





in the Health Examination Survey of Children, Ages 6-11"; and Series 2,
Number 58 '"Language and Adjustment Scales for the Thematic Apperception
Test for Children 6-11 Years,"

NCHS conducted an exploratory study of the usefulness of the TAT
as a measure of behavior, It was found that the TAT could not be vali-
dated as a measure of personality due to the lack of criteria measuring
personality in the NCHS survey, Results of the TAT were not used in

the present study.

The Harris-Goodenough Draw-A-Person Test is widely used as a quick
method of testing intelligence, The test has been found to correlate
well with other measures of verbal and motor development such as the
Stanford-Binet, As a measure of personality, however, the DAP is not
considered useful, For instance, it is highly sensitive to cultural in-
fluences, Because more reliable measures of intellectual ability were
available in the NCHS survey and because it is not appropriate to use
the drawings in diagnosing personality qualities in individual cases,

the present study did not make use of the DAP test measurements,

The battery of psychological tests was administered by psychologists
with at least masters-degree level training and experience in administer=-
ing tests to children, The testing session for each child lasts approx-
imately 1 hour, For each test, the examiner followed instructions out-

lined by the text manual or instruction booklet,

Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children (WISC)

Since early in this century, it has been common practice to compare
the performances of large numbers of children on a variety of school-
related tasks, to determine where any child stands in relation to his/her
agemates, These standardized sets of tasks, commonly called intelligence
tests are most useful as predictors of school performance. They measure
not only the various aspects of intellectual capacity, but also tap into
personality traits that affect a child's academic achievement, such as

energy level, persistence, and willingness to conform to expectations,
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One of the most widely used tests, for both applied and research
purposes, is the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children; the WISC
has the advantage of being divided into a number of separate subtests,
each one tapping a different set of abilities, The NCHS survey admin-
istered two of the WISC subtests (Vocabulary and Block Design), in addi-
tion to other psychological tests, to each child. The decision to use
only two subtests of the entire WISC battery was based largely on time

and administrative constraints,

The Vocabulary subtest, in which the child is given a series of
words and asked to define them orally, has the highest correlation with
the full-scale IQ (the total IQ score based on all 12 subtests); it is
therefore the single best subtest to administer in order to estimate IQ
without giving the full WISC, It taps factors related to overall learn-
ing, both academic and intellectual, and reflects to some extent the
degree of social and intellectual stimulation to which the child has been

exposed,

The other subtest used in the NCHS survey, the Block Design, is a
visual motor task requiring the ability to conceptualize, The child is
given a set of colored blocks and asked to use them in matching a series
of abstract patterns within a time limit, It is regarded as a nonverbal
test of verbal conceptual abilities, Of the set of performance (as dis-
tinguished from verbal) subtests, Block Design is the most highly cor-
related with full-scale IQ,

An evaluation of the use of these subtests as the basis for estimat-
ing full-scale IQ of children aged 6-11 was conducted for NCHS by Mercer
and Smith®* using a sample of approximately 1,300 children aged 6-11 at-
tending public elementary schools in Riverside, California during the
school year 1967-68. They concluded that no other dyad of tests from
the WISC would have produced better overall predictions of full-scale IQ

*National Center for Health Statistics, '"'Subtest Estimates of the WISC
Full-Scale IQs for Children,'" Series 2, Number 47, Government Printing
Office, Washington, D.C, (March 1972).
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in the Riverside sample and that therefore the use of the Vocabulary

and Block Design subtests in the NCHS survey was justified,

As reported in the WISC manual,* the WISC instrument used in NCHS
survey, was standardized on a total sample of 2,200 cases, including
100 White boys and 100 White girls at each age from 5 to 15 years. There-
fore, the 1949 WISC norms do not apply to Black children, However,
t

subsequent revision of the WISC in the early 1970s’ again based on a
sample smaller than that of the NCHS survey, did include Black children
in the standardization process. This revision did not substantially
change the overall mean of the test and therefore the comparisons used

in this report, based on group means, may still be considered valid,

For further discussion of the WISC and its application in the NCHS
survey, see NCHS publication "Evaluation of Psychological Measures Used
in the Health Examination of Children, Ages 6-11," Series 2, Number 15,

Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT)

This instrument is another widely used, well-standardized test,
that gives a quick measure of an individual's achievement level in
reading, arithmetic, and spelling., The NCHS survey utilized the Reading
and Arithmetic subtests of the 1963 revision of the WRAT. 1In his review
of the psychological measures used in the NCHS survey, Dr. S. B, Sells
concluded that inadequate research on the 1963 edition of the WRAT raises
doubts as to the validity of the normative score levels, Dr, Sells
strongly recommended a complete restandardization of the Reading and
Arithmetic subtests using the entire NCHS sample, This task was ac-
complished, The NCHS standardization was based on a sample nearly twice

as large at each 6-month age interval as the original WRAT standardization

%*
D, Wechsler, Manual for the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children,
The Psychological Corporation, New York, 1949,

1-
D, Wechsler, Manual for the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children,

The Psychological Corporation, New York, 1974,
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The present study uses WRAT results based on the Health Examina-
For a comparison of the NCHS WRAT standard-

sample,
tion Survey standardization,
ization data and the official WRAT standardization data the reader is
referred to NCHS publication '"School Achievement of Childrem 6-11 Years
as Measured by the Reading and Arithmetic Subtests of the Wide Range

Achievement Test,'" Series 11, Number 103,
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Appendix C

TESTS OF STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE

The following tables present the results of tests of significance
for: (1) rates of identification across demographic and socioeconomic
groups; (2) mean achievement and mean EFSIQ scores of groups identified
by sets of indicators; and (3) school behavior profiles of groups identi-
fied by sets of indicators. As explained in Appendix A, tests of sig-
nificance were performed for each pairwise combination in the group under
examination, That is, to test the significance of differential rates
of identification across income groups based on a particular handicapping
indicator, 15 pairwise combinations were tested (i.e,, six income groups,
taken two at a time), For significance tests on mean achievement, mean
EFSIQ, and behavior profiles of children, the groups to be tested in
various pairwise combinations were: Group identified only by indicator
set A; group identified only by indicator set B; group identified by
both indicator sets A and B; and group not identified by either indica-
tor set, Thus for each behavior variable or mean test score six pair-

wise comparisons were tested,

Tables in this appendix present significant results by pair combina-
tion and indicate the direction of significance. Each table here cor-

responds to a table in the body of the report where rates and standard
errors are presented,

Because of the expense and complexity of the pseudoreplication
technique required to generate standard errors for these data, tests
of significance were not performed for home behavior and health profiles

or for the school behaviors of children identified by medical risk factors.
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Table C-1

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN SCHOOL BEHAVIORS FOR CHILDREN IDENTIFIED AS POSSIBLY HEARING,
VISION OR ORTHOPEDICALLY IMPAIRED USING VARIOUS INDICATORS
(Overall Siginificance Level = .05)
(3ee Tables 8, 14, 21; Section III)

Significant Pairwise Comparisons (2 Score)

Hearing Handicapped® igion Handicapped Orthopedically Handicapped s
School Behaviors (Rated by the teacher) Teacher or Audjometric Test™ Teacher or Visual Acuity Test T Teacher or Parent Responses Teacher or Medical Risk Factors
Less attentive than most for his/her age No significant results?? Neither teacher _ Both Teacher No significant results No significant results
nor test and test
(2.95)
Extremely restless for his/her age No significant results No significant results Mo significant results No significant results
Intellectual ability clearly below Teacher only , Neither teacher No significant results No significant results No significant results
average (bottom 25%) for his/her age nor test
(3.17)

'Cmatiaon of children identified as possibly hearing handicapped from teacher r dation with those identified by the audiometry test and those not identified:

Teacher only = identified only by teacher r dacion

Test only = identified only by the audiometry test

Both teacher and test = identified by teacher r dation and by audiometric test

Neither teacher nor test = not identified by either teacher r dation or by audiometric test.
?:onpaziaon of children identified as possibly visually handicapped from teacher r dation with those identified by the vision test (uncorrected visual
acuity $20/200 or $14/140) and those not identified:

Teacher only = identified only by teacher r dation

Test only = identified only by the vision test

Both teacher and test = identified by her r dation and by vision test

Neither teacher nor test = not identified by either teacher r dation or by vision test.
%omrhoﬂ of children identified as possibly orthopedically handicapped from teacher r dation with those identified by parent responses and those not identified:

Teacher only = identified only by teacher recommendation

Parent only = identified only by parent responses

Both teacher and parent = identified by teacher recommendstion and by parent responses

Reither teacher nor parent = not identified by either teacher r dation or by parent responses.

§Ccmpartson of children identified as possibly orthopedically handicapped from her r dation with those identified by medfcal risk factors and those mot identified:
Teacher only = identified only by teacher recommendation
Medical only = identified only by medical risk factors
Both teacher and medical = identified by her r dation and by medical risk factors
Netither teacher nor medical = not identified by either her r dation or by medical risk factors.

Ies
The group identified by both teacher and audiometric test was too small to permit generalization.

"No significant results = no pairwise comparisons were found to be statistically significant at the .05 level.
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Table C-2 (Continued)

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN MEAN ACHIEVEMENT AND MEAN EFSIQ SCORES FOR CHILDREN IDENTIFIED AS
POSSIBLY HEARING, VISION, OR ORTHOPEDICALLY IMPAIRED USING VARIOUS INDICATORS
(Overall significance level = ,05)
(See Tables 9, 15, 22; Section III)

Significance Pairwise Comparisons (Z Score)

Hearing Handicaps Vision Handicaps Orthopedic Handicaps
Teacher or Teacher or Teacher or Teacher or Medical Risk
Audiometry Test* t1 Parent Responses? Teacher_or Vision Test# Parent Responses§ Factors**

Hean EFSIQ Scores Nefther teacher > Test only  No significant results# Test only > Teacher only No significant results No significant results

nor test 4.61)
(2.79)
Test only > Neither teacher
nor test '

(3.51)

*Compari.son of children identified as possibly hearing handicapped from teacher recommendation with those identified by the audiometry test and those not identified:
Teacher only = identified only by teach dation
Test only = {deatified only by the audiometry test
Both teacher and test = identified by teacher recommendation and by audiometric test
Neither teacher nor test = not identified by either teacher r dation or by audiometric test.

*Compariaan of children identified as possibly hearing handicapped from teacher recommendation with those identified by parent responses and thoge not identiffed:
Teacher only = {dentified only by teacher recommendation
Parent only = identified only by parent responses
Both teacher and parent = identified by teacher recommendation and by parent responses

Neither teacher nor parent = not identified by either teacher r dation or by parent responses.
’Comparison of children identified as possibly visually handicapped from teacher r dation with those identified by the vision test (yncorrected visual
acuity $20/200 or 514/140) and those not identified:
Teacher only = identiffed only by teacher r dation
Test only = identified only by the vision test
Both teacher and test = identified by teacher r dation and by vision test
Neither teacher nor test = not identified by either teacher recommendation or by vision test. -
§cmﬂ!’*“:’-ﬁm of children identified as possibly orthopedically handicapped from teacher r dation with those identified by parent responses and those not identified:

Teacher only = identified only by teacher recommendation

Parent only = identified only by parent responses

Both teacher and parent = identified by teacher recommendation and by parent responses

Neither teacher nor parent = not identified by either teacher recommendation or by parent responses.

**Compausou of children identified as possibly orthopedically handicapped from teacher recommendation with those identified by medical risk factors and those not identified:

Teacher only = identified only by teacher r dation
Medical only = identified only by medical risk factors
Both teacher and medical = identified by teacher r dation and by medical risk factors

Neither teacher nor medical = not identified by either teacher recommendation or by medical risk factors.
H"l’he 8roup identified by both teacher and audiometric test was too small to permit generalization.

**No significant results = no pairwise comparisons were found to be statistically significant at the .05 level.
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Table C-3

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN RATES OF IDENTIFICATION FOR POTENTIAL NEED FOR SERVICES FOR THE
HEARING, VISION OR ORTHOPEDICALLY HANDICAPPED ACROSS DEMOGRAPHIC AND SOCIOECONOMIC GROUPS

(Overall significance level = ,05)
(See Tables 10, 16, 23; Section III)

Significant Pairwise Comparisons (Z Score)

Sex Race Income Age Region Type of Place
Nc significant No significant No significant results No significant No significant No significant
results® results results results results
No significant No significant No significant results¥ No significant No significant No significant
results results results results results**
No significant No significant Less than $3,000 > $10,000-$14,999 No significant South > Northeast No significant
results results (3.60) results (2.82) results
$5,000-$6,999 > $10,000-$14,999 South > West
. (3.24)
No significant No significant No significant results 10-11 > 6-7 South > West No significant
results results (2.88) (3.41) results
No significant White > Black No significant results 8-9 > 6-7 Midwest > South No significant
results (2.08) (3.56) (2.75) results
10-11 > 6-7
(5.57)
10-11 > 8-9
(3.15)
No significant No significant No significant results tt No significant No significant No significant
results results results results results
No significant No significant No significant results No significant No significant No significant
results results results results results
No significant No significant No significant results 10-11 > 6-7 No significant No significant
results results (2.74) results results
10-11 > 8-9
(3.59)

*No significant results = No pairwise comparisons were found to be statistically significant at the .05 level.

TIncludes all
#The rate for
$The rate for
**The rate for
*tThe rate for

children so identified, whether those children were also identified by another set of indicators or not.
groups "$3,000-$4,999"; $7,000-$9,999"; $10,000-$14,999" and "More than $15,000" is 0.
group "6-7" is O,
group *250,000-3 million" is O.
group $10,000-$14,999" is O.



7%9¢

Table C-4

SIGNIPICANT DIFFERENCES IN SCHOOL BEHAVIORS FOR CHILDREN IDENTIFIED AS POSSIBLY
MENTALLY RETARDED OR EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED USING VARIOUS INDICATORS
(Overall significance level = .0S)
(See Tables 27, 28, 41; Section IV)

Significant Pairwige Comparison (Z Score)
Mentally Retarded

Emotionally Disturbed

School Behaviors (Rated by the Teacher)

Repeated a grade

Teacher or EFSIQ Test Score

Teacher or Parent Responses?

Teacher only ™ Neither teacher nor test

Teacher only > Neither teacher nor pareat

Teacher or Parent Resgonsea*

Teacher only > Parent only

(5.19) (5.96) (4.08)

Test only ™ Neither teacher nor test Parent only > Neither teacher nor parent Teacher only > Neither teacher nor parent

(11.65) (6.08) (6.26)
Both teacher _ Neither teacher nor Both teacher _ Neither teacher nor Both teacher Neither teacher nor
and test test and parent parent and parent parent

(3.88) (3.59) (3.18)

Less attentive than most for his/her age Teacher only > Test only Teacher only > Neither teacher nor parent Teacher only > Pareat only

(3.71) (8.55) (10.27)

Teacher only > Neither teacher nor test Parent only > Neither teacher nor parent Teacher only > Neither teacher nor pareant
(9.42) - (3.54) (16.72)

Test only > Neither teacher nor test Both teacher and parent > Teacher only Parent only > Neither teacher nor pareant
(4.42) (2.97) (6.09)

Both teacher and test > Test only Both teacher and parent > Parent only Both teacher and parent > Parent only
(4.87) (4.60) (11.51)

Both teacher , Neither teacher nor Both teacher _ Neither teacher nor Both teacher and _ Neither teacher nor

and test test and parent pareat parent - parent
(8.21) (10.71) (16.97)

*
Comparison of children fdentfified as possibly mentally retarded from teacher recommendation with those identified by the EFSIQ test and those not identified:

Teacher only = identified only by teacher r dation
Test only = identified only by the EFSIQ test
Both teacher and test = {dentified by teacher r dation and by EFSIQ test

Neither teacher nor test = not identified by either teacher recommendation or by EFSIQ test.
*Ctmparison of children identified as possibly mentally retarded from teacher r

Teacher only = identified only by teacher r ion

Parent only = identified only by parent responses

Both teacher and parent = identified by teacher recommendation and by parent responses

dation with those identified by parent responses and those not identified.

Neither teacher nor parent = not identified by either teacher r dation or by parent responses.
tcomparison of children identified as possibly emotionally disturbed from teacher r dation with those identified by parent responses and those not identified:
Teacher only = identified only by teacher r ion
Parent only = identified only by parent responses
Both teacher and pareat = identified by teach dation and by parent responses

Neither teacher nor parent = not identified by either teacher r dation or by parent responses.
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Table C-4 (Continued)

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN SCHOOL BEHAVIORS FOR CHILDREN IDENTIFIED AS POSSIBLY
MENTALLY RETARDED OR EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED USING VARIOUS INDICATORS
(Overall significance level = ,05)
(See Tables 27, 28, 41: Section 1V)

Significant Pairwise Comparison (Z Score)

Mentally Retarded Emotionally Disturbed
School Behaviors (Rated by the Teacher Teacher or EFSIQ Test Score ___Teacher or Parent Responses’ Teacher or Parent Responses?
Extremely restless for his/her age Teacher only > Test only Teacher only > Neither teacher nor parent Teacher only > Parent only
(3.57) 4.71) (10.52)
Teacher only > Neither teacher nor test Teacher only > Neither teacher nor parent Teacher only > Neither teacher nor parent
(4.63) (4.09) (13.58)
Both teacher and test > Test only Both teacher and parent > Parent only
(3.44) (7.17)
Both teacher | Neither teacher nor Both teacher , Neither teacher nor
and test test and parent parent
(3.98) (8.00)
Often accused by other children of No significant results$ Teacher only > Neither teacher nor parent Teacher only > Parent only
fighting (2.72) (5.69)
Teacher only > Neither teacher nor parent
(8.76)
Parent only > Neither teacher nor parent
(6.44)
Both teacher and parent > Pareat only
(2.92)
Both teacher and » Neither teacher nor
parent parent
(3.69)

S —
*c°mparison of childrea identified as possibly mentally retarded from teacher recommendation with those identified by the EFSIQ test and those not ident{fied:
Teacher only = identified only by teacher recommendation
Test only = identified only by the EFSIQ test
Both teacher and test = identified by teacher recommendation and by EFSIQ test
Neither teacher nor test = not identified by either teacher recommendation or by EFSIQ test.

*Comparison of children identified as possibly mentally retarded from teacher recommendation with those identified by parent responses and those not identified;
Teacher only = identified only by teacher recommendation
Parent only = identified only by parent responses
Both teacher and parent = identified by teacher recommendation and by parent responses
Reither teacher nor parent = not identified by either teacher recommendation or by parent responses.

h

‘Compatiaon of children identified as possibly emotionally disturbed from t
Teacher only = identified only by teacher recommendation
Parent only = identified only by parent responses
Both teacher and parent = identified by teacher recommendation and by parent responses
Neither teacher nor parent = not identified by either teacher recommendation or by parent responses.

rr dation with those identified by parent responses and those not identiffed:

S0 significant results = no pairwise comparisons were found to be statistically significant at the .05 lecvel.
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Table C-4 (Continued)

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN SCHOOL BEHAVIORS FOR CHILDREN IDENTIFIED AS POSSIBLY
MENTALLY RETARDED OR EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED USING VARIOUS INDICATORS

(Overall significance level = ,05)

(See Tables 27, 28,

41: Section 1IV)

Significant Pajrwise Comparison (Z Score)

Mentally Retarded

Emotionally Disturbed

School Behaviors (Rated by the Teacher Teacher or EFSIQ Teat Score Teacher or Parent Resgonsea* Teacher or Parent Reagonaes*
Too "rough” with other children No significant results? Teacher only > Neither teacher nor parent Teacher only > Parent only
(2.85) (5.21)
Teacher only > Neither teacher nor parent
(6.97)
Both teacher , Neither teacher nor
and parent parent
(2.67)
Frequently injured No significant results No significant results Teacher only > Parent only
(3.79) -
Teacher only > Neither teacher nor parent
(4.81)
Other parents complain about his/her No significant results No significent results Teacher only > Parent only
behavior (3.49)
Teacher only > Neither teacher nor parent
(4.36)

*
Comparison of children identified as possibly mentally retarded from teacher recommendation with those

Teacher only = identified only by teacher recommendation
Test oaly = identified only by the EFSIQ test

Both teacher and test = tdentified by teacher recommendation and by EFSIQ test
Neither teacher nor test = not identified by either teacher r dation or by EFSIQ test.

1,
Comparison of children identified as possibly mentally retarded from teacher recommendation with those

Teacher only = identified only by teacher recommendation

Parent only = identified only by parent responses

Both teacher and parent = identified by teacher recommendation and by parent
Neither teacher nor parent = not identified by either teacher recommendation

Comparison of children identified as possibly emotionally disturbed from teacher
Teacher only * identified only by teacher recommendation
Parent only = identified only by parent responses
Both teacher and parent = identified by teacher recommendation and by parent
Neither teacher nor parent = not identified by either teacher r dation

$No significant results = no pairwise comparisdns were found to be statistically

Tresponses
or by parent responses.

identified by the EFSIQ test and those not identified:

identified by parent responses and those not identified:

recommendation with those identified by parent responses and those not identified:

responses
or by parent responses.

significant at the ,05 level.
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Table C-4 (Continued)

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN SCHOOL BEHAVIORS FOR CHILDREN IDENTIFIED AS POSSIBLY
MENTALLY RETARDED OR EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED USING VARIOUS INDICATORS
(Overall significance level = .05)
(See Tables 27, 28, 41; Section 1V)

Significant Pairwise Comparison (Z Score)

Mentally Retarded Emotionally Disturbed
School Behaviors (Rated by the Teacher Teacher or EFSIQ Test Score® Teacher or Parent Responses? Teacher or Parent Responses?
Discipline does not seem to work No significant results Both teacher and > Parent only Teacher only > Parent only
parent (5.26)
(14.46)

Teacher only > Neither teacher nor parent
(6.10)

Both teacher and parent > Parent only
(3.25)

Both teacher and parent > Neither teacher
nor parent

(3.40)
Discipline frequently required Teacher only > Neither teacher nor Teacher only > Neither teacher nor Teacher only > Parent only
test parent (6.85)
(3.07) (3.72) Teacher only > Neither teacher nor
Both teacher > Neither teacher nor test Both teacher and parent > Parent only parent
and test (2.63) (10.37)
(2.76) Both teacher > Neither teacher nor Both teacher and parent > Parent only
and parent parent (5.73)
(3.21) Both teacher > Neither teacher nor parent
and parent
(6.81)
Almost always chosen last in Test only > Neither teacher nor test No significant results Teacher only > Parent only
children's play (3.13) - (7.259)

Teacher only > Neither teacher nor parent
(8.30)

*Comparlson of children identified as possibly mentally retarded from teacher recommendation with those identified by the EFSIQ test and those not fdentified:
Teacher only = identified only by teacher recommendation
Test only = identified only by the EFSIQ test
Both teacher and test = identiffed by teacher recommendation and by EFSIQ test
Neither teacher nor test = not identified by either teacher r dation or by EFSIQ test.

"Comparison of children fdentified as possibly mentally retarded from teacher recommendation with those identified by pareat responses and those not identified:
Teacher only = i{dentified only by teacher recommendation
Parent only = identified only by parent responses
Both teacher and parent = jdentified by teacher recommendation and by parent responses
Neither teacher nor parent = pot identified by either teacher recommendation or by parent responses.

*Campnrison of children {dentified as possibly emotionally disturbed from teacher recommendation with those identified by parent responses and those not identiffed:
Teacher only = identified only by teacher recommendation
Parent only = identified only by parent responses
Both teacher and parent = identified by teacher recommendation and by parent responses
Neither teacher nor parent = not identified by either teacher recommendation or by parent responses.

&
*No significant results = no pairwise comparisons were found to be statistically significant at the ,05 level.



Table C-4 (Concluded)

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN SCHOOL BEHAVIORS FOR CHILDREN IDENTIFIED AS POSSIBLY
MENTALLY RETARDED OR EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED USING VARIOUS INDICATORS
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(Overall significance level = .05)

(See Tables 27, 28,

41; Section IV)

Significant Pairwise Comparison (Z Score)

Mentally Retarded

Emotionally Disturbed

School Behaviors (Rated by the Teacher) Teacher or EFSIQ Test Score Teacher or Parent Responsest Teacher or Parent Responses®
Almost never chosen as leader in Teacher only > Neither teacher nor test Teacher only > Neither teacher nor Teacher only > Parent only
6.02) parent (10.58)
hildren's pla «
¢l play (6.65)
Test only > Neither teacher nor test Parent only > Neither teacher nor Teacher only > Neither teacher nor
(2.64) pareat parent
(4.08) (14.65)
Both teacher and test > Neither teacher Both teacher and , Neither teacher nor Both teacher and parent > Parent only
nor test parent parent (8.27)
(4.43) (3.20)
Both teacher and _ Neither teacher nor
parent parent
(9.32)
Iantellectual ability clearly below average Teacher only > Test only Teacher only > Parent only Teacher only > Parent only
(bottom 25%) for his/her age (3.93) (4.76) (4.54)
Teacher only > Neither teacher nor test Teacher only > Neither teacher nor Teacher only > Neither teacher nor pareant
(22.05) parent (10.85)
(22.46)

Test only > Neither teacher nor test
(5.41)

Both teacher and _ Test only

test
(5.21)
Both teacher and > Neither teacher
test nor test
(133.03)

Both teacher and _ Pareant only
parent

Parent only > Neither teacher nor parent
(3.64)
(5.65)

Both teacher and > Neither teacher

pareat nor parent
(128.39)

Both teacher and _ Parent only
parent
(2.63)

Both teacher and
parent

Neither teacher nor
parent
(3.72)

*Comparison of children identified as possibly mentally retarded from teacher recommendation with those identified by the EFSIQ test and those not identified:

dat
h r ion

Teacher only = identified oaly by
Test only = identified only by the EFSIQ test

Both teacher and test = identified by teacher r
Neither teacher nor test = not identified by either

dation and by EFSIQ test

h

rer dation or by EFSIQ test

tcomparison of children identified as possibly mentally retarded from teacher recommendation with those identified by parent responses and those not identified:

Teacher only = identified only by teacher recommendation
Parent only = identified only by parent responses

Both teacher and parent = identified by t her r dation and by parent responses

Neither teacher nor parent = aot {dentified by either teacher r

h

*Cunpazhon of children identified as possibly emotionally disturbed from t r

dation or by parent responses

d

Teacher only = identified only by teacher recommendation
parent only = identified only by parent responses

ion with those identified by parent responses and those not fidentified:

Both teacher and parent = ideatified by teacher recommendation and by parent response
Neither teacher nor parent = not identiffed by either teacher recommendation or by parent responses
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Table C-5

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN MEAN ACHIEVEMENT AND MEAN EFSIQ SCORES FOR CHILDREN
IDENTIFIED AS POSSIBLY MENTALLY RETARDED OR EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED USING VARIOUS INDICATORS
(Overall significance level = ,05)
(See Tables 36, 44; Section IV)

Significant Pairwise Comparisons (2 Score)
Mentally Retarded Emotionally Disturbed

Teacher and/or EFSIQ Test Score ™ Teacher and/or Parent Responses? Teacher and/or Medical Risk Factors# Teacher _and/or Parent Reagonses§

Mean Achievement Scores

Mean WRAT Reading Teacher only > Both teacher and Parent only > Teacher only Medical exam only > Teacher only Pareat only > Teacher only
test (3.76) (4.37) (3.06)
(4.67)
Test only > Both teacher and test Parent only > Both teacher and Medical exam only > Both teacher and Neither teacher , Teacher only
(4.96) parent medical exam nor parent
(5.40) (4.07) (7.05)
Neither teacher . Teacher only Neither teacher , Teacher only Neither medical exam , Teacher only Neither teacher . Parent only
nor test nor pareat nor teacher nor parent
(14.57) (15.95) (16.39) (2.70)
Neither teacher _ Test only Neither teacher | Parent only Neither medical exam , Both medical
nor test nor parent nor teacher exam and
(9.28) (4.84) teacher
(7.51)
Neither teacher _ Both teacher Neither teacher _ Both teacher
nor test and test aor parent and parent
(21.59) (15.79)

*Comparlson of children identified as possibly mentally retarded from teacher recommendation with those identified by the EFSIQ test and those not identified:
Teacher only = identified only by teacher recommendation
Test only = identified only by the EFSIQ test
Both teacher and test = identified by teacher recommendation and by the EFSIQ test
Neither teacher nor test = not identified by either teacher recommendation or by the EFSIQ test

*Comparison of children identified as possibly mentally retarded from teacher recommendation with those identified by parent responses and those not identified:
Teacher only = identified only by teacher recommendation
Parent only = identified only by parent responses
Both teacher and parent = identified by teacher recommendation and by parent responses
Neither teacher nor parent = not identified by either teacher recommendation or by parent responses

*Compatison of children identified as possibly mentally retarded from teacher recommendation with those identified by medical risk factors and those not identified:
Medical exam only = identified only by medical risk factors
Teacher only = identified only by teacher r dation
Both medical exam and teacher = identified by medical risk factors and by teacher recommendation
Neither medical exam nor teacher = not identified by either medical risk factors or by teacher recommendation

§Compartson of children fdentified as possibly emotionally disturbed from teacher recommendation with those identified by parent responses and those not identified:
Parent only = identified only by parent responses
Teacher only = identified only by teacher recommendation
Neither teacher nor parent = not identified by either teacher recommendation or by parent responses
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Mean Achievement Scores

Mean WRAT Math

Table C-5 (Continued)

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN MEAN ACHIEVEMENT AND MEAN EFSIQ SCORES FOR CHILDREN
IDENTIFIED AS POSSIBLY MENTALLY RETARDED OR EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED USING VARIOUS INDICATORS
(Overall significance level = .05)

(See Tables 36, 44; Section IV)

Significant Pairwise Comparisons (Z Score)

Mentally Retarded

Teacher and/or EPSIQ Test Score™

Teacher only > Both teacher and
test
(6.08)

Test only > Both teacher and test
(5.88)

Neither teacher > Teacher only

Teacher and/or Parent Resgonses‘f

Teacher only > Both teacher
and pareat
(2.92)

Parent only > Teacher only
(3.78)

Parent only > Both teacher

Teacher and/or Medical Risk Pactors¥

Medical exam only > Teacher only
(5.24)

Medical exam only > Both teacher and
medical exam
(4.34)

Neither medical exam > Teacher only

Teacher and/or Parent Resgonses§

Parent only ™ Teacher only
(3.52)

Neither teacher > Teacher only
nor parent
(8.44)

Neither teacher > Parent only

nor test and parent nor teacher nor pareat
(14.18) (5.72) (14.17) (3.22)
Neither teacher > Test only Neither teacher > Teacher only Neither medical exam . Both medical
nor test nor parent nor teacher exam and
(9.44) (13.84) teacher
(6.34)
Neither teacher > Both teach Neither teacher > Parent only
nor test and test nor pareat
(22,05) (4.51)
Neither teacher , Both teach
nor pareat and parent
(13.81)
*Comparison of children identified as posaibly mentally retarded from her r dation with those identified by the EFSIQ test and those not identified:
Teacher only = identified only by h dation
Test only = identified only by the EFSIQ test
Both teacher and test = identified by teacher recommendation and by the EFSIQ test
Neither teacher nor test = not identified by either teacher r dation or by the EFSIQ test
*Comparison of children identified as possibly mentally retarded from teach dation with those identified by parent responses and those not identified:
Teacher only = identified only by teacher r dation
Parent only = identified only by parent responses
Both teacher and parent = identified by teacher recomeendation and by parent responses
Neither teacher nor pareant = not identified by teacher recommendation or by parent responses
Comparison of children identified as possibly mentally retarded from teach dation with those identified by medical risk factors and those not identified:

Medical exam only = identified only by médical risk factors
Teacher only = ideatified only by teacher r

dation

+

Both medical exam and teacher = identified by medical risk factors and by t r
Neither medical exam nor teacher = not identified by medical risk factors or by teacher recommendation
Comparison of children identified as possibly emotionally disturbed from teacher recommendation with those identified by parent responses and those not identified:
Parent only = identified only by parent responses
Teacher only = identiffed only by teacher recommendation
Neither teacher nor parent = not identified by either teacher recommendation or by parent responses

fon
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Table C-5 (Concluded)

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN MEAN ACHIEVEMENT AND MEAN EFSIQ SCORES FOR CHILDREN
IDENTIFIED AS POSSIBLY MENTALLY RETARDED OR EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED USING VARIOUS INDICATORS
(Overall significance level = .05)
(See Tables 36, 44; Section IV)

Significant Pairwise Comparisons (Z Score)
Mentally Retarded
Teacher and/or EFSIQ Test Score™ Teacher and/or Pareat Resgonsesf Teacher and/or Medical Risk Factors¥ Teacher and/or Pareat Resgonsea§

Mean EFSIQ Scores Teacher only > Test only Teacher only > Both teacher and Medical exam only > Teacher only Parent only > Teacher only
(9.74) parent (5,33) (2.78)
(3.70)
Teacher only > Both teacher and Parent only > Both teacher and Medical exam oniy > Both teacher and Neither teacher > Teacher only
test parent medical exam nor parent
(10.87) (3.70) (4.51) (5.83)
Test only > Both teacher and test Neither teacher > Teacher only Neither medical exam > Teacher only
(4.14) nor parent nor teacher
(7.68) (8.66)
Neither teacher > Teacher only Neither teacher > Parent only Neither medical exam , Both teacher and
aor test nor parent nor teacher medical exam
(8.66) (4.16) (5.01)
Neither teacher > Test only Neither teacher , Both teacher
nor test nor parent and parent
(64.48) (10.03)
Neither teacher | Both teacher
nor test and test
(29.92)

*Comparison of children identified as possibly mentally retarded from teacher recommendation with those identified by the EFSIQ test and those not identified:
Teacher only = identified only by teacher recommendation
Test only = {dentified only by the EFSIQ test
Both teacher and test = identified by teacher recommendation and by the EFSIQ test
Neither teacher nor test = not identified by either teacher r dation or by the EFSIQ test

?Compari.son of children identified as possibly mentally retarded from teacher recommendatfon with those identified by parent responses and those not identified:
Teacher only = identified only by teach r dation
Parent only = identified only by parent responses
Both teacher and parent = identified by teacher recommendation and by parent responses
Neither teacher nor parent = not identified by teacher recommendation or by parent responses

‘Comparison of children identified as possibly mentally retarded from teacher recommendation with those identified by medical risk factors and those not identified:
Medical examn only = identified only by medical risk factors
Teacher only = identified only by teacher recommendation
Both medical exam and teacher = identified by medical risk factors and by teacher recommendation
Neither medical exam nor teacher = not identified by medical risk factors or by teacher recommendation

§Comparlson of children identified as possibly emotionally disturbed from teacher recommendation with those identified by parent responses and those not identified:
Parent only = identified only by parent responses
Teacher only = identified only by teacher recommendation
Neither pareat nor teacher = not identified by either parent resp or by t

h

rer dation
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Table C-6

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN RATES OF IDENTIFICATION FOR POTENTIAL NEED FOR SERVICES FOR THE
MENTALLY RETARDED OR EMOTIONALLY DISTRUBED ACROSS DEMOGRAPHIC AND SOCIOECONOMIC GROUPS

(Overall significance level = .05)
(Sce Tables 37, 45; Section IV)

Significant Pairwise Comparisons (Z Score)

Handicap Identifier Sex Race Income Age Region Type of Place
Mental Teacher Males > Females Blacks > Whites No significant results® ¥ 10-11 > 6-7 No significant No significant
Retarda- Recommendation® (2.75) (3.54) , (2.87) results results
tion
EFSIQ Score! No significant  Blacks > Whites Less than $3,000 > $5,000-$6,999% 10-11 > 6-7 No significant  No significant
results (2.70) . (3.10) results results
Parent No significant Blacks > Whites No significant results No significant No significant No significant
Responses results (2.25) results results resul ta**
Medical Risk No significant No significant No significant results#$ No significant North- _ South No significant
Factors results resulestt results east results**
(2.83)
Emotional Teacher Males > Females Blacks > Whites No significant results 8-9 > 6-7 No significant No significant
Disturb-  Recommendation? .(3.60) (2.89) (2.54) results results
ance 10-11 > 6-7
(3.03)
Parent No significant No significant Less than $3,000 > More than $15,000 6-7 > 10-11 No significant No significant
Responses results results . (2.99) Tresults regults

*No significant results = No pairwise comparisons were found to be statistically significant at the .05 level.
tincludes all children so identified, whether those children were also identified by another set of indicators or mnot.
*Gtoups "$10,000-$14,999" and "More than $15,000" too small to permit generalization.

§Gr:mlpa "$7,000-$9,999"; '$10,000-$14,999" and "More than $15,000" too small to permit generalization.

**Group "50,000-250,000 people™ too small to permit generalization.
N(:roup "Blacks" too small to permit generalizatiom.
**Groups "Less than $3,000" and "More than $15,000" too small to permit generalization.
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Table C-7

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN SCROOL BEHAVIORS FOR CHILDREN IDERTIFIED AS POSSIBLY SPEFCH HANDICAPPED
USING VARTOUS INDICATORS AND AS POSSIBLY BEING "SLOW LEARNERS" USING TEACHER RECOMMENDATION

(Overall significance level = .05)

(Sce Table 51, Section V, and Table 59, Section V1)

Significant Pajrwise Comparison (Z Score)

Speech Handicapped

"'Slow Learners" ¥

School Behaviors .(Rated by the teacher)

Teacher Recommendation or Parent Responses™

Repeated a grade

Less attentive than most for his/her age

Extremely restless for his/her age

Often accused by other children of fight-
ing

Parent only > Neither teacher nor parent
(2.99)

Both teacher and parent > Neither teacher nor parent
(4.07)

Teacher only > MNeither teacher nor parent
(2.64)

Parent only > Neither teacher nor parent
(3.95)

Both teacher and parent > Neither teacher nor parent
(3.19)

Parent only > Neither teacher nor parent
(3.40)

No significant results¥

Slow only > Not recommended for slow learnmer resources
(8.42)

Teacher recommendation for both slow Not recommended
learner and other special resource > for slow learner
resources
(10.64)

Slow only > Not recommended for slow learner
(18.40)

Teacher recommendation for both slow Not recommended
learner and other special resource > foir slow learner
resources
(8.15)

Slow only > Not recommended for slow learner resources
(5.04)

Teacher recommendation for both slow > Not recommended
learner and other special resource for slow learnmer
resources
(4.75)

Slow only > Not recommended for slow learmer resources
(5.20)

Teacher recommendation for both slow > Not recommended
learner and other special resource for slow learner
resources
(4.61)

*

Comparison of children identified as speech handicapped from teacher recommendation with those identified from parent responses and those not identified.
Parent only = Identified only by parent responses
Teacher only = Identified only by teacher recommendation

Both parent and teacher = Identified by parent r
Neither teacher nor parent = not identified by t rr

and by teacher r dation.
dation or by parent responses.

1l(:ompm'lz-mn of children identified by

her r dation only for special resources for the slow learner with those recommended for both special

resources for the slow learner and for other special resources; and those not recommended for special resources for the slow learner.

*No significant results = no pairwise comparisons were found to be statistically significant at the .05 level,
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Table C-7 (Continued)

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN SCHOOL BEHAVIORS FOR CHILDREN IDENTIFIED AS POSSIBLY SPEECH HANDICAPPED
USING VARIOUS INDICATORS AND AS POSSIBLY BEING "SLOW LEARNERS" USING TEACHER RECOMMENDATION
(Overall significance level = .05)
(See Table 51, Section V, and Table 59, Section VI)

Significant Pairwise Comparison (Z Score)

Speech Handicapped "Slow Learners" T
School Behaviors (Rated by the teacher) Teacher Recommendation or Parent ResEnses"
Too "rough" with other children No significant results? Slow only > Not recommended for slow learmer resources
(6.62)

Teacher recommendation for both slow Not recommended
learner and other special resource > for slow learner

resources
(3.74)
Frequently injured No significant results No significant results
Other parents complain about his/her No significant results No significant results
behavior
Discipline does not seem to work No significant results Slow only > Not recommended for slow learmer resources
(3.23)

Teacher recommendation for both slow Not recommended
) learner and other special resource > for slow learner

resources
(2.63)
Discipline frequently required No significant results Slow only > Not recommended for slow learmer resources
(5.54)
Teacher r dation for both slow Not recommended
learner and other special resource > for slow learner
resources
(4.04)
Almost always chosen last in Teacher only > Neither teacher nor parent Slow only > Not recommended for slow learmer resources
children's play (2.71) (8.36)
Parent only > Neither teacher nor parent Teacher recommendation for both slow > Slow oanly
(2.81) learner and other special resource
(2.68)
Both teacher and parent > Neither teacher nor parent Teacher recommendation for both slow Not recommended
(4.10) learner and other special resource > for slow learner
resources
(8.62)

*Conpnrtson of children identified as speech handicapped from teacher recommendation with those identified from parent responses and those not identified.
Parent only = Identified only by parent responses
Teacher only = Identified only by teacher recommendation
Both parent and teacher = Identified by parent resp and by t her r dation.
Neither teacher nor parent = not identified by teacher recommendation or by pareat responses.

*Compartaon of children identified by teacher recommendation only for special resources for the slow learner with those recommended for both special
resources for the slow learner and for other special regources for the slow learner.

*No significant results = No pairwise comparisons were foupd to be statistically significant at the .05 level.
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Table C-7 (Concluded)

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN SCHOOL BEHAVIORS FOR CHILDREN IDENTIFIED AS POSSIBLY SPEECH HANDICAPPED
USING VARIOUS INDICATORS AND AS POSSIBLY BEING “SLOW LEARNERS" USING TEACHER RECOMMENDATION
(Overall significance level = .05)

(See Table 51, Section V, and Table 59, Section VI)

Significant Pairwise Comparison (Z Score)

Speech Hapdicapped "Slow Learners" T
School Behaviors (Rated by the teacher) Teacher Recommendation or Parent Responses®™
Almost never chosen as leader in Teacher ouly > Neither teacher nor parent Slow only > Not recommended for slow learner resources
children's play (4.82) {16.93)
Parent only > Neither teacher nor parent Teacher recommendation for both slow > Slow only
{4.02) learner and other special resource
(2.98)
Both teacher and parent > Neither teacher nor parent Teacher recommendation for both slow Not recommended
(3.88) learner and other special resource > for slow learner
resources
(14.53)
Intellectual ability clearly below Teacher only > Neither teacher nor parent Slow only > Not recommended for slow learner resources
average (bottom 25%) for his/her age (4.08) (42.30)
Parent only > Neither teacher nor parent Teacher recommendation for both slow Not recommended
(3.94) learner and other special resource > for slow learner
resources
(21.37)
Both teacher and parent > Neither teacher nor parent
(6.37)
*
Comparison of children identified as speech handicapped from teach r dation with those identified from parent responses and those not fdentified:

Parent only = Identified only by parent responses

Teacher only = Identified only by teacher recommendation

Both parent and teacher = Identified by parent resp and by teacher r dation
Neither teacher nor parent = Not identified by teacher recommendation or by parent responses.

*Comparison of children identified by teacher recommendation only for special resources for the slow lecarner with those recommended for both apecial

resources for the slow learner and for other special resources for the slow learner.
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Table C-8

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN MEAN ACHIEVEMENT AND MEAN EFSIQ SCORES FOR CHILDREN
IDENTIFIED AS POSSIBLY SPEECH HANDICAPPED USING VARIOUS INDICATORS
AND AS POSSIBLY "SLOW LEARNERS" USING TEACHER RECOMMENDATION
(Overall significance level = .05)
(See Table 52, Section V, and Table 62, Section VI)

Significant Pairwise Comparison (Z Score)

Speech Handicapped

"Slow Learners" ¥

Teacher Rec dation or Parent Responses™
Mean Achievement Scores
Mean WRAT Reading Neither teacher nor parent 2z Teacher only Slow only 2 Teacher recommendation for both slow learner
(3.99) and other special resource
(2.69)
Neither teacher nor parent z Parent only Not recommended for slow learner resource 2 Slow only
(6.73) (17.06)
Neither teacher nor pareant 2 Both teacher and parent Not recommended for Teacher r dation for both slow
(5.87) slov learner resource learner and other special resocurce
(14.38)
Mean WRAT Math Reither teacher nor parent z Teacher only Slow only z Teacher recommendation for both slow learner
(3.33) and other special resource
(2.90)
Neither teacher nor parent 2 Parent only Not recommended for slow learner resource 2 Slow only
(5.17) (10.48)
Neither teacher nor parent 2 Both teacher and pareat Not recommended for Teacher recommendation for both slow
(4.40) slow learner resource = learner and other special resource
(12.81)
Mean EFSIQ Scores Neither teacher nor parent z Teacher only Slow only 2 Teacher recommendation for both slow learner
(3.79) and other special resource
(2.82)
Neither teacher nor pareant Z Parent only Not recommended for slow learner resource z Slow only
(3.97) (8.96)
Neither teacher nor parent 2 Both teacher and parent Not recommended for Teacher recommendatfon for both slow
(3.58) slow learner resource learner and other special resource

(11.18)

*Ccmparlson of children identified as speech handicapped from teacher recommendation with those identified from parent responses and those not identified.
Parent only = Identified only by parent responses
Teacher only = Identified only by teacher recommendation
Both parent and teacher = Identified by parent responses and by teacher recommendation.
Neither teacher nor parent = Not identified by teacher recommendation or by parent responses.

*CGmgarison of children identified by teach r dation only for special resources for the slow learner with those recommended for both special
resources for the slow learner and for other special resources; and those not recommended for special resources for the slow learner.
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Handicap
Speech

Slow
Learner

Table C-9

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN RATES OF IDENTIFICATION FOR POTENTIAL NEED FOR SERVICES FOR THE
SPEECH HANDICAPPED AND “SLOW LEARNER" ACROSS DEMOGRAPHIC AND SOCIOECONOMIC GROUPS
(Overall significance level = .0S5)

(See Table 53, Section V, and Table 63, Section VI)

Significant Pairwise Comparisons (Z Score)

ldentifier Sex Race Income Age Region Type of Place
Teacher Males > Females No significant No significant results 6-7 > 10-11 No significant No significant
Recommendation® (3.29) results (4.15) . results results
8-9 > 10-11
(3.10)
Parent Rem:n:mses1 Males > Females Blacks > Whites Less than $3,000 > $7,000-$9,999 6-7 > 8-9 No significant No significant
(3.72) (4.13) (3.32) (3.39) results results
$3,000-$4,999 > $7,000-$9,999 6-7 > 10-11
(2.95) (4.22)

Medical Risk
Factors

Teacher recom-
mendation only
for this re-
sourcet

No significant
results

Males > Females
(3.84)

No significant
results

Blacks > Whites
(2.74)

No significant results?

Leas than $3,000 > $7,000~$9,999
.56)
Less than $3,000 > $10,000-$14,999
.90)
Less than $3,000 > More than $15,000
(5.09)
$3,000-$4,999 > $7,000-$9,999
4.43
$3,000~$4,999 > $10,000-814,999
6.8
$3,000-$4,999 > More than $15,000
6.87)
$5,000-$6,999 > $10,000-$14,999
(3.80)

$5,000-$6,999 > More than $15,000
(4.04)

No significant
results

No significant
results

*
No significant results = No pairwise comparisons were found to be statistically significant at the .05 level.
tIncludes all children so identified, whether those children were also identified by another set of indicators or not.

#The rate for the group "More than $15,000" is 0.

$The rate for the group "West" is 0.

**The rate for the group "50,000-250,000 people" is 0.

No signific%nt
results”

South > Midwest
(3.72)

No significant
results

No significant
results









