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An increasing number of professionals in the field of
reading have expressed distress regarding use of terms such

as "learning disability," "dyslexia," "neurological dysfunc-
tion," and "developmental lag." These terms seem to be gen-

erally used to refer to students that are not doing as well
a someone thinks they should.

Groups of students fail to achieve in reading because
of a plethora of reasons, These reasons include physical,

social, emotional, experiential, motivational, and intellec-

tual variables. The difficulty in discussing dyslexia or
learning disability is exacerbated by differences in inter-
preting the terms. A learning disability in this paper
will refer to a visual or auditory perceptual deficit as
measured by the short-term ability to remember and write
nonsense syllables presented visually, and the ability to
hear speech sounds in spoken words.

Since Public Law 94-142 was signed into effect in
1978, the area of learning disabilities has taken on added
- significance. Schools are now compelled by law to offer

specialized instruction to all students identifled as hav-
ing learning disabilities. A major part of this new empha-
sis involves the identification and documentation of bona
fide learning disabled students. This has been a major
problem since virtually no instruments are available for
teachers to use that furnish valid and reliable data deemed
useful for delineating disabilities. Most tests are clini-
cally oriented and are not well supported by empirical data
that show a relationship between the constructs measured
and school tasks. The goal of the research discussed here
is to develop an instrument supported by basic research

that will efficiently and effectively identify perceptually

disabled students in relation to reading.

Barrett (1965), Vernon (1973), and Durrell (1963) have
documented the need for accurate visual perception of let-
ters and words in reading achievement. KXarlin (1980) con-
cluded that the ability to discriminate visually among let-
ter and word forms has a greater influence on recognizing
words than the ability to discriminate among non-verbal
forms. Dykstra (1966), Durrell and Murphy (1953), and
Morency (1968) have also demonstrated the high correlation
between auditory perceptual abilities and reading achieve-
ment. Durrell and Murphy (1953) have maintained that the
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auditory perception of sounds in spoken words is crucial to
early reading achievement.

Cloer (1979) attempted to analyze seven different
vocabulary lists to ascertain which spellings of English
phonemes were most frequent. The study was based on the
assumption that by determining the frequency of occurrence
of various spellings for different phonemes, it would be
possible to determine which sound-symbol relationships
would most frequently help students in decoding words
unfamiliar to them. Cloer (1983) also attempted to iden~
tify and analyze the 500 most frequently occurring multi-
syllabic words in order to determine which visual patterns
appeared most frequently and which visual syllabication
rules could veritably assist with pronunciation. The
findings from these studies were used in constructing the
instrument.

Method and Subjects

The short screening test was designed to include two
subtests, visual and auditory. The visual test consisted
of 15 items for grades 1, 2, and 3. Grades 4, 5, 6, 7, and
8 were given 20 items. The visual test asked students to
study nonsense words of increasing length for 5 seconds,
and then write from memory what they had seen. The non-
sense words were similar to English words, and contained
the visual patterns that occurred most frequently according
to the previous studies. The nonsense words were presented
on standard typing paper, 8 1/2 x 11 inches. The tallest
letters were 2 inches high.

The auditory subtest consisted of 20 items, and
required students to listen and watch on their individual
test sheets as the examiner pronounced an English word and
four options with three distractors. The student was to
underline the word that contained the same vowel sound as
the stimulus word. Most distractors were visually irregu-
lar in order to measure the students' use of auditory per-
ception as revealed through identifying vowel sounds that
are the same. The student could not determine the vowel
sounds, and successfully match them, using the visual pat-
terns alone. This test was untimed, but pace was control-
led by the examiner who read each item twice. The two sub-
tests, visual and auditory, were combined to give a total
score, (Copies of the complete tests are included at the
end of this article.)

A total of 503 students in grades 2 through 8 were’
administered tests. There were 76 students in grade 2, 60
in grade 3, 70 in grade 4, 55 in grade 5, 70 in grade 6, 88
in grade 7, and 84 .in grade 8. The screening tests were
completed by pupils in a total of 21 classes in two elemen-
tary schools and a middle school who participated in the
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pilot study. The teachers administering the tests were

provided training in a short gsession.

geveral standardized reading tests were used to
determine concurrent validity. These included: Gates-
MacGinitie Reading Test (Total Score) for grade 2, Stanford
Achievement Test (Reading Words) for grade 3, South Caro-
1ina Test of Basic Skills {Reading Total) for grades 3 and
4, Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills (Reading Total) for
grade 5, and Botel Word Opposites for grades 6, 7, and 8.

Results

Validity

Table 1 presents the grades tested, means, and stand-
ard deviations for scores on the screening test.
Table 1

Means and Standard Deviations
for Screening Test, Grades 2-8

Mean Standard Deviation

Grade Vis. Aud., Total vis. Aud. Total
2 (N = 76) 10.27 9,39 19.67 2,68 5,19  7.01
3 (N = 60) 10.15 12.63 22.78 2.95 5.11 7.16
4 (N = 70) 11.95 11.42 23.54 3,64 5.40 7.88
5 (N=55 12,93 15.67 28,24 5,09 4.22 7.14
6 (N = 70) 15.48 14.60 30, 80 3,37 5.12 7.39
7 (N = 88) 16.35 15.06 31.42 3.35 4,08 6.83

8 (N = 84) 16,50 15.14 31.71 3.21 4,60 6.57
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Table 2 provides the correlations between the
screening test and the standardized reading tests used in

each grade.

Table 2

Correlation between Screening Test
and Standardized Reading Tests

Pearson Product

Moment Correlation

Grade Test Administered Vis. Aud. Total

2 Gates~MacGinitie .66% . 76% L79%
3 Stanford Achievement B4k .65% L75%
4 South Carolina Test LAb% .63% N

of Basic Skills
5 Comprehensive Test of J27%% .58% . 58%

of Basic Skills

6 "~ Botel Word Opposites .60% . 60% L69%
7 Botel Word Opposites AL J70% JT2%
8 Botel Word Opposites 32%% Jh2% A45%

*p<.00L. **p = ,02.

The reader will note that in every grade there was a
significant correlation between each screening subtest and
the standardized reading tests used as criteria for concur-
rent validity. There was a low correlation between the
visual subtest of fifth graders and the Comprehensive Test
of Basic skills, r(53) = .27, p = .02. Another low correla-
fion existed between the visual subtest for eighth graders
and the Botel Word Opposites Test, r (82} = .32, p = .0Z.

All Total scores from the screening test were significantly
correlated to the different reading tests used as the
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criteria at or beyond the .001 level of confidence. The
screening test accounted for as much as 62% of the varlance
in the second grade and as low as 20% of the variance in
the eighth grade. This is not surprising since perception
.should be secondary to higher cognitive processes in
accounting for the varilance at this level. surprisingly,
at the sixth and seventh grade levels, the total screening
test accounted for 47% and 51.8% of the variance respec-
tively. This may have occurred because the Botel Word
Opposites Test is really a test of word recognition, and
word recognition was a problem for many of these students.

Reliability

Spearman-Brown reliability coefficients were cobtained
for each grade level. The standard procedure for calculat-
ing split-half reliability, correlation of raw scores on
odd versus even items, was used. The resulting split-half
correlations were corrected for half-test length by the
Spearman-Brown formula. Table 3 gives the Spearman-Brown
coefficients of internal consistency. These coefficilents
reflect measurement error resulting from characteristics of
the particular sample of items used in the test.

Table 3

Split-Half Reliability Coefficients for Visual and
Auditory Subtests and Total Scores, Grades 2-8

Grade Visual Auditory ' Total
2 73 (N = 149) .88 (N = 163) .88 (N = 119)
3 85 (N = 74) .87 (N = 73) .88 (N = 71)
4 .81 (N = 108) 91 (N = 113) 91 (N = 102)
5 75 (N = 39) .83 (N= 39 .85 (N = 38)
6 .89 (N = 91) .88 (N = 83) .88 (N = 42)
7 78 (N = 29) .88 (N = 29) .88 (N = 29)
8 .85 (N = 119) .85 (N = 115) .87 (N = 89)
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It can be seen from these data that the subtest coef-
ficients ranged from .73 on the visual subtest for second
araders to .91 on the auditory subtest for fourth graders.
Reliability coefficients for the total test, visual and
auditory combined, were in the high eighties to the low
nineties,.

Discussion

With the results summarized according to the different
grades, the results indicate that the items measured do
have concurrent validity in relation to standardized read-
ing tests being presently used. The reliability data indi-
cate that measurement error resulting from characteristics
of the particular sample of items is not a significant
problem with this screening instrument.

It is somewhat surprising that this much of the vari-
ance in reading achievement is accounted for by a brief
screening of perception. There is such a plethora of
experiential, social, emotional, physical, intellectual,
and motivational variables included in this variance. The
short screening instrument shows promise of identifying
students in grades two through eight that might have severe
perceptual problems. The instrument might also help with
the current imbroglio that often has two people at conven-
tion such as the American Reading Forum debating vehemently
and intransigently only to discover that they were talking
about different things, and were majestically arguing for
the same point. There are students who have difficulty
learning how to read even though social, emotional, physi-
cal, or motivational problems appear to be minimal. There
are students who do not hear sounds in spoken words as well
as their peers. There are students who have severe diffi-
culty remembering the letter sequences that constitute
words. These subjects are the ones that this instrument
might help identify, so that special assistance can be
given., The writer hopes that colleagues in the Forum will
do further research with this instrument. Performance by
good and poor readers could be examined. The instrument
might be employed in isolation or as part of a battery to
identify learning disabled and provide diagnostic data to
‘ald in remediation.
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SCREENING TNSTRUMENT FOR LEARNING DISABILITIES

Visual Subtest—-(Read the Directions for the students.)

Directions: 1 will show you cards on which nonsense

words are printed. Study each word until I remove

the card. Then write as much of the nensense word

as you remember. Each card will be shown for five

(5) seconds. Please do mot begin to write until the

cards are removed., The cards cannot be showm a

second time.

1. hib 6. sarn

2. yad 7. Dblesy
3. feg 8. folet
4, drub | 9, shaty
5. rame 10. grelet

11.
12.
13.
14.

15,

scofle *16. thiolary
liffeg *17. mibedaffe
pafhups *18, chiffopof
smomter - %19, tenisiiext
dinonast *20; pimosuffes

*pdminister only the first fifteen items for students in Primary

grades (1-3). Administer all twenty itéms above grade 3.

Auditory Subtest-(Teacher reads aloud as student follows.)

1. The vowel sound heard in
a. fir b, view
2. The vowel sound heard in

a. thief b. ridge

3. The underlined vowel sound heard in the first part of |snick er

sniff |is the same vowel sound heard in:
c. ldight d. give

pick | is the same vowel sound heard in:
c. first d. wife




10.

11.

12.

13.

is the same vowel sound heard in:

a.

The

The

high b. builld 3. bike 4, suite

vowel sound heard in |speck |1s the same vowel sound heard in:
key b. bead ¢. head 4. here

vowel sound heard in | get |is the same vowel sound heard in:
thread b. seal ¢. earth d. heed

vowel sound heard in| at |i5 the same vowel sound heard in:
Claus b. laugh ¢, mate d. fall

vowel sound heard in | tack |is the same vowel sound heard in:
shall b. base c. calm d. heart

vowel sound heard in |mud [ is the same vowel sound heard in:
full b, rule c. use d. blood
underlined vowel sound heard in the first part of ug ly | is
same vowel sound heard in:

rough b. should c. due d. flu
underlined vowel sound heard in the first part of hot ter fis

same vowel

booth b, owl

sound heard in:

¢. wad d. 1look

vowel sound heard in is the same vowel sound heard in:

there b. earth

underlined vowel sound heard in the first part of

is the same vowel sound heard in:

a.,

The underlined vowel sound heard in the first part of

cloth b. out

1s the same wvowel sound heard in:

end b, " plece

¢. here d. thread

ho tel]
c. of d. old

fe male
c. shelf d. thread
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14.

lsl

16.

17.

18.

19.

2Q.

The underlined vowel sound heard in the lagt part of | par ty

is the same sound as the Myt ing

a. any b. yellow c. gym d.

The vowel sound heard in sqgke is the same vowel

a. have b. chap c¢. chalk d.
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ery

sound heard in:

sleigh

The vowel sound heard in | Ford is the same vowel sound heard in:

a. rock b, world c. floor d.

words

The vowel sound heard in | beet i{s the same vowel sound heard in:

a. been b. key c. her d.

cent

The vowel sound heard in | bean [is the same vowel sound héa;d in:

a. bread b. check ¢, break d.

tea

The vowel sound heard in | bark |is the same sound heard in:

a. care _ b. are ¢. stare d.
The underlined vowel sound heard in the first part
is the same vowel sound heard in:

a. thief b. shirt c. hike d.

raft

of | glit ter ing

been






