnic blas, Therefore, It Is difficult
to explaln the state differences in discriminaticn, closure and memory
skills because of the confounding of the differential ethnic breakdcwn
In the respective states.

Al though only a screening measure, the Mann-Sulter proved to be
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relatively accurate In Identifying those subjects In the sample who had
previously been diagnosed as having learning problems. Of the Indi-
viduals Identifled as learning deficlent, 33% had been placed In spe-
clal educatlon prngrams =i +hs elementary level and 39% at the secon-
dary level. In contrast, 5% and 7% respectively, of the non-learning
deficlient subjects had been placed In special programs. The concluslon
follows that, In spite of prior Identification, |Ittle has been done tn
remediate those problems diagnosed. The Implication Is that the sys-
tems of education, both wIthin the prisons and In the commun!tlies, may
themselves be deflclent !n addressing the needs of these Indlviduals.
There [s no accurate measure of adaptlive behavlior for an Incarcerated
population. Even the best avallable Instrument--the AAMD Behavlor
Adaptive Behavior Scale—Is Inappropriate because of the heavy empha-
sis on antl-soclal behavior which would pre-determine the ident!fica-
tion of a prison population as maladaptive. The adaptation of this
Instrument which was used In the study, the Adaptive Behavior Check-
Iist, does not redress this lack and, consequently, all the flndings
In this area are tentative In nature.

If the AAMD Adaptive Behavior Scale was used iIn its entirety, all
those subjects scoring below a Full Scale score of 75 on the WAIS-R,
almost one-third of the sample, would have to be Identifled as mentally
retarded. This, It Is suggested, would be Inaccurate. Since the Issue
of maladaptive behavior related to personality disorders was not ad-
dressed In the derlved ChecklIst, the iIncidence of mental retardation
was quite low (2%). This, too, Is Inaccurate. It must be concluded

that the true Incidence of mental retardation In this population Is
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somewhere between these two estimates. |t should be noted also, that
In addition to those subjects Identifled In this study as mentally re=-
tarded, there exists ancother group of Inmates who, on the basis of
prior diagnosis, have been placed in other types of facilities.

Of the sample taking the TABE, 25% showed some Indication of specific
learning disabli!ities. Thls Is substantially higher than the 6% Inci-
dence found In the normal population. This high Incidence Is, no
doubt, related to the éomblned ef fects of the demographlc, background,
criminal Justice, educational, abillty and achievement varlables dis-
cussed previously.

The major theorles of causallty which were discussed In Cnapter || were
supported by the findings of thls study. The fact that minoritles are
disproportionately represented In the sample as a whole, and uven more
so In the learning=deficlent group, glves support to the causal theory
of differentlal treatment. The school fallure theory Is also supported
by the substantlial difference between the level of academic achlevement
and the hlighest grade completed while the link between learning
disabilities and jJuvenlle delInquency Is also reinforced. The
conclusion to be drawn from thls evidence must be that It may be the
Interactive effect of socio~economic background, unstable childhood
home, and the Incldence of specific learning disabllit!es that may be
the single most Important determiner of anti-social behavior which re=-
sults In eventual contact with the criminal justice system.

It Is clear that the most consistent predictor of both academic
achlevement and Full Scale |Q Is the highest grade completed. This

should not be surprising In light of carllier discussions regarding the
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confounding effects of educational and cultural background In assessing
abllity varlables. It Is difficult to explain the differences between
the relationships among the varlables for the learning deficient and
the non-learning deficlient groups In the sample. One can only
hypothesize that the apparent ethnic bias of the TABE, which was dis-
cussed earlier, may have Impacted on the fact that the variable of
ethnic background was found to be a good predictor for the non-learning
deficient group but was not found to be helpful In explaining dif-
ferences In achievement for the learning deficient Inmates.

The Intent of this study was to describe the nature and prevalence of
learning deficiencies among adult inmates and to explore the Interrela-
tlonst.l1p to various demographic, background and criminal Justice vari-
ables. The conclusions drawn and set out above related to this thrust.
It Is difficult, however, to avold seeing the general patterns which
exIist In the prison population which lead to a broader conclusion re-
garding the characteristics of Incarcerated Individuals. As a group,
more often than not, they are a deprived population. They come from
unstable family environments, have severe educational deficits, have
ITttle or no vocational training, have not had steady emp | oyment, and
abuse drugs and alcohol., Many have been In conract with the crimlnal
Justice system since childhood and come from ethnic minorities. The
educar 'onal and treatment systems which currently exist on the street,
In schools and in the prisons have not, It would seem, made any sig-
nificant Inroads In he!ping them overcome these barrlers. Given the
probiems facing the prison system (over-crowding, under-funding, under-

staffing and lack of appropriate training) It Is hardly llkaly that the
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beleaguered teachers and counselors can do much to improve the sltua-

tion In the foreseeable future.

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

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

tice and the U.S. Justice Department:

1.

2.

3.

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

The level of sophistication of the professional training of teachers
and counselors who work with Incarcerated individuals shkould be
substantially Increased and Improved. The needs of this unique
population are more compiex and must be addressed In such a pecul lar
environment that traditional teacher and counselor training pregrams do
not give the special skills needed to work with a substantially
learning deficlient population.

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

and treatment. The truth of the matter is that federal, state and
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local pollticlans will not appropriate funds for such programs. It Is
equally true that the process of allenation of dellinquents and
prisoners Is Ineluctable unless meaningful changes occur In the pumber
of educational opportunities, the quality of those offerings, and In
the iraining and quality of staff In those programs.

4. Specific screening procedures should be Initiated during i.take Into
the prison systems. This educational diagnosis should be sophisticated
and attend particularly to sensory and neurological Impalrments.

5. These screening procedures should be standardized nationwide and a com-
moi« system of reporting and keeping records be Implemented.

6. Specific and sophisticated dlagnostic treatment programs should be

Juvenile del Inquent.

7. Drug ana alcohol abuse prevention and Intervention programs should be
emphasized at the Juvenile levsl.

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

9. The effectiveness of the Juvenile Justice system needs to be addressed.
The findings of this study Indicate, once more, that the longer an In-
dividual Is In contact with the criminal Justice system, the more vio-
lent and hardened the criminal becomes. Institutions do, In fact,
appear to be "Schools for Crime." Dlagnosis and treatment at all
levels lack sophistication and unti| they Improve, rehabilitation will

continue to be a myth.
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1C.

1.

12,

13,

14,

It Is clear that there are cubstantial sex and ethnic [nequities In the
system. These inequities should be examined In much more detall and
redressed,

The findings of this study underscore the recert recommendations from
three major committees for more equitable, ore effective, and more
clgorous education at all levels across the nation. Such Improvements
are needed in the nation's prisons as well as In Its schools!

There Is a continued need to examine the tests used In assecs.ng popu-
lations such as the one studied In this project. The vallidity of these
tests Is In doubt and, therefore, any iInterpretations are suspect,
glven'fhe cultural bias of the Instrument, the Influence of the prisor

anvironment, and the procedures used ir test administration., There Is

-a partlcular need for a more appropriate adapt!ve behavior measure for

prison populatiocns,

The value and utility of Iastitutional records wou!d be enhanced for

all, nct least to the reseurcher, If there were a national, uniform and

centralized system In which data were consistently and reliably re-

ported.

Future research with this population should address the following Is-

sues:

a8, the effect of Institutionalization on the Intellectual functioning
of adult Inmates

b. the Interrelationships of auditory and visual skills on the ability
and achlevement level . of adult Inmates

C. the prevalence and nature of sensory and neurological problems and

thelr Influence on the ability and achlevement of this popuiation
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d.

f.

ge.

the background, demographic and education variables should be sys-
tematical ly addresseqd to determine their relationship to criminal

Justice variables

8 cluster analysis of the data collected should be done a a means

of Identifying subgroups of the sample with common patterns of

characteristics

dlagnosis, as opposed to screening for a more accurate ldentifi-
cation of specific learning disabllities should be undertaken
the development of appropriate Instruments to assess academic
achievement, intel|ectual functioning and adaptive behavior iIn

an adult prison population should be 'ndertaken.
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Institute for Research and
52 Development in Education

Lehigh University ;( (5

524 Brodhead A: enue
Bethlehem, Pennsylvania 18015

telephone (215) 861-3249

Dear Participant:

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

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

Some of the participants will be asked to take two additional
tests: :

* The Mann-Suiter Learning Disabilities Screening Test
* The AAMD Adaptive Behavior Scale

Bach person selected for the study will be given an identification
number so that his or her identity will not be able to be associated
with the results of the tests by the prison staff. Al1! information
gathered will be reported anonymously and confidentiality will be
guaranteed.

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

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

Sincerely,

Dr. Raymond Bell
Director

Permission Form for Participants

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

(?articipant's Name) Signed




NATIONAL [NSTITUTE OF JUSTICE RESEARCH REPORT

Lehigh University
Bethehem, PA

Adaptive Behavior Assessment instrument

Description

The attached Adaptive Behavior Assessment Instrument was designed for
use In Lehligh University's research project on the prevalence and nature of
learning deflclencles among Inmates In state correctional Institutions iIn
the United States. The purpose of the Instrument Is to corroborate the
results of the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale = Revised when there Is
evidence of possible retardation. The skil| areas assessed were taken from

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

Directlons

The first page of the Instrument was designed for the use of examiners
who have not had consistent contact with the Indlvidual belng assessed. It
consists of a structured Interview and a short task for the cllient to
perform. If the examiner does not know the cllent, all questions shou'd be
asked before completing the checkllst of skills on the second page of the
Instrument, |f the examiner has dally or frequent contact with - e cllent,
the Interview and task need not be conducted.

The second page of the Instrument consists of a checklist of seven
skill areas to be assessed. Before circling & number coriesponding with a
gliven skill area, the examiner should refer to the "Guldelinas and
Definitions™ on pages 3, 4, and 5 of the Instrument. Careful attention

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

Institution

Examlner

ADAPTIVE BEHAVIOR ASSESSMENT

ANTERVIEW QUESTIONS

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

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

Did you cook any meals yoursel f?

Dld you have a job?

What type of work did you do?

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

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

What do you enjoy dolng In your free time?

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

JASK

Would you please write a siort letter or paragraph for me? I+ can be
about anything you want. (If more prompting Is needed, sugjest a letter of

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

Institution
Examiner
ADAPTIVE BEHAVIOR ASSESSMENT
\
|
:
Directions: Indicate the extent to which the Individual appears to have

problems In each of the following areas by clirciing the appropriate number.
Refer to the "Guldellnes and Deflnitions" on the followling pages for the

speci flcs of each area.

PROBLEMS INDICATED
NONE MILD SEVERE

1. Independent functlioning 1 2 3 4 5
2, Physical development 1 2 3 4 5
3. Writing skitls 1 2 3 4 5
4. Verbal skllis 1 2 3 4 5
5. Seif=dlirection 1 2 3 4 5
6. Responsibliity 1 2 3 4 5
7. Soclalization skllis 1 2 3 4 5
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ADAPTIVE BEHAVIOR ASSESSMENT

GUIDEL INES AND DEFNITIONS

1. Independent Functfoning Includes basic self care skills such as eating

meals, cleanliness and perscnal hyglene, general appearance, and the abll Ity
to perform basic tasks. [t relates to the Individua!'s capacity to care for
his or her own basic needs.

NO PROBLEMS: Implies that the Individual could Ilve

Independently with no difficulty.

SEVERE PROBLEMS: Suggests thiat Independent |lving would

be an Impossibility,
2. Phusical Development refers to the individual's sensory aculty, sense of
balance, abillty to walk and run, manual dexterity, and general |imb func-
tioning.

NO PROBLEMS: Indicates that the Individuai Is well

coordinated and has no senscry or motor problams which

Impede normal functioning.

SEVERE PROBLEMS: Suggests that the Individual Is so

physical ly handicapped that It Interferes with his or her

mobi| ity to the extent that assistance is always or almost

always needed.
3. Hrlting Skllls assess an Individual's ab!lity to verbally express him or
herself In writing. .

NO PROBLEMS: Indicates that he ¢~ she can write sensible

and understandable letters to someone.

SEVERE PROBLEMS: Reflect a total inabllity to write or

print any words.




4. VYerbal SKIlls Include the Individual's ability to articulate, *o speak In
complete sentences, and to use descriptive words and phrases.

NO PROBLEMS: Suggest that he or she can communicate ef-

fectively using complex sentences and action words.

SEVERE PROBLEMS: Indicate that the iIndividual Is non-

verbal or nearly non=-verbal.
5. Self-Direction Includes an Individual's ability to take Initiative, to
persevere In activities or tasks, and to effectively utilize lelsure time.

NO PROBLEMS: Indicates that the Individual s self=di-

rected when appropriate, has an attention span which Is

sufficient for normal functioning, and uses lelsure time

creatively.

SEVERE PROBLEMS: Suggests that the Individual Is not

capable of Initiating activities, attending to projects,

or planning lelsure +ime activities.
6. Responsibility refers to an Irdividual's degree of dependabi!ity and con-
sclentiousness.

NO PROBLEMS: Indicates that the Individual Is reliable

and assumes responsibility when appropriate.

SEVERE PROBLEMS: Indicates that the individual Is totally

unrellable and never carries out responsibility of any

Kind.
7. Soclallzation Skills Include cooperation, consideration, awareness of
others, and social maturity.

NO PROBLEMS: Suggests that the Individual Interacts

appropriately and freely with others and Is able to par-

ticipate easily !n group activitlies.
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SEVERE PROBLEMS: Indlicates that the Indlvidual I[s

baslically unable to respond to others In a soclally ac-

ceptable manner,
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INTERVIEW FORM

Name _ . = Code # _. |

1. Language spoken at home:

1. English |
2. Spanish ]
3. (other) [
2. Educational History gr;'adellevel
Elementary

d
Secondary :
a

Post Secondary

Vocational Training ]

Other O

Certificates g
(eg. BA, GED, etc.

3. Ever adjudicated delinquent Yes__ Wo

4. Ever in a juvenile institution Yes__ No__
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LEARNING DEFICIENCIES PROJECT
DATA COLLECTION FORM

1. TPcday's date:

2' I

D # Lehigh []DDDD

3. Inst. # O0O0aaod
k. Birthaste Q0 /00700

5. Date of summary report or date of information:

A. PERSONAL INFORMATION

246

1. Fthnic Background
Afro-American 1l
Caucasian 2
ilspanic-American 3
Mexican-American L
Native ;jmerican 5
Asien 6
Other 7

2. Primary Language Spoken in Home (Psyzhologist answers)

English 1
Spenish 2
Other 3

32164
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For office

use only 3. Primary source of income prior to jacerceration (cirecle no more than 2)
a. Occupational Title:
1. Mansagerial & Prcfecsional 1
Specialty Occupations
2. Technical, Sales, & Ad. 2
Support Occupationg
3. Service Gccupations 3
4. Farming, Forestry & Fishing N
Nccupations
5. Precision Production, Craft & S
Repalr Occupations
6. Operators, Febricators & 6
Laboxcrs (machine operutore
T. Transportation & Material T
Moving Ozcupations
8. Handlers, Equipment Cleaners, 8
Helpers, & Laborers
~ 9. Occupation not Reported 9
W
& 10. Never employed 10
11. Occasional Jobs 11

(use to describe inconsistent or intermittent
employment or odd jobs)

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

P - general phvgicel condition .
. U -~ upper body
243 L - lower body
H - hearing
E - eyes .
S - stabllity 245
T - teeth

B. SENTENCE DATA

1. Effective daete of sentence

PP s - o e o o e



1
: | present length = .
or office 2. Crime committed offense min.-mux| juvenile  length adult length P.R.| S.R.
se only arson 01 | o2 O 1] 2
agsault
aggravated A & B ok 05 ] o6 __ 1 2 .
A W/I to murde 07 08 1 0 1 2 E .
A by prisoner 10 —_4 1 -t 122 1 2 i
blackmail 13 |1 {1 1 2 ‘
| bribery 16 17 I T 1| 2 ;
burglary 19 _ 20 - 1 aa _ 1 2 r
conspiracy 22 é3 1 e 1 2
drug offenses 25 26 Ve __ 1 2 '
embezzlement 28 | 29 -1 30 _ 1 2 l
9‘,,, entry, unlawful 31 32 — 1V 3 _ 1 2 .
forgery 34 35 | 3% ____ 1] 2 .
fraud 37 38 -1 3% _ 1 2
kidnapping Lo 3] 1 w 1 2
larceny L3 | Ly | ¥ _ 1 2
liquor law violations L6 T | v __
manslaughter, involuntary L9 | 50 | s 1 2
manslaughter, voluntary 52 | 53 | s 1 2
motor vehicle ccde violations 55 1 56 1 st __ 1 2 i
250 | :
. 25i |
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For office

use only

9%z

2T v i BEST COPY AVAILABLF L
present length past i
offense min.-m Juvenile lengt adult length P.R{ S. R.
murder
first degree 58 59 60 1 2 ]
second degree 61 | 62 | €3 ] | 2 ,
third degree - €h 65 _ | 66 3914_6 4} 1 2 b
possession of instruments of crime 67 j 68 69 1 2 i
prison breach }
escape frcm prison furlough T0 71 T2 1l c !
parole violation 13 _ T4 | 715 1 2 i
prostitution 76 7 18 1 2
rape ;
forcible 79 _ 80 | 81 1 2 !
statutory 82 83 | 8L 1 2 ;
recelving stolen property 85 86 | 87 1 2 :
robbery 88 89 90 1 2 ’
[
sex offenses 91 92 [ 93 1 2 i
sexual intercourse, deviate ol 95 96 1 2
trespass, criminal 97 98 | 99 1 2
weapons 100 101 102 1 2
3. all other offenses (specify) 1 2 ,
L. plea bargaining yes no 1 2 2 5J
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For office BEST COPY AVA"_ABLE |
use only PR s R .
C. EDUCATIORAL INFORMATION
Late Name of Test Scores ‘
1. Intelligence Rating past i
1
present i
i
2, Achievement Testing past i
]
present ) 1 2 :
|
3. Grades completed 1 2
L. Grades repeated 1| 2
5. Total years of formal ed. 1 2 i
‘ 6. School Placement ,
N
~ Regular Special
Elewentacy '
Secondary 1 2
T. Age entered
Age left . 1 2
| Was individual
8. Special Diagnoses (Specify diagnosis & where it was made) ever evaluated?
yes no
Puklic school
Private school ,
Prior institutionalization juvenile 2:; -i
LA}
E TC 21;4 Prior mgtituti.onalizaqm, 'Ladi*](t Y R |
, : Current diagnosis i 1 2




For.office

use only

8¢c

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

9. Participation in academic, vocational or other programs 2}:3 ]_(3
Cusyrently Previously
inscitutional
pregrams Institutional public or private
ABE
GED
Voc.

Post Secondary

Bureau of vocational rehab,

(BVR)

Other

never enrolled

Currently Previously
institutional
10. Degrees/Certificates Obtained proqgrams Institutional public or private
a. Trade school cert.
b. H,.S. Diploma
reqgular — .
GED
C. Coilege degrees
AA
EA/BS
MA/1S
D - —
4, Professional cert, ! 5 . '
e. Other

-

6.
P.R, S.R.
1 2
1 2
2
1 2
1 2
1 2
I
12972
1 2
1




bt
" For ofiice 7. B
use cnly D, BACKGROUND H1STORY (may check sevecal) P.R. |S.R.
- 1. family
intact fanily o foster home
brokea hore L ) group home
one parent -~ mother institution
one par.nt - father adoptive home
other relatives e family friends
other (specify)
&g, remarried, paramours, common law
b marriage
2 Developmental
birth order Problems
: prenatal status abusad
birth condition run away
defects suicide attempts
]
N drug involvement 1 2
)
E. LEGAL HISTORY AND OFFENSE PATTERN
Age of Total See Official Arrest
; Adult First No. Number of Offenses Record for Further
i Arrests Hlealth Details
Violent | Property| Safety | State]| Misc.
Ccnvictions Morals :
Incarcerationg
Juvenile Pattern Analysis
j 1 2
' Q i AMjudicated delinquent: yes no 1 2
' BEST COPY AVAILABLE 2p :




