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The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship

between poverty and mental retardation and to place mental retarda-

tion in its true perspective as a social condition which thrives es-

pecially in poverty areas. More specifically, this study attempted

to determine if there was any significant relationship between selected

social and environmental variables and mental retardation.

The subjects for this investigation were limited to 25 black

educable mentally retarded children placed in a special education

program for the educable mentally retarded, and 25 black normal

school children placed in a regular school program within Portland

School District 1, Portland, Oregon. Both groups of subjects were

chosen from grades 1-12 within the school district. Both groups

were matched according to age and sex.



The instruments used in the collection of the data follow;

1. School District Cumulative Folders
2. Land-Premise Survey
3. American Public Housing Deterioration Index
4. Telephone Survey
5. Social Questionnaire
6. Comprehensive Health Information Program System

(CHIPS) technique as a communicative device

Statistical procedures utilized to analyze the data of this study

at the 5 percent level of significance, were the t-test for comparing

means, and the Z test for comparing two proportions.

Eight hypotheses were tested. The following conclusions,

based on these hypotheses, were obtained from the study.

1. The mean educational level of both parents of special educa-
tion children was 11.10 years, and the mean educational
level of both parents of normal school children was 12.82
years. The evidence indicates that in this population there
was a significant difference in the educational level of
parents of mentally retarded children and the educational
level of parents of normal school children.

2. The mean occupational level for the father of special educa-
tion children was 4.54, and the mean occupational level for
the father of normal school children was 4.41. According
to the Terman and Merrill Standardization Scale, both means
are between the occupational level of skilled workers and
rural owners. The evidence indicates that in this popula-
tion there was no significant difference in the occupational
level of the father of mentally retarded children and the
occupational level of the father of normal school children.

3. The mean annual income level of families of special educa-
tion children was $4, 416. 66, and the mean annual income
level of families of normal school children was $5,708.33.
The evidence indicates that in this population there was a
significant difference between annual income levels of
families of mentally retarded children and the annual income
level of families of normal school children.



4. The mean for the family size of special education children
was 7.16, and the mean for the family size of normal school
children was 6.08. The evidence indicates that in this
population there was no significant difference in the family
size of mentally retarded children and the family size of
normal school children.

5. The estimated proportion of the number of families on wel-
fare between special education children and normal school
children was .302. The evidence indicates that in this
population there was no significant difference between the
number of families of mentally retarded children on welfare
and the number of families of normal school children on
welfare.

6. The estimated proportion of the number of mothers who
were the sole parent between special education children and
normal school children was .125.. The evidence indicates
thatin this population there was no significant difference
between the number of mothers who were the sole parent
of special education children and the number of mothers
who were the sole parent of normal school children.

7. The estimated proportion of the number of working mothers
between special education children and normal school
children was .125. The evidence indicates that in this popu-
lation there was no significant difference between the num-
ber of working mothers of mentally retarded children and
the number of working mothers of normal school: children.

8. The mean for the number of land-premise deficiencies on
the property of special education children was 6.50, and
the mean far the number of land-premise deficiencies on
the property of normal school children was 4.29. The
evidence indicates that in this population there was a signifi-
cant difference between the number of land-premise defi-
ciencies on the property of mentally retarded children and
the number of land-premise deficiencies on the property of
normal school children.

Recommendations for future research were presented on the

basis of the findings of the study and the review of literature. Major

recommendations related to; (a) educational in-service programs in



poverty areas for families of the retarded, (b) environmental clean-

up programs in poverty areas, (c) the use of the CHIPS technique as

a communicative device to communities of the poor, (d) a more con-

cise and workable definition of mental retardation be developed

through the cooperation of all allied disciplines related to mental

retardation.
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A COMPARISON BETWEEN EDUCABLE MENTALLY RETARDED
AND NORMAL STUDENTS, USING SELECTED SOCIAL AND

ENVIRONMENTAL VARIABLES

I. INTRODUCTION

Among the conditions which have blighted American life, two of

the most perplexing have been poverty and mental retardation. The

contributions of each have been abetted by a great deal of public ignor-

ance, and, until recently, each has been treated with an astonishing

degree of public apathy. A relationship between the two has rarely

been made apparent; each has been supressed into regions beyond the

American conscience.

This paradox of poverty in America has been one of the most

disturbing realizations of our people in recent years. For many, this

paradox has indicated the need for massive programs to correct the

condition. For others, however, it has served to reinforce a number

of deeply rooted attitudes, prejudices and myths concerning the indi-

gent. The belief of some people is that poverty can be attributed only

to an inherent inferiority of the poor (17). This belief was frankly

and brutally expressed by a New Jersey grower, who referred to

migrant workers on his farm as "nothing... they never were nothing,

they never will be nothing and you and me and God Almighty ain't going

to change them" (28).



2

Mental retardation, too, has been the subject of even more per-

sistent myths. Its existence has generally been blamed on an unfor-

tunate heredity or simply labeled as an act of God. The suggestion

that the roots of mental retardation lie closer to earth (that its most

important causes are related to an unsatisfactory environment) has

not penetrated the public mind (9). Perhaps the reason for this belief

is that unsuitable environment is associated with poverty, and it is

popularly believed that poverty is a condition of inferior beings. The

idea that a causal relationship links poverty and mental retardation,

then, is simply at odds with the erroneous belief that poverty is the

condition of people who are capable of achieving nothing better (18).

Popular attitudes toward retardation are characterized not only

by adherence to long-standing prejudices but also by an appalling de-

gree of ignorance. Of one hundred men and women interviewed in a

Minnesota study, only 1 in 10 demonstrated specialized information

about retardation. One-fifth of the people interviewed confused

retardation with other physical and mental disorders. The most com-

mon descriptions were related to mental ineffectiveness and the irres-

ponsible nature of the retarded. Over half of the subjects had neither

heard nor read about mental retardation in the several months pre-

ceding the interview (3).

This widespread prejudice and ignorance often clouds the clear

fact that poverty in America is one of the most significant causes of
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mental retardation. It contributes to retardation far beyond the more

publicized damage believed caused by heredity (18). Research has

shown that only one quarter of the cases of diminished intellectual

capacity can be traced to faulty genes, virus infections, accidents,

and diseases causing brain damage before birth or in eary infancy.

Because of their poverty, the poor endure the tragedy of mental re-

tardation to a much greater degree than any other socioeconomic

class (27). "The majority of the mentally retarded are the children

of the more disadvantaged classes of our society. This extraordi -

narily heavy prevalence in certain deprived groups suggests a major

causative role, in some way not fully delinated, for adverse social,

economic, and cultural factors. These conditions may not only mean

absence of the physical necessities of life, but the lack of opportunity

and motivation" (18, p. 4).

The President's Committee on Mental Retardation listed these

startling statistics in its 1968 report titled "The Edge of Change."

(1) Three-fourths of the nation's mentally retarded are to be found in

the isolated and impoverished urban slums. (2) Conservative esti-

mates of the incidence of mental retardation in the inner-city neigh-

borhoods begin at seven percent. (3) A child in a low-income rural

or urban family is 15 times more likely to be diagnosed as retarded

than is a child from a higher income family. (4) Forty-five percent

of all women having babies in public hospitals have had no prenatal
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care. Avoidable complications of pregnancy, which are often the

underlying cause of crippling conditions, soar in this group. (5) In-

cidence of premature births (among whom neurological and physical

disorders are 75 percent more frequent than in full-term babies) is

almost three times as great among low income women as among other

groups of women. (6) The mortality rate of infants born to low in-

come mothers is nearly double that of infants born to mothers in

other income brackets. (7) The children of low income families often

arrive at school age with neither the experience nor the skills neces-

sary for systematic learning. Many are found functionally retarded

in language and in the ability to do the abstract thinking required to

read, write and count. An appalling number of these children fall

further behind with the passing of each school year. (8) Students in

the public schools of inner-city low income areas have been found in

numerous studies to be from six months to three years behind the

national norm of achievement for their age and grade. About three

times as many low income as higher income children fail in school.

(9) The rate of Selective Service System rejections for intellectual

underachievement is 23 percent nationally and soars to 60 percent and

more among groups whose members are largely from low income

areas (36).

Whitney Young, Executive Director of the National Urban League,

translated these disturbing figures into graphic human terms at the
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1967 Annual Meeting of the National Association for Retarded Children.

In describing the cycle of fatality which faces residents of urban and

rural ghettos, he said the poverty world of the Black, Mexican

laborer, American Indian, Puerto Rican immigrant and poor white is

"the breeding ground of as much as half of our mentally retarded

people, the dull-eyed children, the juvenile delinquents, the dropouts

and socially unadaptable youngsters, who drive teachers, lawmakers

and governments to dispair" (18 p. 9).

Statement of the Problem

This study is designed to investigate the relationship between

poverty and mental retardation and to place mental retardation in its

true perspective as a social condition which thrives especially in

poverty areas. More specifically, this study will attempt to deter-

mine if there is a significant relationship between selected social and

environmental variables and mental retardation.

The following null-hypotheses will be tested in this study at the

5 percent level of significance. There is no significant difference

between:

1. The educational level of parents of special education

children and the educational level of parents of children

placed in the regular school program.
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2. The occupational level of the father of special education

children and the occupational level of the father of children

placed in the regular school program.

3. The annual income level of families of special education

children and the annual income level of families of children

placed in the regular school program.

4. The family size of special education children and the family

size of children placed in the regular school program.

5. Welfare assistance for families of special education chil-

dren and welfare assistance for families of children placed

in the regular school program.

6. The number of families in which the mother is the sole

parent of special education children and the number of

families in which the mother is the sole parent of children

placed in the regular school program.

7. The number of working mothers of special education chil-

dren and the number of working mothers of children placed

in the regular school program.

8. The number of land-premise deficiencies on the property

of special education children and the number of land-premise

deficiencies on the property of children placed in the regu-

lar school program. The following subhypotheses will be

examined to support hypothesis 8. There is no significant
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difference between: poor houses, abandoned autos, lumber

violations, improper refuse storage violations, miscellan-

eous large rubble violations, dilapidated sheds, and dog pen

violations, on the property of special education children

and on the property children placed in the regular school

program.

Definitions

In order to facilitate a better understanding of the terminology

contained within this study, the following have been defined:

Comprehensive Health Information Programs System (CHIPS)

A device used to determine and demonstrate health problems of

a community.

Land-Premise Deficiencies

Those conditions found on the property of the subjects' homes

which are below the health standards established by the United States

Center for Disease Control, Atlanta, Georgia (4). Those conditions

examined in this study include the following; poor houses, abandoned

autos, lumber violations, improper refuse storage violations, miscellan-

eous large rubble violations, dilapidated sheds, and dog pen violations.

Normal School Children

Those children classified as normal, and placed in the regular

academic school program within Portland School District Number 1.
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Sociological Variables

Those social variables selected for this study which are related

to mental retardation. Variables examined in this study include the

following; the educational level of the parents, the occupational level

of the father, annual income level of the family, family size, welfare

assistance, the mother as sole parent, and working mothers.

Sole Parent

Those families who have only one parent, the mother, living

within the household.

Special Education Children

Those children who are classified as mentally retarded by

Portland School District, and who are placed in a special education

class within one of the regular academic schools in the school district.

Basic Assumptions

In this study, the following assumptions were made.

1. The testing procedure used by Portland School District, to

place children into a special class for the educable mentally

retarded, was valid and reliable.

2. Portland School District has randomly selected a group of

normal children, matched according to age and sex, with

the mentally retarded group, and placed within the regular

school program.
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3. Data collected from the telephone survey and the written

questionnaire reflected true sociological information

related to the study.

4. The numbers of students used in the two groups were suf-

ficient in size to get significant data for meaningful statis-

tical interpretation.
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II. REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Introduction

The thinking of experts concerning poverty and mental retarda-

tion is even more tragic than the ignorance of the general public.

Unfortunately, many such experts harbor prejudiced opinions as to the

importance of heredity in causing mental retardation, and in turn they

equate poverty with genetic inferiority. Although one can understand

the difficulty of bridging the gulf between this middle-class orientation

and that of the poor, it might be expected that professional training

may enable him to overcome his ignorance and prejudice.

In the early part of the century the view that heredity determined

mental retardation was predominant. This view was taken from a host

of family studies (such as Henry Goodard's work with the Kallikaks

and the Jukes) which found that successive generations of certain

family lines produced inordinately large numbers of retardates (18).

The pernicious and widespread influence of this study and similar

subsequent works are in operation today in the personal attitudes of

many mental retardation specialists, despite three crucial facts:

Goddard's research model has been discredited; many researchers

since Goddard have irrefutably demonstrated the importance of en-

vironment for intellectual development; and even the concept of the

inheritability of mental abilites has yet to be proven (18).
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In contrast to the biased thinking of many mental retardation

workers, Seymour Sarason and Thomas Gladwin (33) have introduced

a more justifiable approach to the question of genetics. They are

acutely aware of the major recent findings of many of their colleagues,

especially

that a hereditary determinant of mental capacity must
be assumed to exist until proven. Furthermore, proof
should be sought in terms of our present knowledge of
human genetics and the nature of human intellect, rather
than, as is commonly done, through the administration
of routine intelligence tests to a variety of "racial" and
other groups. We do not propose to deny that heredity
is a factor, particularly in mental deficiency (organic
dysfunction), but rather that we should leave it out of
accounting until it is supported by more than specula-
tion and bias. Although scientifically we must retain
an open mind, we must also recognize that among
layman and among many physicians and other profes-
sionals the assumption of a genetic determinant is
customarily accepted. A considerable educational
effort will therefore be necessary before they can even
share our state of open-mindedness. The belief is
widespread that even moderate subnormality results
from a defect in heredity and is therefore irreversible
(33, p. 196).

Research estimates of the percentage of cases of mental re-

tardation caused by heredity have, over a period of many years,

gradually decreased. Unfortunately, this trend has dissipated only

in a minor degree those rigid, professional attitudes that have been

nurtured for over half a century. Some of the more recent estimates

of the percentage of cases of mental retardation caused by heredity

are still as high as 50 percent (35).
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Hollingworth, 1920
Wallin, 1922
Tredgold, 1929
Rosanoff, 1937
Yannet, 1945

90%
62.9%
80%
50%
44.6% (32).

R. C. Schreerenberger (1965) estimates that 15 percent of all

cases of mental retardation are due to genetic causes (32). All of

these figures are at best experienced guesses. However, in view of

Sarason and Gladwin's conclusion that retardation should be ascribed

to genetics only where it can be scientifically substantiated, it is

probable that future research will prove that even the 15 percent

estimate is too high (32).

In 1967, Dr. Robert Aldrich, Vice Chairman of the President's

Committee on Mental Retardation (37, p. 3) stated:

There are approximately 6 million mentally retarded
in the United States at this time. Of these, about 85%
cannot be shown to have any disease or biological cause
of their mental retardation, or poisoning or an injury
from a blow on the head or damage from menengitis or
any thing of that sort. They are much like other people
except their development has been retarded because of
space, rooms, neighborhoods and healthful living condi-
tions.

Closely related to the distorted emphasis on heredity as the

preponderant cause of mental retardation are professional attitudes

toward poverty, for one prejudice compounds the other. This attitude

is particularly evident in medicine and in medical institutions. For

decades, organized medicine has spoken almost with a single voice,

that of The American Medical Association.
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In 1967, the American Medical Association, at its annual
convention in Atlantic City, inaugurated a new president,
Dr. Milford 0. Rouse, of Dallas. In his inaugural
address, and another speech later in the week, he issued
a strong challenge in 'the concept of health care as a
right rather than a privilege.' He called for renewed
and revitalized opposition by doctors to government
participation in health care planning (21, p. 8E).

Dr. Rouse's speeches, the position of the AMA on this and

other issues, and the personal attitudes of many medical professionals

seem to indicate that they believe the poor to be shiftless people who

are causing unnecessary disturbances. Medical people seem wedded

to the idea that "if only they were not so lazy, they would enjoy the

American standard of living as we do." But the medical profession

does not seem to realize that, because of the complex problems con-

fronting the poor, they do not have equal opportunities for an adequate

education and a high income job (21).

This position is a classic example of the type of thinking that

has perpetuated a poverty cycle over generations. Without adequate

medical care, it is almost impossible for an individual to compete

successfully in a complex and demanding society; but without the

financial rewards of success, medical care simply cannot be obtained.

It is particularly difficult to understand how the "privilege" of health
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care can be earned by a child; by the time money can be found for

medical attention, the child may no longer need it.

Educators, too, have been responsible for the perpetuation of

the poverty cycle. The comprehensive evaluation that is now being

made of education in America has found the system very deficient.

Many evaluators are discouraged with the "middle classness" of the

education establishment; they trace the academic failure of poor

children largely to the prejudices of their teachers (15). Lee

Rainwater (19) emphatically supports this contention and broadens

this attack to include the whole slum school system: "Slum schools

now function more to stultify and discourage slum children than to

stimulate and train them. The capacity of educators to alibi their

lack of commitment to their charges is protean" (19, p. 11). The

educational institution, more than any other, determines who is and

who is not mentally retarded. In New Jersey, based on IQ statistics

alone, a significant number of schools, especially in the heavily

urbanized areas, contain up to 50 percent of children who could be

considered mentally retarded-and these are not special education

schools (19).

The Meaning of Mental Retardation

One of the major problems confronting mental retardation

specialists is the adoption of a suitable definition of the term "mental
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retardation." Unfortunately it is not possible to rely on any one of

the many definitions presently in use. As one expert has written:

The first major problem we encounter is the lack of an
adequate and universally accepted definition of mental
deficiency. We use a variety of names, such as mental
deficiency, mental retardation, or mental subnormality.
Some consider these terms synonymous; others attach
a different meaning to each. When asked for a precise
definition, we cannot overcome the first hurdle (34, p.
127).

One reason for the elusiveness of an adequate definition is that men-

tal retardation has numerous causes, many of which are not precisely

understood. A more basic reason is the tendency of the researcher

to define retardation exclusively in terms of his own discipline.

For example, from one educational point of view, retardation

may have the meaning given to it by Christine P. Ingram:

The term 'mentally retarded' or 'mentally handicapped'
is applied to those who measure approximately 50 to
75 IQ, the lowest 2 percent of the school population in
learning ability (19, p. 4).

An entirely different approach is that of George Jervis, who

views mental deficiency from the medical point of view as "a condi-

tion of arrested or incomplete mental development induced by disease

or injury before adolescence or arising from genetic causes"(23, p.

218).

A more precise definition is offered by Edger A. Doll, who

deals with the individual obviously in need of institutional care:
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The mentally deficient person is 1. socially incom-
petent - that is, socially inadequate and occupationally
incompetent and unable to manage his own affairs;
2. mentally subnormal; 3. retarded intellectually from
birth or early age; 4. retarded at maturity; 5. mentally
deficient of constitutional origin, through heredity or
disease and 6. essentially incurable (18, p. 15).

An additional problem in determining an adequate definition of

mental retardation is the middle class bias of mental retardation

specialists. Just as the bias leads them to ignore the environmental

causes of retardation, bias also leads them to evaluate intellectual

ability according to middle class standards. This second aspect of

the environmental problem weakens the pre-eminent American

Association on Mental Deficiency definition of retardation: "Mental

retardation refers to subaverage general intellectual functioning

which originates during the developmental period and is associated

with impairment in adaptive behavior" (14, p. 1). The meaning of

adaptive behavior is wide open for interpretation. The practice has

generally been to evaluate individuals by their ability to adapt not to

the standards of their own socioeconomic group, but to those of the

middle class (14).

The major problem is not so much one of definition as one of

understanding the biological, social, and economic damage done to

poor children in America, and of attempting to eliminate the condi-

tions which can produce retardation. Poor people not only suffer

more often from mental deficiency but also are likely to be measured
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unfairly because of their position in life. The term "mental retarda-

tion" should be used to designate only those who suffer from heredi-

tary, organic, or injury-based defects which impair intellectual

functioning. Although bad genes and uncontrollable accidents strike

with equal force at all levels of society, it is the poor who are at the

mercy of a myriad of other misfortunes, from poor nutrition to lead-

paint poisoning, which can permanently damage the brain (14).

An even larger group, those among the poor whose cultural and

psychological backgrounds simply prevent them from performing ade-

quately in middle class society, are best referred to as "environ-

mentally deprived." This term should replace the designation of

"culturally-familiarly retarded" that is used to describe about 80

percent of those now considered mentally retarded. While this dis-

tinction between "mental retardation" and "environmental deprivation"

can be useful in understanding the problem, the two phenomena may

not be as easy to separate in practice. It may be almost impossible,

for example, to tell the difference between that child who is mentally

retarded because of poor nutrition during the prenatal period and the

one whose cultural deprivation causes him to appear retarded when

viewed by the middle class observer. "The significant point is that

both are the children of poverty and both are symbols for the need to

examine, with a new attitude, the conditions of life among the poor"

(14, p. 6).
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The Meaning of Poverty

Because poverty is conventionally defined as a lack of adequate

financial resources, one may use a figure of income to differentiate

between those families who are poor and those who are not. In 1964,

the National Policy Committee on Pockets of Poverty released a re-

port on Poverty in America. This committee classified poverty into

three levels: minimum subsistence ($2,500 per year for a family of

four); minimum adequacy ($3, 500); minimum comfort ($5, 500). In

1960, 20 million people were in families below the minimum subsis-

tence level; 46 million people were in families below minimum ade-

quacy; 70 million people were in families below minimum comfort

(18). The Federal Bureau of Labor Statistics estimates that for a

worker's family with two children in New York, $5,970 is needed to

maintain a "moderate but adequate" standard of living. In a recent

Teamsters Union study based on this figure, 49 percent of New

York City families are classified as deprived. Furthermore, 70.8

percent of New York Black and Puerto Rican families would be clas-

sified as deprived according to this study (15).

The Social Security Ammendment of 1971 contained a clause

which gives the federal government the authority to adjust the national

poverty income level yearly, as needed. Therefore, in comparison

with the minimum subsistence level of $2,500 for a family of four in
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1964, the minimum subsistence level, for a family of four in 1972,

was adjusted to the figure of $4,259 (38).

Poverty is much more than a lack of money. A "culture of

poverty" is born in the slums and grows with the child from the wrong

family, the wrong region of the country, or the wrong ethnic or racial

group.

What chance does a slum dwelling 6-year-old have of
breaking out of the cycle of poverty? His individual
effort may be important in determining his destiny, but
it is the economic and social forces, and the physical
conditions of housing and surrounding areas, which shape
the way the child is brought up, his preparation for
adulthood by public institutions, and his chances for
self-improvement, which perpetuates poverty (16,
P. 19).

Lora Ire lan, in an article titled, "Low Income Outlook on Life,"

(20, p. 3) states:

This culture of poverty becomes a legacy of
psychological distortion, and manifests itself in a pro-
found alientation from the larger society and from other
people, and intense feeling of powerlessness, and a
belief of meaninglessness of struggle. The degradation
and spiritual depression of poverty are omnipotent;
they affect each action that makes up to the poor man's
'life style.' The very contrast between the material life
of the poor and that of the affluent society produces an
invidious comparison which is psychologically damaging
to those who are poverty stricken. Because our material
values stress success and high achievement, we applaud
efforts of self-improvement and advancement. The
world of advertisement stimulates desires for states and
material rewards-and shows the splendid benefits afforded
those who achieve. This evident wealth, plus the knowl-
edge that some people have actually begun at the bottom
and reached the top, makes the poor feel guilty for their
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lack of achievement and even more self-conscious of
their deprivation - the constant contrast they see - that
perhaps more than anything else, affects their own life
views, and leads them to believe themselves failures.

Personality is disrupted when one is poor in America; self-

image is destroyed. Hope and the drive to succeed are usually rooted

out of the human psyche. By the time slum children reach their sixth

or seventh year they have fully absorbed the values of the slum and are

psychologically unfit for taking advantage of opportunities or challenges

which may offer themselves as they develop in their lifetime (25).

A poor child does not stand a great chance of growing up phys-

ically unscathed by the hazards of of his environment. Kenneth B.

Clark, in his 1965 study of Harlem, one of the heartlands of poor

America, describes the risks a child encounters while living there.

The multiple use of toilet and water facilities, inade-
quate heating and ventilation, and crowded sleeping quar-
ters increase the rate of acute respiratory infections and
infectious child diseases. Poor facilities for the storage
of food and inadequate washing facilities cause enteritis
and skin and digestive disease. Crowded, poorly equip-
ped kitchens, poor electrical connections, and badly
lighted and unstable stairs increase the rate of home
accidents and fires (18, p. 69).

Of all the characteristics of a slum, the physical conditions have

been emphasized most often. Slums have commonly been defined as

those portions of cities in which housing is crowded, neglected, de-

teriorated, and often obsolete. Many of the inadequate housing condi-

tions can be attributed to poorly arranged structures, inadequate light
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and circulation, poor design and lack of sanitary facilities, and

inadequate maintenance (6).

"In terms of physical conditions and housing standards, it is

important to keep in mind the comprehensive nature of the definition."

The basic definition states that slum is

a street, alley, court, etc., situated in a crowded dis-
trict of a town or city and inhabited by people of a low
class or by the very poor; a number of these streets
or courts forming a thickly populated neighborhood or
district of a squalid and wretched character (6, p. 4).

A slum should be judged physically according to the general living

conditions of the country. Slum housing in New York City or Chicago

would be regarded as adequate, or even good, in many parts of the

world. Even limited availability of running water, flush toilets,

electricity, and cooking facilities may be enough to exempt certain

"slum" areas from classification as slums, at least in the physical

sense, in other parts of the world (6).

The American Public Health Association has developed a rating

system for determining a slum in the physical sense. This system

gives penalty points, for example, for land crowding, interference

from nonresidential land use; hazards and nuisances from transporta-

tion systems; hazards and nuisances from inadequate utilities, and

sanitation; and inadequacy of such basic facilities as water, toilets,

light, and heat (3).
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The United States Urban Renewal Administration has specified

that one of two primary conditions exist if an area is to be considered

suitable for slum clearance.

1. More than 50 percent of the buildings, not including acces-

sory out buildings, must, by reasonable criteria, be "substandard"

to a degree warranting clearance.

2. More than 20 percent of the buildings must be substandard

requiring clearance, and substantial other clearance must be war-

ranted to remove effectively blighting influences such as a) inadequate

street layout, b) incompatible uses or land-use relationships, 3)

overcrowding of building on the land, d) excessive dwelling unit den-

sity, e) obsolete buildings not suitable for improvement or conversion,

f) other identified hazards to health and safety and to the general

well-being of the community (17).

The United States Census Bureau classifies poor dwellings as

dilapidated or deteriorated. Dilapidated housing does not provide

safe and adequate shelter, and deteriorated housing needs more re-

pair than would be provided in the course of regular maintenance (4).

If slums in the United States were to be defined according to such

standards as dilapidated housing, lack of adequate sanitary facilities,

land and home overcrowding, and locations in extremely undesirable

surroundings, it has been estimated that one-sixth of the urban
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population, or more than five million families could be said to reside

in a slum environment (17).

Lewis (25) has studied poverty conditions in Puerto Rico and

New York. His studies have revealed some 70 traits that character-

ize the culture of poverty.

Wherever poverty occurs, these traits exhibit remark-
able similarities in the structure of the family, inter-
personal relationships, the relationship between the
subculture and the larger society, and the environment
of the slum and the community.

America's widespread prejudice and ignorance often overcloud

the clear fact that poverty is one of the most significant causes of

mental retardation. It contributes to retardation far beyond the more

publicized damage believed done by heredity. Because of their living

conditions the poor endure the tragedy of mental retardation to a

much greater degree than any other socioeconomic class.

Families of the Retarded

In America, the family is responsible for the social and intel-

lectual stimulation of the child. The process of family interaction

is vital to the child's growth and to his ability to benefit later from

the educational experiences he finds in school.

The family is the first and most basic institution in our
society for developing the child's potential, in all its
many aspects; emotional, intellectual, moral and spiri-
tual, as well as physical and social. Other influences
do not even enter the child's life until after the first
formative years (19, p. 328).



24

The process of family life among the poor, which, in hundreds of

thousands of families, is solely an accommodation of low socio-

economic status, helps explain the higher prevalence of mental re-

tardation (10).

Families of the retarded show much instability through divorce

and desertion, a high degree of contact with social welfare agencies,

and a large number of police arrests (9).

These families are aware of middle class values, but do not

live by them. They will declare that marriage by law, by the church,

or by both is the ideal form of marriage, but few will marry. For

men who have no steady jobs, no property and no prospect of wealth

to pass on to their children, who live in the present without expecta-

tions of the future, who want to avoid the expense and legal difficul-

ties involved in marriage and divorce, a free union of consensual

marriage makes good sense. The women, for their part, will turn

down offers of marriage from men who are likely to be immature,

punishing, and generally unreliable. They feel that a consensual

union gives them some of the freedom and flexibility men have. By

not giving the fathers of their children legal status as husbands, the

women have a stronger claim on their children. They also maintain

exclusive rights to their own property (10, 25).

The household is the complete world of the child for a long

period of time and the quality of life in that world is crucial. If the
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child is not stimulated adequately in all his senses from birth, his

intellectual potential will wither. As J. M. Hunt (18, p. 258) indi-

cates in discussing Piaget's theories of child development:

The rate of development is in substantial part....
a function of environmental circumstances. Change in
circumstances is required to force the accommodative
modifications of schemes that constitutes development.
Thus, the greater the variety of stimulations to which
the child must accommodate his behavioral structures,
the more differentiated and mobile they become. Thus,
the more new things a child has seen and the more he
has heard, the more things he is interested in seeing
and hearing. Moreover, the more variation in reality
with which he has coped, the greater his capacity for
coping.

Or as I. N. Berlin, head of the Division of Child Psychiatry, University

of Washington, states in a more informal way,

Every infant needs certain experiences with sensory
stimulation so that physical and psychological develop-
ment and the accompanying curiosity, investigativeness,
and learning can take place. Among disadvantaged
youngsters, the lack of sensory stimuli is an important
factor in their learning difficulties (18, p. 74).

The single most important human relationship is between mother

and child. But financial difficulties in poor families often interfere

with that relationship. Because the poor male cannot earn enough to

support the family, the mother often is forced to go to work herself.

It is often easier for her to find employment, than it is for the male,

because of the large number of jobs open in such fields as domestic

work. The result is that a greater percentage of poor women work

than do women from other social classes; the children are left at home
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under the supervision of the older children, or they are left to take

care of themselves. The middle class working mother is able to

provide an adequate surrogate to care for her children (9).

Even when the poor mother is at home, everyday pressures

of poverty destroy the mother-child relationship. Usually there are

more children to attend to, which means that less attention can be

given to each of them.

The underprivileged home is a crowded, busy, active,
noisy place where no one child can be focused upon.
There are too many in the home to give individual care
and attention, children and the parents have too little
time (9, p. 172).

Moreover, the practical demands made on the mother of low

socioeconomic status severely reduce the chances of a middle class

mother-child relationship. The ill effects of manipulating a budget

that cannot possibly meet the needs of her family, of attempting to

clean a home where the plaster is falling from the ceiling and roaches

are embedded in the walls, and of many other difficulties, take their

toll in human energy and spirit. These are problems that do not have

to be dealt with by middle class mothers. The very attention directed

toward these chores is diverted from the child and impedes his in-

tellectual growth.

The answer for the child's failure to learn usually lies
in the mother-child relationship. The mother has so
little for herself that she has little to give her youngsters.
Barely able to manage, surrounded by children, with little
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companionship except from those who are similarly de-
prived she is overwhelmed by hopelessness and helpless-
ness (18, p. 72).

The poor, through ignorance and the inability to pay for contra-

ceptive devices, often have large families. However the relationship

between the size of the poor family and low IQ is not the hereditary

matter that some believed it to be. As Hunt indicates, it "is mainly

a function of the amount of time that is available for parent-child

interaction (10, p. 329). Furthermore, as Thomas Pettigrew states,

"the negative relationship between family size and intelligence does

not appear among wealthy families who can afford to provide stimu-

lating attention for each child" (18, p. 76). Thus, the rearing style

necessitated by poverty works against the poor child's chances of

developing in a normal fashion.

Often the infant does not experience any consistent and
persistent warmth and nurturance. He may not be talked
to very much; his beginning babbling may not be encouraged
by his mother's playful imitation, and for long periods of
time he may not be played with or loved much. His dis-
coveries and achievements are not sources of delight and
pleasure to his depressed and overburdened mother (18,
p. 76).

The absence of the father in the family is also a factor in ex-

plaining the general depression of intellect and the higher prevalence

of mental retardation among the poor. The presence of the father is

helpful to the normal intellectual development of the child. Martin

Deutsch and Burt Brown have stated that "children from homes where

fathers are present have significantly higher IQ scores than children
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in homes without fathers" (14, p. 13). As Danial Moynihan has em-

phasized, the statistics on Negro families headed by females are

alarming:

...almost one-fourth of Negro families are headed by
females.... The percent of nonwhite families headed
by a female is more than double the percent for whites.
Fatherless nonwhite families increased by a sixth
between 1950 and 1960, but held constant for white
families. It has been estimated that only a minority of
Negro children reach the age of 18 having lived all their
lives with both parents (18, p. 77).

The person-to-person interaction that takes place in poor

families damages rather than enhances the development of the infant.

Beyond the absence of individual attention for each child, a psycho-

logical environment develops which is extremely unhealthy. The

environment is characterized by misunderstanding and the unhappi-

ness that is the basis of poverty.

The negative side of the underprivileged family is easy
to see: the family may be prematurely broken by divorce,
desertion and death; the home is overcrowded, the
housing facilities inadequate; considerable economic
insecurity prevails; both parents frequently work, and
then the children may be neglected; and typically the
irritable, tired parents use physical punishment in
order to maintain discipline (10, p. 330).

The effects of this kind of life in a very few years reach the

core of the child's personality. One cannot accurately measure

these effects for several years; however, the legacy of poverty

probably impairs the child's development before three years of age.
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An example of these effects on the Negro child is provided by Kenneth

Clark:

Many Negros live sporadically in the world of
fantasy taking different forms at different ages. In
childhood the delusion as a simple one - the child may
pretend that he is really white. When Negro children
as young as three years old are shown white and Negro
appearing dolls and are asked to color pictures of
children to look like themselves, many of them tried to
reject the dark-skinned dolls as 'dirty' and 'bad' or
to color the picture of themselves as light color or a
bizarre shade like purple. But the fantasy is not
complete, for when asked to identify which doll is
like themselves, some Negro children, particularly
in the North, will refuse, burst into tears, and run
away (18, p. 78).

The most widely recognized and most frequently tested aspect

of what psychologists call "general intelligence" is verbal ability.

It is a dimension of intelligence which supposedly has significance for

all other cognitive elements. In the home of the poor family, where

typically too many people reside in too few rooms, the noise level

usually is unbearable. There is no quiet for the urban slum child even

when the noise has subsided in one's own flat, for the family of the

poor lives cheek and jowl with other families of the poor. The sounds

of all the quarreling and fights of other families are always present

if there happens to be a moment of peace in one household. The radio

and television choices of the rest of the block are regularly in evidence.

For the infant this constant drive is noxious and unintelligible. In

order to survive, the child must deaden his mind to the stimulus of
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sounds. The situation is an ideal one for the child to learn inatten-

tion (22).

The implications of inattention of the child, the lack of language

development in the home, and the lack of the child's gaining exper-

iences which stimulate language abilities have profound affects upon

the child's education. The child comes to kindergarten unprepared to

profit from the school experience. He often does not know that ob-

jects have names such as wall, book, chair, and table. Millions of

poor children at this level are inattentive, unable to understand for-

mal, spoken English, and are unable to speak. These children are

well on their way to being classified as mentally retarded (1).

The educational level of the parents in the slums not only affects

the development of their children, but their income and occupational

levels are also limited. This is a fact which must be changed if slums

are to be changed.

A study in Detroit, Michigan, in 1962 indicated that achievement

levels in low income areas were substantially lower than those in

higher income areas. School achievement, as measured by standard-

ized tests, goes up with income (17).

In a school, where the median income ranged from $3, 000 to

$5, 000, pupils in the sixth grade were achieving at grade levels ranging

from 3.06 to 5.35. Where income was $5, 000 to $7, 000, the achieve-

ment levels ranged from 5.40 to 5.85. When income was $7,000 to
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$9, 000, achievement was 6.16 to 6.80. With income over $9, 000,

achievement was 6.95 to 7.50 (17).

In the San Francisco Bay area, a similar picture was found

in 1960. Thirty-nine percent of the males who earned less than

$1,000 had fewer than eight years of schooling; 36 percent of those

earning $1,000 to $2,000, and 27 percent of those earning $2,000 to

$3,000, and 22 percent of those earning $3,000 to $4,000 also had

fewer than eight years. In California as a whole, thirty-three out of

one hundred mothers receiving Aid to Dependent Children had only

grade school education; forty-two had some high school; twenty were

high school graduates; three had some college; one was a college

graduate; one had no school at all. In New York, half of the family

heads receiving general relief had no more than six years of school-

ing. In 1962, in Brooklyn, New York, in the census tracts falling in

the lowest quartile, the range of median income was $2, 716 -$5, 324

and the range of educational achievement for the family head was

6.3 to 8.7 years of school (17).

Farber (10) reported a comparison of 120 educable mentally

retarded children with 60 normal children from families of compar-

able income and occupational status. About 70 percent of the fathers

of both groups had a semiskilled or unskilled occupation. Each of

the families had a 6 year old entering school. The children that

were retarded were also 6 years old. The findings of the study
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indicated that families of the retarded children showed a lower level

of integregation into the community, provided less adequate resources

in the home, were characterized by family relationships reflecting

instability, inattentiveness, and overcrowding, and were less capable

of motivating the children intellectually and academically (9).

Other studies have shown that children from lower socioeco-

nomic groups score lower on intelligence tests than do children from

higher socioeconomic groups. For example, in the Terman and

Merrill Standardization data (Table 1), samples grouped by socio-

economic level differed considerably in mean IQ. Rather modest

downward displacements in mean IQ will result in rather substantial

increases in the proportion of scores below 70 or 75. This study also

indicated a direct relationship between the father's occupation and

the mean IQ's of their children (14, p. 12).

Table 1. Mean IQ's of Children According to Father's Occupation.

Father's Occupation Chronological Ages
(2-5.5) (6-9) (10-14) (15-19)

Professional 116.2 114.9 117.5 116.4

Semiprofessional 112.4 107.3 112.3 116.7

Clerical 108.0 104.9 107.4 109.6
Skilled 99.1 94.6 92.4 94.3

Rural owners 101.3 104.6 103.4 106.7

Semiskilled 95.1 100.0 100.6 96.3
Unskilled 93.6 96.0 97.2 97.6
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Heber (14) studied families of 88 low socioeconomic class

mothers residing in a set of contiguous slum tracts in the city of

Milwaukee, Oregon. This area yields the highest prevalence of iden-

tified retardation in the city's schools. For the survey, he selected

88 consecutive births in these tracts where the mother had at least

one child of the age 6. These mothers had a total of 536 children

excluding newborns. The prevalence of IQ's of 75 or below for the

group, excluding the newborns, was 22 percent. The mean IQ was

86.3. However, in plotting the IQ's of the children as a function of

the mother's IQ, he found that 45.4 percent of mothers who had IQ's

below 80 accounted for 78 percent of the children with IQs below 80

(Table 2). This relationship holds even more strongly for children

above the chronological age of 6 (Table 3).

Table 2. Distribution of IQ's of Children as a Function of Maternal
Intelligence.

Mothers' IQ % of Mothers Childrens' IQ
% >90 % 80-90 % < 80

> 80 54.6 65.8 47.3 21.9
< 80 45.4 34.1 52.7 78.2

Table 3. Distribution of IQ's of Children 6 Years and Older as a
Function of Maternal Intelligence.

Mothers' IQ % of Mothers Childrens' IQ
% > 90 %80-90 % < 80

> 80 54.6 68.0 51.6 19.2
< 80 45.4 32.0 48.4 80.8
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Because of the number of members of the family, the poor

educational and occupational level and the low income level of the poor,

the family must turn to welfare for assistance. According to most

authorities "the welfare" must be considered one of the most preva-

sive and destructive elements of their lives. In New Jersey, where

more than 187,000 persons receive some form of public aid and where

welfare rolls continue to rise, the problem is particularly acute. For

beyond the fact that the state has been able to give financial assistance

to a large number of people in need, lies the growing recognition that

what the state does not give, and the way it uses what it does give, are

of great significance in making the lives of the poor intolerable (14).

The late Senator Robert F. Kennedy described the situation this

way:

We have created a welfare system which aids only a
fourth of those who are poor, which forces men to leave
their families so that public assistance can be obtained,
which has created a dependence on their fellow citizens
that is degrading and distasteful to giver and receiver
alike (18, p.166).

Summary

The literature review illustrates one very clear fact, that only

a very small number of children called "retarded" cannot profit sub-

stantially from various kinds of special attention. Most children called

"retarded" are not suffering from an injury or. inherited defect, but
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from poverty, which eventually gets translated into the terribly sad

psychological experiences of these children who are called "backward"

or "slow" or "dumb" or "retarded." Because of their life style they

have gone hungry and become malnourished, and have been neglected,

scorned, humiliated, and made to feel unwanted and virtually sub-

human.

No wonder, then, that thousands of American children come to

school and appear quiet, even dazed, and demonstrate confused and

erratic behavior. The children, from the very start, lack necessities;

adequate medical care and nutrition, adequate shelter, a safe neigh-

borhood, and a stable family life. These children feel sad and neg-

lected. They deeply feel general doubt about the world, a mistrust of

schools, and teachers who test, grade, and classify them.

Many of these children are labeled "Mentally Retarded" and

often, because of this label, they become mentally retarded and un-

able to compete with normally developing children. These children

are further alienated by their separation into "special" classes, thus

making their isolation more complete. Educators then console them-

selves by treating the results of social deprivation rather than the

cause.
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III. DESIGN OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship

between poverty and mental retardation and to place mental retarda-

tion in its true perspective as a social condition which thrives es-

pecially in poverty areas. More specifically, this study will determine

if there is a significant relationship between selected social and en-

vironmental variables and mental retardation.

Subjects

Model Cities is an area of 4.3 square miles in North and North-

east Portland, Oregon. This area is predominantly a black community

with a wide range of socioeconomic and educational differences.

The subjects for this investigation were limited to 25 black

educable mentally retarded children placed in a special education pro-

gram for the educable mentally retarded, and a comparable group of

25 black children placed in the regular school program within Portland

School District 1. The subjects reside in Model Cities or the sur-

rounding area.

Both groups of subjects were chosen from grades 1-12 within

Portland School District 1, and matched according to age and sex. The

school district specifically selected 25 educable mentally retarded

children, and randomly selected 25 children who had been placed in
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the regular school program. There were 11 special education children

and 11 regular children selected from the elementary schools; there

were 14 special education children and 14 regular school children se-

lected from the secondary schools (Appendix A).

Instruments Used

The instrument used in this investigation and their definition

follow:

1. Cumulative Folders-student case history folders obtained

from Portland School District Office 1.

2. Land-Premise Survey-a process of observing and recording

the occurrence and distribution of certain environmental conditions

found on the land of the subjects, which are in violation of public

health codes, and are important in the control of certain diseases or

conditions (Appendix D).

3. American Public Housing Association Deterioration Index-

An appraisal method, indicated by a rating score, to measure the

deterioration index for each house (Appendix E).

4. Telephone Survey-telephone conversation with parents of

subjects to ask questions concerning social variables related to study

(See Appendix B for survey questions).

5. Questionnaire-a list of specific questions related to social

variables made up the questionnaire. This was mailed to all subjects
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not contacted by the telephone survey. Questions asked during tele-

phone survey were exactly the same ones indicated on questionnaire

(Appendix B).

6. Follow-up Letter- a follow-up letter along with original

questionnaire was mailed to all subjects, who did not respond to the

questionnaire within two weeks after the original questionnaire was

mailed to all subjects (Appendix C).

7. CHIPS as a Communicative Device- a technique designed to

identify health needs of a community using visual aid transparencies.

Procedure for Collection of Data

Portland School District 1 was contacted to determine the pro-

cedure necessary to obtain cumulative folders of 25 special education

children and 25 normal school children. The school district selected

11 elementary school children and 14 secondary school children who

were classified as educable mentally retarded and placed in a special

education program within the district. The school district also se-

lected 25 black normal children from the school district, and matched

them according to age and sex with the special education group.

There were 11 elementary school children and 14 secondary school

children from the regular school program (Appendix A).

Cumulative folders of all subjects were made available to the

experimenter at the district office. Names, addresses, telephone
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numbers and pertinent social data relevant to the study was analyzed

and recorded.

The addresses of all subjects were then plotted on a city map

of the Portland community. In order to eliminate bias all subjects

were plotted on the map according to address only and not by classi-

fication.

A land-premise survey was then conducted at the addresses

indicated on the map. The land-premise survey was used to determine

the number of public health violations which were found at each ad-

dress. This infOrmation was recorded on a separate sample survey sheet

(Appendix D) for each address, using a selected code for each vari-

able. Waldrop (40) defines and codes the environmental variables

used in the land-premise survey as follows:

1. Dilapidated Sheds - all out-structures (sheds, garages)

which no longer fulfill the original intended purpose. The deteriora-

tion may be manifested by general rottenness, leaks, out of plumb,

or partial destruction (code, DS).

2. Refuse (garbage, rubbish) refuse that is not stored in a

container that is portable and leakproof, has a tight-fitting closure,

and is made of heavy guage rust-resistent metal or plastic. For

refuse storage to be adequate, two conditions must be met: the con-

tainer must be suitable and all refuse must be within the container

and inaccessible to disease vectors. Any refuse storage method
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which does not meet these two criteria is inadequate and is to be re-

corded (code, R).

3. Miscellaneous Large Rubble - solid waste which is large

and heavier than rubbish, such as construction material that is with-

out value, large cardboard or metal containers, refrigerators, stoves,

and discarded furniture. Any rubble on a premise except that which

has been put out for collection is stored improperly (code, MLR).

4. Lumber and Wood - if lying on the ground, this material is

improperly stored and is to be recorded (code, L).

5. Abandoned Autos - one deteriorated to the extent that it can-

not be operated and/or does not have a current license plate (code, A).

6. Dog Pens - unsanitary dog pens harboring flies, odors,

improper dog shed, and inadequate fencing around the pen. (code, DP).

7. Poor Houses - The method of rating deterioration of houses

is based on the American Public Housing Associations "Appraisal

Method of Measuring the Quality of Housing." A specially designed

worksheet, developed by the Communicable Disease Center, Atlanta,

Georgia, was used to reduce the calculations to a minimum and pro-

vide only data pertinent to human behavior. In this method the sur-

veyor is to rate the worst but never the rear - walls of the dwelling.

There are index numbers for each condition. The multiple column

headed Point Values for Extent of Deterioration contains three
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subcolumns, each headed by a range into which all estimates will be

found to fall (Appendix D).

The deterioration index itself is the total of the numbers in the

score column of the worksheet. The surveyor adds these numbers

(called the index numbers) and the sum is the appropriate deteriora-

tion index (total score). This figure is compared to the figures given

in the boxes at the bottom of the worksheet, and a large check is

made in the box whose figure includes the range into which the sum

falls. The condition of the structure-good, fair, or poor-is given

in that box (Appendix E).

A telephone survey was then conducted to all subjects in refer-

ence to questions on the questionnaire about social variables relevant

to this study. A sample survey was first conducted, involving five

subjects, four of whom responded positively to all questions, and one

indicated a willingness to answer the questions if the individual was

mailed a questionnaire. The survey was than conducted on all sub-

jects, of which 36 out of 50 were contacted (See Appendix B for tele-

phone survey questions).

Subjects not contacted by telephone were mailed a questionnaire

requesting social data. A follow-up letter along with a second ques-

tionnaire, was sent at the end of the second week following the initial

mailing to those who had not responded to the original questionnaire

(Appendix B, C).
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All of the information obtained from the above procedures was

finally ascribed on the overlay transparencies for communicative

purposes, using the CHIPS technique. Each specific variable was

placed on a transparency for that variable with dots to indicate its

prevalence. By superimposition of this information upon a master

overlay containing a map of the community for each group of children,

the relationship between these two groups and the selected variables

can be visually demonstrated.

The advantages to the CHIPS technique include the following:

1. This device illustrates problems which can be easily under-

stood by the layman without statistical figures and difficult terms;

Z. It gathers confidential information without violating individual

rights; 3. It determines health problems and health needs of an entire

community by placing them on a community map; 4. It helps to plan

programs to meet the needs of individual families and groups in the

community; 5. It demonstrates how environmental and social factors

can relate to health problems (7).

Analyses of Data

Statistical procedures utilized to analyze the data of this study,

at the 5 percent level of significance, were the t-test for comparing

means, and the Z-test, used for comparing two proportions.((31).
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The t-test was used to statistically determine the significance

of hypotheses I, II, III, IV, and part of VIII. The following formula

was used (Table 4).

Table 4. T-Test Formula Used to Statistically Determine the Signifi-
cance of Hypotheses I, II, III, IV, and Part of VIII.

t
X1 - Y1

\11 (N
1

- 1) S2x + (N2 - 1) S
1 1 )

1
y1 (N N

N + N - 2
x1 y1x

1 y1

2

df = N +N -2x
1 yl

N = Number in Group
X1 = Mean of Special Education Children

Y = Mean of Normal Children

S2 = Variance
df = Degrees of Freedom

The Z-test for comparing two proportions was used in Hypothe-

ses V, VI, VII, and part of VIII. The following table and formula

were used for the Z-test calculations (Table 5).
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Table 5. Z-Test Formula Used to Statistically Determine the Signifi-
cance of Hypotheses V, VI, VII, and Part of VIII.

Number Special Education Normal Total

# of Yes

# of No

X

NI - X
Y

N2
Y

X + Y

N1 + N2 - X - Y

Total N1 N2 N = N1 + N2

P A x y X + y
P1 NI

P
2

=
N2

P-

Z =/AA 1 1

Pq N N )
1

+
2

A A
P1 - P2

q = 1 P

P = Estimated Proportions for Total
X = Special Education Children
Y = Normal Children

N = Total Number
1)1 = Proportion for Each Group of Special Education Variables
P

2
= Proportion for Each Group of Normal Children Variables
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IV. ANALYSIS OF RESULTS

Findings of the Study

This study proposed to investigate the relationship between

poverty and mental retardation. More specifically, a group of chil-

dren, classified as educable mentally retarded, and placed in a special

education program (X), was compared to a group of children, classi-

fied as normal, and placed in a regular school program (Y). Both X

and Y were compared using selected social and environmental vari-

ables. The first four hypotheses in this investigation were tested with

the t-test, a test for comparing means. Hypothesis V, VI, and VII

were analyzed using the Z-test, a test for comparing two proportions.

Hypothesis VIII used both the t-test and the Z-test for statistical

analysis.

Each variable was divided into three categories: elementary,

secondary, and a total category for both elementary and secondary.

The required statistical procedure was performed at each category.

The social and environmental information contained in this study

can be found in Appendices A, F, G, H, and I.
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Tests of Hypotheses

Hypothesis I

Hypothesis I: There is no significant difference between
the educational level of the parents of special education
children and the educational level of parents of children
placed in the regular school program.

Table 6 presents the t statistics for the variable of educational

level of the parents of X and Y. The t score of 1.95 at the elementary

level, .825 at the secondary level, and 2.014 for both groups, are

reported. The t score of 2.014, for the total educational level of both

groups, indicates that there is a significant difference between the

educational level of the parents of X and Y. Hypothesis I is, there-

fore, rejected.

Table 6. T-Test Analysis Table for the Educational Level of the
Parents of Special Education Children (X). and Normal
School Children (Y).

Variable Categories

Special
Education (X)
Normal (Y) SS M SD

Parent's Education X 11 10.59 1.37
Level of Elementary 1.95

Children Y 10 12.01 2.02
Parent's Education X 13 11.53 1.62
Level of Secondary .825

Children Y 14 12.00 1.27

Total Education X 24 11.10 1.56 2. 014**Level of Both Groups Y 24 12.82 1.58
** Significant at the 5% level
SS Sample Size
M Mean

SD Standard Deviation
t-test for comparing means
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Subhypothesis I(a)

Subhypothesis I(a): There is no significant difference
between the educational level of the father of special
education children and the educational level of the father
of children placed in the regular school program.

Table 7 presents the t statistics for the variable of the educa-

tional level of the father of X and Y. The t scores of 3.57 at the

elementary level, .593 at the secondary level, and 2.31 for both

groups, are reported. The t score of 2.31, for the total educational

level of the father's of both groups, indicates that there is a signifi-

cant difference between the educational level of the father's of X and

Y. Subhypothesis I( ) is, ,therefore, rejected.

Table 7. T-Test Analysis Table for the Educational Level of the
Father of Special Education Children (X). and Normal
School Children (Y).

Variable Categories

Special
Education (X)
Normal (Y) SS M SD

Father's Education X 11 10.27 1.34
Level of Elementary 3. 57 **

Children Y 10 12.8 1.87

Father's Education X 13 11.30 2.49
Level of Secondary . 593

Children Y 14 11.85 2.31

Total Education X 24 10.83 1.07 2.31**Level of Both Groups Y 24 12.25 2.15

Significant at the 5% level
SS Sample Size
M Mean
SD Standard Deviation
t- test for comparing means
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Subhypothesis I(b)

Subhypothesis I(b): There is no significant difference between
the educational level of the mother of special education children
and the educational level of the mother of children placed in the
regular school program.

Table 8 presents the t statistics for the variable of the educa-

tional level of the mother of X and Y. The t scores of .330 at the

elementary level, 1.03 at the secondary level, and 1.95 for both

groups, are reported. The t score of 1.95, for the total educational

level of the mother's of both groups, indicates that there is no signifi-

cant difference between the educational level of the mother's of X and

Y. Subhypothesis I(b) is, therefore, not rejected.

Table 8. T-Test Analysis Table for the Educational Level of the
Mother of Special Education Children (X) and Normal
School Children (Y).

Variable Categories

Special
Education (X)
Normal (Y) SS M SD

Mother's Education X 11 10.9 2.42
Level of Elementary .330

Children Y 10 11.3 2.98
Mother's Education X 13 11.76 .93
Level of Secondary 1.03

Children Y 14 12.14 . 95

Total Education X 24 10.59 1.37
Level of Both Groups Y 24 12.01 2.02 1.95

SS Sample Size
M Mean
SD Standard Deviation
t-test for comparing means
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Hypothesis II

Hypothesis II: There is no significant difference between
the occupational level of the father of special education
children and the occupational level of the father of
children placed in the regular school program.

Table 9 presents the t statistics for the variable of occupational

level of the father of X and Y. The t scores of .426 at the elementary

level, .194 at the secondary level, and .167 for both groups, are re-

ported. The t score of .167, for the total occupational level of the

father for both groups, indicates that there is no significant difference

between the occupational level of the father's of X and Y. Hypothesis

II is, therefore, not rejected.

Table 9. T-Test Analysis for the Occupational Level of the Father
of Special Education Children (X) and Normal School
Children (Y).

Special
Education (X)

Variable Categories Normal (Y) SS M SD

Father's Occupation X 11 4.63 3.10
Level of Elementary .426

Children Y 10 4.1 1.60
Father's Occupation X 13 4.46 2.69
Level of Secondary .194

Children Y 14 4.64 2.13
Total Occupation
Level for Both Groups

X 24 4.54 2.82
Y 24 4.41 2.30 .167

SS Sample Size
M Mean
SD Standard Deviation
t-test for comparing means
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Hypothesis III

Hypothesis III: There is no significant difference between
the annual income level of families of special education
children and the annual income level of families of
children placed in the regular school program.

Table 10 presents the t statistics for the variable of annual in-

come level of the families of X and Y. The t scores of 2.64 at the

elementary level, .694 at the secondary level, and 2.07 for both

groups, are reported. The t score of 2.07, for the total annual in-

come level of both groups, indicates that there is a significant differ-

ence between the annual income level of the parents of X and Y.

Hypothesis III is, therefore, rejected.

Table 10. T-Test Analysis for the Annual Income Level of the
Families Special Education Children (X) and Normal
School Children (Y).

Variable Categories

Special
Education (X)
Normal (Y) SS M SD

Annual Income Level X 11 $3636. 36 $1433. 37
of Families of 2.64**
Elementary Children Y 10 $5700.00 $2110.82
Annual Income Level X 13 $5076.92 $2660.25
of Families of . 694
Secondary Children Y 14 $5714.28 $2091.32
Total Annual Income X 24 $4416. 66 $2263. 45
Level of Families of 2.07**
Both Groups Y 24 $5708.33 $2053.18

** Significant at the 5% level
SS Sample Size
M Mean
SD Standard Deviation

t-test for comparing means
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Hypothesis IV

Hypothesis IV: There is no significant difference between
the family size of special education children and the family
size of children placed in the regular school program.

Table 11 presents the t statistics for the variable of family size

of X and Y. The t scores of .558 at the elementary level, 1.75 at the

secondary level, and 1.52 for both groups, are reported. The t

score of 1.52, for the total family size of both groups, indicates that

there is no significant difference between the occupational level of the

fathers of X and Y. Hypothesis IV is, therefore, not rejected.

Table 11. T-Test Analysis for the Family Size of Special Education
Children (X) and Normal School Children (Y).

Variable Categories

Special
Education (X)
Normal (Y) SS M SD

Family Size of
Elementary
Children

Family Size of
Secondary Children

Total Family
Size of Both Groups

X

Y

X
Y

X
Y

11

10

13
14

24
24

6.36

5.7
7.84
6.35

7.16
6.08

3.23

1.00

2.51
1.86

2.89
1.90

.558

1.75

1.52

SS Sample Size
M Mean
SD Standard Deviation
t-test for comparing means
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Hypothesis V

Hypothesis V: There is no significant difference between
the proportion of families on welfare of special education
children and the number of families on welfare of children
placed in the regular school program.

Table 12 presents the Z statistics for the variable of the num-

ber of families on welfare of X and Y. The Z scores of .618 at the

elementary level, 1.62 at the secondary level, and 1.56 for both

groups, are reported. The Z score of 1.56 for the total number of

families on welfare of both groups, indicates that there is no signifi-

cant difference between the number of families on welfare of X and

Y. Hypothesis V is, therefore,not rejected.

Table 12. Z-Test Analysis for the Proportion of Families on Welfare
of Special Education Children (X) and Normal School
Children (Y).

Variable Categories

Number of Families
on Welfare of Ele-
mentary Children
Number of Families
on Welfare of Secon-
dary Children
Total Number of
Families on Welfare
for Both Groups

Special
Education (X)
Normal (Y) SS

1/1

P2
() A

X=9 24 .

.333 .618
Y=7 24 .291

X=9 24
.271 1.62

Y=4 24 .167

X=18 48
. 302 1.56

Y=11 48 .229

S Sample Size P Average of Estimated Propor-
P

1
Estimated Proportions of X tions

n Z-Test for Comparing Two Means
P2 Estimated Proportions of Y
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Hypothesis VI

Hypothesis VI: There is no significant difference between
the number of families in which the mother is the sole
parent of special education children and the number of
families in which the mother is the sole parent of children
placed in the regular school program.

Table 13 presents the Z statistics for the variable of the mother

as the sole parent of X and Y. The Z scores of .476 at the elementary

level, 1.23 at the secondary level, and 1.24 for both groups, are re-

ported. The Z score of 1.24, for the total number of mothers who

are the sole parents of both groups, indicates that there is no signifi-

cant difference between the number of mothers who are sole parents

of X and Y. Hypothesis VI is, therefore, not rejected.

Table 13. Z-test Analysis for the Porportion of Mothers Who Are
Sole Parents of Special Education Children (X) and Nor-
mal School Children (Y).

Variable Categories

Special
Education (X)
Normal (Y)

(1\31
SS P2

Number of Mothers X=2 24 .083
Who are Sole Parents .104 ,.476
of Elementary Children Y=3 24 .125

Number of Nothers X=2 24 .083
Who are Sole Parents 1.23
of Secondary Children Y=5 24 .208

Total Number of X=8 48 .167
Mothers Who are Sole 1.24
Parents of Both Groups Y=4 48 . 083/

SS Sample Size P^ Average of Estimated Proportions
P1 Estimated Proportion of X Z-Test for Comparing Two Means..P2 Estimated Proportion of Y
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Hypothesis VII

Hypothesis VII: There is no significant difference be-
tween the number of working mothers of special education
children and the number of working mothers of children
placed in the regular school program.

Table 14 presents the Z statistics for the variable of the num-

ber of working mothers of X and Y. The Z scores of 2.09 at the

elementary level, 0.00 at the secondary level, and 1..24 for both

groups, are reported. The Z score of 1. 24, for the total number of

working mothers for both groups, indicates that there is no signifi-

cant difference between the number of working mothers of X and Y.

Hypothesis VII is, therefore, not rejected.

Table 14. Z-Test Analysis for the Proportions of Working Mothers
of Special Education Children (X) and Normal School
Children (Y).

Variable Categories

Special
Education (X)
Normal (Y)

P1

SS P2 P Z

Number of Working
Mothers of Elemen-
tary Children
Number of Working
Mothers of Secondary
Children

Total Number of
Working Mothers
for Both Groups

X=4

Y=0

X=4

Y=4

X=8

Y=4

(24 .167

24 .00

(24 .167

24 .167

(48 .16

0873)48

.083 2.09

.167 0.00

1,24

** Significant at the 5% level
SS Sample Size
P1 Estimated Proportion of X

P.2 Estimated Proportion of Y

P Average of Estimated Proportions
Z-Test for Comparing Two Means
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Hypothesis VIII

Hypothesis VIII: There is no significant difference be-
tween land-premise deficiencies on the property of
special education children and land-premise deficiencies
on the property of children placed in the regular school
program.

Table 15 presents the t statistics for the variable of land-prem-

ise deficiencies of X and Y. The t scores of 2.62 at the elementary

level, 1.00 at the secondary level, and 2.49 for both groups, are

reported. The t score of 2.49, for the total land-premise deficiencies

of both groups, indicates that there is a significant difference between

the land-premise deficiencies of X 4nd Y. Hypothesis VIII is, there-

fore, rejected.

Table 15. T-Test Analysis for the Total Number of Land-Premise
Deficiencies on the Property of Special Education Children
(X) and Normal School Children (Y).

Special
Education (X)

Variable Categories Normal (Y) SS M SD

Land-premise X=98 11 7.27 3.37
Deficiencies of the 2.62**
Families of Elementary Y=45 10 3.80 2.57
Children

Land-premise X=94 13 5.84 4.01
Deficiencies of the 1.00
Families of Secondary Y=77 14 4.64 1.94
Children

Total Land-premise X=192 24 6.50 3.73
Deficiencies of Families 2.49**
of Both Groups Y=122 24 4.29 2.22
** Significant at the 5% level
SS Sample Size
M Mean

SD Standard Deviation
t-test for comparing means
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Subhypothesis VIII(a)

Subhypothesis VIII(a): There is no significant difference
between the number of poor houses on the property of
special education children and the number of poor houses
on the property of children placed in the regular school
program.

Table 16 presents the Z statistics for the subvariable of the

number of poor houses of X and Y. The Z scores of 1.84 at the ele-

mentary level, . 41 at the secondary level, and 1.64 for both groups,

are reported. The Z score of 1.64, for the total number of poor

houses on the property of both groups, indicates that there is no sig-

nificant difference between the number of poor houses on the property

of X and Y. Subhypothesis VIII(a) is, therefore, not rejected.

Table 16. Z-Test Analysis for the Proportion of Poor Houses
Property of Special Education Children
School Children (Y).

Special
Education (X)

Variable Categories Normal (Y) SS

on the
(X) and Normal

P Z

Number of Poor X=7 24
Houses on the
Property of Elemen- Y=2 24
tary Children
Number of Poor X=4 24
Houses on the
Property of Y=3 24
Secondary Children
Total Number of X=11
Poor Houses on the
Property of Both Groups Y=5
SS Sample Size

Estimated Proportion of X
4V.2 Estimated Proportion of Y

291)

.083)

167).125

(48 .229

48 . 104

. 188 1.84

. 146 .41

. 167 1..64

Average of Estimated Proportions
Z-Test for Comparing Two Means
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Subhypothesis VIII(b)

Subhypothesis VIII(b): There is no significant difference
between the number of abandoned autos on the property
of special education children and the number of aban-
doned autos on the property of children placed in the
regular school program.

Table 17 presents the t statistics for the subvariable of the

number of abandoned autos of X and Y. The t scores of .776 at the

elementary level, 1.06 at the secondary level, and 1.32 for both

groups, are reported. The t score of 1.32, for the total number of

abandoned autos on the property of both groups, indicates that there

is no significant difference between the number of abandoned autos

on the property of X and Y. Subhypothesis VIII(b) is, therefore, not

rejected.

Table 17. T-Test Analysis for the Number of Abandoned Autos on
the Property of Special Education Children (X) and Normal
School Children (Y).

Special
Education (X)

Variable Categories Normal (Y) SS M SD

Number of Abandoned X=4 11 1.00 1.48
Autos on the Property .776
of Elementary Children Y=6 10 .60 .69
Number of Abandoned X=14 13 1.07 1.32
Autos on the Property 1.06
of Secondary Children Y=9 14 .64 .74
Total Number of X=25 24 1.04 1.36
Abandoned Autos on the 1.32
Property of Both Groups Y=15 24 .62 .71
SS Sample Size SD Standard Deviation
M Mean t-test for comparing means
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Subhypothesis VIII(c)

Subhypothesis VIII(c): There is no significant difference
between the number of improper refuse storage violations
on the property of special education violations on the
property of children placed in the regular school pro-
gram.

Table 18 presents the t statistics for the subvariable of the

number of refuse storage violations of X and Y. The t scores of

1.68 at the elementary level, 1.17 at the secondary level, and 2.102

for both groups, are reported. The t score of 2.102, for the total

number of improper refuse storage violations on the property of

both groups, indicates that there is a significant difference between

the number of improper refuse storage violations of X and Y. Sub-

hypothesis VIII(c) is, therefore, rejected.

Table 18. T-Test Analysis for the Number of Improper Refuse
Storage Violations on the Property of Special Education
Children (X) and Normal School Children (Y).

Variable Categories

Special
Education (X)
Normal (Y) SS M SD

Number of Improper X=21 11 1.90 1.51
Refuse Violations on .68
the Property of Y=11 10 1.00 .81
Elementary Children
Number of Improper X=21 13 1.07 1.05
Refuse Violations .06
on the Property of Y=16 14 1.14 .66
Secondary Children

Total Number of X=42 24 1.70 1.26
Improper Refuse 2. 102 **
Violations on the Pro-
perty of Both Groups

Y=26 24 1.08 .71

** Significant at the 5% level SS Sample Size M Mean
SD Standard Deviation t-test for comparing means
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Subhypothesis VIII(d)

Subhypothesis VIII(d): There is no significant difference
between the number of dilapidated sheds on the property
of special education children and the number of dilapi-
dated sheds on the property of children placed in the
regular school program.

Table 19 presents the t statistics for the subvariable of the

number of dilapidated sheds of X and Y. The t scores of .198 at the

elementary level, .460 at the secondary level, and .245 for both

groups, are reported. The t score of .245, for the total number of

dilapidated sheds on the property of both groups, indicates that there

is no significant difference between the number of dilapidated sheds

of X and Y. Subhypothesis VIII(d) is, therefore, not rejected.

Table 19. T-Test Analysis for the Number of Dilapidated Sheds on
the Property of Special Education Children (X) and Normal
School Children (Y).

Special
Education (X)

Variable Categories Normal (Y) SS M SD t
Number of Dilapidated X=6 11 .545 .52
Sheds on the Property .198
of Elementary Child- Y=5
r en

10 .500 .53

Number of Dilapidated X=5 13 .384 .65
Sheds on the Property .460
of Secondary Children Y=7 14 .500 .65

Total Number of Dilapi- X=11 24 . 458 .58
dated Sheds on the .245
Property of Both Groups Y=12 24 .500 .58
SS Sample Size
M Mean
SD Standard Deviation
t-test for comparing means
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Subhypothesis VIII(e)

Subhypothesis VIII(e): There is no significant difference
between the number of lumber violations on the property
of special education children and the number of lumber
violations on the property of children placed in the
regular school program.

Table 20 presents the t statistics for the subvariable of the

number of lumber violations of X and Y. The t scores of 1.61 at the

elementary level, .44 at the secondary level, and 1.44 for both

groups, are reported. The t score of 1.44, for the total number

of lumber violations on the property of both groups, indicates that

there is no significant difference between the number of lumber vio-

lations of X and Y. Subhypothesis VIII(e) is, therefore, not rejected.

Table 20. T-Test Analysis for the Number of Lumber Violations on
the Property of Special Education Children (X) and Normal
School Children (Y).

Special
Education (X)

Variable Categories Normal (Y) SS M SD

Number of Lumber X=20 11 1.81 1.32
Violations on the
Property of Elemen- Y=11 10 1.00 .94
tary Children
Number of Lumber X=21 13 1.58 1.27
Violations on the
Property of Secon- Y=18 14 1.35 .84
dary Children

Total Number of Lumber X=41 24 1.66 1.27
Violations on the Prop-
erty of Both Groups Y=29 24 1.20 .88
SS Sample Size SD Standard Deviation
M Mean t-test for comparing means

1.61

.44

1.44
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Subhypothesis VIII(f)

Subhypothesis VIII(f): There is no significant difference
between the number of miscellaneous large rubble viola-
tions on the property of special education children and
the number of miscellaneous large rubble violations of
the property of children placed in the regular school
program.

Table 21 presents the t statistics for the subvariable of the

number of miscellaneous large rubble violations of X and Y. The t

scores of 1.91 at the elementary level, .083 at the secondary level,

and 1..36 for both groups, are reported. The t score of 1.36, for

the total number of miscellaneous large rubble violations on the

property of both groups, indicates that there is no significant differ-

ence between the number of miscellaneous large rubble violations of

X and Y. Subhypothesis VIII(f) is, therefore, not rejected.

Table 21. T-Test Analysis for the Number of Miscellaneous Large
Rubble Violations on the Property of Special Education
Children (X) and Normal School Children (Y).

Special
Education (X)
Normal (Y)Variable Categories

Number of Miscellan-
eous Large Rubble
Violations on the Pro-
perty of Elementary
Children
Number of Miscellan-
eous Large Rubble
Violations on the Pro-
perty of Secondary
Children

SS M SD t

X=14 11 1.27 1,27

Y=4 10 .40 .69

X=8 13 .615 .87

Y=9 14 .642 .84

1.91

..083
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Table 21. Continued.
Special
Education (X)

Variable Categories Normal (Y) SS M SD

Total Number of
Miscellaneous Large X=22 24 .916 1.10
Rubble Violations on 1.36
the Property of Both Y=13 24 .541 .77
Groups

SS Sample Size
M Mean
SD Standard Deviation
t-test for comparing means

Subhypothesis VIII(g)

Subhypothesis VIII(g): There is no significant difference
between the number of dog pen violations on the property
of special education children and the number of dog pen
violations on the property of children placed in the
regular school program.

Table 22 presents the t statistics for the subvariable of the

number of dog pen violations of X and Y. The t scores of 0.67 at

the elementary level, 1.43 at the secondary level, and 1.10 for both

groups, are reported. The t score of 1.10, for the total number of

dog pen violations on the property of both groups, indicates that there

is no significant difference between the number of dog pen violations

of X and Y. Subhypothesis VIII(g) is, therefore, not rejected.
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Table 22. T-Test Analysis for the Number of Dog Pen Violations on
the Property of Special Education Children (X) and
Normal School Children (Y).

Special
Education (X)

Variable Categories Normal (Y) SS M SD

Number of Dog Pen X=1 11 .09 . 30

Violations on the .067
Property of Elemen- Y=1 10 .10 . 31

tary Children
Number of Dog Pen X=5 13 .38 .50
Violations on the 1.43
Property of Secon- Y=2 14 .14 .36
dary Children
Total Number of Dog X=6 24 .25 . 44
Pen Violations on the 1.10
Property of Both Y=3 24 .125 .33
Groups

SS Sample Size
M Mean
SD Standard Deviation
t-test for comparing means

CHIPS as a Communicative Device

The following pages represent the use of the CHIPS technique

as an instrument to demonstrate those social and environmental vari-

ables in this study. Each transparency represents a specific variable

analyzed in this study. On page 80 is the master fold-out map

containing two similar maps of the community in which both

groups of children reside. By manipulating the fold-out master map

under each transparency or group of transparencies, general

correlations can be graphically demonstrated within the community.
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By pin-pointing a specific location on each transparency, and by

examining that location throughout each transparency, the relation-

ship between the variables and specific families as well as the rela-

tionship among the two groups of families, can be easily determined.
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Figure 16. Master Fold-out Map
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V. SUMMARY, FINDINGS, AND CONCLUSIONS

Summary

In America today, poverty and mental retardation have met with

much resentment and apathy by our society. Ignorance, resentfulness,

and longstanding prejudice have clouded the clear fact that poverty is

one of the most significant causes of mental retardation. A review

of the literature indicated that less than 15 percent of all mental re-

tardation can be traced to faulty genes, virus infection, or accidents

and disease causing brain damage before birth or in early infancy.

Poverty is conventionally defined as a lack of adequate financial

resources. But poverty is much more than a lack of money. Poverty

is a culture itself, characterized by substandard housing, underem-

ployment and unemployment, inferior education, overcrowded homes,

substandard environmental conditions, improper child attention and

stimulation, family instability, inadequate health services, and dis-

crimination. The reduction of poverty in America would result in a

substantial reduction in mental retardation.

This study was designed to investigate the relationship between

poverty and mental retardation and to help place mental retardation in

its true perspective as a social and environmental condition which

thrives especially in poverty areas. More specifically, this study at-

tempted to determine if there is a significant relationship between

selected social and environmental variables and mental retardation.
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The following null-hypotheses were tested in this study at the

five percent level of significance. There is no significant difference

between:

1. The educational level of parents of special education chil-

dren and the educational level of parents of children placed

in the regular school program.

2. The occupational level of the father of special education

children and the occupational level of the father of children

placed in the regular school program.

3. The annual income level of families of special education

children and the annual income level of families of children

placed in the regular school program.

4. The family size of special education children and the family

size of children placed in the regular school program.

5. Welfare assistance for families of special education children

and welfare assistance for families of children placed in the

regular school program.

6. The number of families in which the mother is the sole

parent of special education children and the number of

families in which the mother is the sole parent of children

placed in the regular school program.
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7. The number of working mothers of special education chil-

dren and the number of working mothers of children placed

in the regular school program.

8. The number of land-premise deficiencies on the property

of special education children and the number of land-premise

deficiencies on the property of children placed in the regular

school program. The following subhypotheses will be ex-

amined to test hypothesis VIII. There is no significant dif-

ference between: poor houses, abandoned autos, improper

refuse storage violations, dilapidated sheds, lumber viola-

tions, miscellaneous large rubble violations, and dog pen

violations, between X and Y.

In order to test the stated hypotheses, the names of two groups of

subjects were obtained from Portland School District 1, Portland,

Oregon. The district office selected a group of 25 black children clas-

sified as educable mentally retarded and placed in a special education

program, and a comparable group of 25 black normal school children

placed in the regular academic program. The normal school children

were randomly selected by the school district. They were paired

according to age and sex.

Names, addresses, and social data were taken from school

cumulative folders obtained from the district office.
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A land-premise survey was conducted at the addresses of all

subjects > to evaluate substandard living conditions on the individual

property.

A telephone survey and a mail questionnaire were conducted on

all subjects to collect social data pertinent to the study.

The Comprehensive Health Information Program System (CHIPS)

technique was then used as a communicative device to demonstrate

how these selected social and environmental variables relate to men-

tal retardation. All of the above data was plotted on separate trans-

parencies for each variable.< A master fold-out map was made with

two identical maps of the community, one for special education chil

dren and one for normal school children.

The null-hypotheses were statistically analyzed at the five per-

cent level of significance, using the t-test to compare means and the

Z-test for equal proportions.

Major Findings

The findings of this study are summarized below:

1. The mean for the educational level of the father at the ele-

mentary level for educable mentally retarded children was

10.27 years, compared to 12.8 years for the educational

level of the father of normal children. The t score of 3.57

indicates that there is a very significant difference between
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the father's educational level of X and Y. The total educa-

tional level of the father for both elementary and secondary

was statistically significant with a t score of 2.31. The

total mean educational level for fathers of educable mentally

retarded children was 10.87. The total mean educational

level for fathers of normal school children was 12.25.

Therefore, it was concluded that in a population of 50 sub-

jects from both elementary and secondary levels there

is a significant difference between the educational level of

the fathers of mentally retarded children and the educa-

tional level of the fathers of normal school children.

2. The mean educational level of the mothers of special educa-

tion children at both the elementary and secondary levels

was 10.59 years, and the mean educational level of the

mothers of normal school children at both elementary and

secondary levels was 12.01 years. The total t score of 1.95

indicates that there is no significant difference between the

educational level of the mothers of X and Y. Therefore, it

was concluded that in a population of 50 subjects form both

elementary and secondary levels there is no significant

difference between the educational levels of the mothers of

mentally retarded children and the educational levels of

mothers of normal school children.
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3. The mean educational level for both parents of special educa-

tion children was 11.10 years, and the mean educational

level for parents of normal school children was 12.82 years.

The total t score of 2.104 indicates that there is a significant

difference between the educational level of parents of X and

Y. Therefore, it was concluded that in a population of 50

subjects from both elementary and secondary levels there

is a significant difference between the educational level of

both parents of mentally retarded children, and the educa-

tional level of both parents of normal school children.

4. The mean for the occupational level of the father of special

education children was 4.54, and the mean for the occupa-

tional level of the father of normal school children was

4.41. According to the Terman and Merrill Standardization

Scale, both means are between the occupational level of

skilled workers and rural owners. The total t score of

.167 indicates that there is no significant difference between

the occupational level of the father of X and Y. Therefore,

it was concluded that in a population of 50 subjects from

both elementary and secondary levels there is no significant

difference between the occupational level of the father of

mentally retarded children and the occupational level of the

father of normal school children.
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5. The mean annual income level for families of special educa-

tion children at the elementary level was $3, 636. 36, and the

mean annual income level for families of normal school

children at the elementary level was $5,700. The totalt score

of 2.64 indicates that there is a significant difference be-

tween the annual income level of families of special educa-

tion children at the elementary level and the annual income

level of families of normal school children. The total

mean annual income level for all families of special educa-

tion children was $4, 416. 66, The total mean annual in-

come level for all families of normal school children was

$5,708.37. The tota.lt score of 2.07 indicates that there is a

significant difference between the total annual income level

for both X and Y. Therefore, it was concluded that in a

population of 50 subjects from both elementary and secon-

dary levels there is a significant difference between the

income levels of families of mentally retarded children,

and the income levels of families of normal school children.

6. The mean for the family size of special education children

was 7.16, and the mean for the family size of normal

school children was 6.08. The total t score of 1.52 indi-

cates that there is no significant difference between the

family size of X and Y. Therefore, it was concluded that
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in a. population of 50 subjects from both elementary and

secondary levels there is no significant difference between

the family size of mentally retarded children and the family

size of normal school children.

7. There were a total of 18 families of special education chil-

dren on welfare, compared to 11 families of normal school

children on welfare. The total Z score of 1.56 indicates

that there is no significant difference between the number of

families on welfare of X and Y. Therefore, it was concluded

that in a population of 50 subjects from both elementary and

secondary levels there is no significant difference between

the number of families of mentally retarded children on

welfare and the number of families of normal school children

on welfare.

8. There were eight mothers who were the sole parent of special

education children, and four mothers who were the sole

parent of normal school children. The total Z score of 1.24

indicates that there is no significant difference between the

number of mothers who are the sole parent of X and Y.

Therefore, it was concluded that in a population of 50 sub-

jects from both elementary and secondary levels, there is

no significant difference between the number of mothers who

are the sole parent of mentally retarded children and the
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number of mothers who are the sole parent of normal school

children.

9. There were four working mothers of special education

children at the elementary level, and no working mothers

of normal school children at this level. The total Z score of

2.09 at the elementary level indicates that there is a signifi-

cant difference between the number of working mothers of

X and Y at the elementary level. There was a total of eight

working mothers of special education children, and four

working mothers of normal school children at both the

elementary and secondary levels. The total Z score of 1.24 in-

dicates that there is no significant difference between the

number of working mothers of X and Y. Therefore, it was

concluded that in this population of 50 subjects from both

elementary and secondary levels there is no significant

difference between the number of working mothers of men-

tally retarded children and the number of working mothers

of normal school children.

10. The mean number of land-premise deficiencies at the ele-

mentary level on the property of special education children

was 7.27. The mean number of land-premise deficiencies

at the elementary level on the property of normal school chil-

drenwas 3.80.. Thetotal t score of 2,62 indicates that there
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was a significant difference between the land-premise de-

ficiencies at the elementary level between X and Y. The

total mean number of land-premise deficiencies on the

property of special education children was 6.50. The total

mean number of land-premise deficiencies on the property

of normal school children was 4.29. The total t score of 2.49

indicates that there is a significant difference between the

number of land-premise deficiencies on the property of X

and Y. Therefore, it was concluded that in a population of

50 subjects from both elementary and secondary levels that

there is a significant difference between the number of land-

premise deficiencies on the property of mentally retarded

children and the number of land-premise deficiencies on the

property of normal school children.

11. The CHIPS technique, as a communicative device, demon-

strates the importance of this instrument. By pin-pointing

a specific location on each transparency, and by examining

that location throughout each transparency, the relationship

between the variables and specific families as well as the

relationship among the two groups of families can be

graphically demonstrated.
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Conclusions

The following conclusions and recommendations are based on

the results of the study.

1. From this study it was concluded that the educational level

of the parents, the annual income level of families, and

land-premise deficiencies are directly related to mental

retardation. It is recommended that future research be

directed toward the development of inservice educational

programs in poor communities to improve deficiencies in

these areas.

2. Since environmental conditions are related to behavior and

attitudes of the poor, future research should be directed

toward environmental "clean'up" programs within the

poverty areas.

3. Many problems within the family of the retarded are related

to overcrowding, lack of parental attention and the lack of

early sensory and motor stimulation. From this study it

was concluded that the average educational level of parents

of retarded children is less than twelve years. Therefore,

it is recommended that future research be directed toward

the establishment of educational programs in prenatal care,
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early child care, discipline problems of child rearing, and

other health needs confronting the poor.

4. Because this study was restricted to black subjects from a

low socioeconomic community, it is recommended that

similar studies be conducted in black middle class com-

munities to determine if there is a difference in family

structure, environmental and social variables, and mental

retardation. The results could be applied to educational

programs for families living in poverty.

Recommendations

The following recommendations are based on the results of the

study and the review of the literature.

1. To demonstrate how social and environmental variables

relate to mental retardation, it is recommended that the

CHIPS technique be employed as a communicative device

to members of poor communities as well as poverty recon-

struction planning committees.

2. The investigator recommends that the CHIPS technique be

utilized as a method of graphically demonstrating additional

health needs of a community.

3. The review of literature indicates that an estimated 15 per-

cent of all mental retardation is due to genetic causes, and
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85 percent is due to environmental factors. Most of the

present definitions are used to describe the genetic causes

of mental retardation. Therefore, it is recommended that

future research be conducted to establish a more concise

and workable definition and classification of mental retarda-

tion, based upon a combination of the definitions used by the

various disciplines.

4. The review of literature indicates many of the complex

problems confronting families of the poor. These problems

directly affect the child's ability to secure an adequate edu-

cation in our school system today. Therefore, the investi-

gator recommends that future research be conducted to

determine the specific problems, and the relationships

among the problems to each other, confronting families

in poverty. Based on an understanding of these problems

a more meaningful educational program can be developed

for these children.

5. As this study was restricted to black subjects, it is recom-

mended that similar studies be conducted using white sub-

jects to determine possible differences in results based on

environmental and cultural factors.

6. The investigator recommends that the findings of this study

be made available to members of the school district, health
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departments, local, state, and national agencies, and any

individuals to whom this information can be of service.
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APPENDIX A

Subjects of Study
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Special Education Children Normal School Children
Age

10

Sex

Female
Subject Age Sex

1 10 Female
2 10 Female 10 Female
3 9 Male 9 Male

4 9 Male 9 Male

5 10 Female 10 Female
6 10 Female 10 Female
7 10 Male 10 Male

8 9 Male 9 Male

9 11 Female 11 Female
10 11 Female 11 Female
11 12 Female 12 Female
12 14 Female 14 Female
13 15 Male 15 Male

14 15 Male 15 Male

15 15 Female 15 Female
16 15 Female 15 Female
17 15 Male 15 Male

18 16 Male 16 Male

19 16 Male 16 Male

20 16 Female 16 Female
21 17 Male 17 Male

22 16 Male 16 Male

23 17 Female 18 Female
24 18 Male 18 Male

25 16 Male 17 Male
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Oregon State University
Department of Health

Dear Occupant:

100

I am a graduate student at Oregon State University and am con-
ducting a survey to determine the health needs of members of your
community. Your name will not be used in any way. Will you please
fill out the following questionnaire and return it to me in the enclosed
envelope at your earliest convenience.
1. The number of children in your family. boys girls
2. Circle father's highest grade completed. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17+

3. Circle mother's highest grade completed. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17+

4. Father's job
5. Mother's job
6. Head of household (Check one).

Both parents Grandparents
Mother Foster parents
Father Aunt and Uncle

7. Yearly family income. (Check one).
$2,000 - 2,999 $6,000 - 6,999
$3,000 3,999 $7,000 - 7,999
$4, 000 - 4, 999 $8,000 - 8,999
$5,000 - 5,999 $9,000 - 9,999

$10,000 - 10,999
$11,000 - 11,999
$12,000 +

8. Presently on Welfare? Yes No

9. Do you have a family doctor? Yes No
10. Do you use the health facilities in your community? Yes No

If "Yes" which one(s) do you use?
11. Would you like to have other health facilities available to you in

your community? Yes No. If "Yes" what health facilities
would you like to have in your community?

Thank you very much for your cooperation,
Cory Bates
Department of Health, Waldo Hall
Oregon State University
Corvallis, Oregon 97331
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January 25, 1973

Dear Occupant:

Oregon State University
Department of Health

101

This letter is in reference to a questionnaire which was sent to
you January 12, 1973, regarding a survey of health needs in your com-
munity. As of yet, I have not received sufficient responses to fulfill
the needs of this study. Perhaps this questionnaire has been mis-
placed. I would appreciate it very much if you would complete the
enclosed duplicate questionnaire and return it to me as soon as
possible. Your cooperation in this survey is very much appreciated.

Once again, thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Cory Bates
Department of Health
Oregon State University
Corvallis, Oregon 97331
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Premise Survey Sheet

L

L

R

MLR

DS

A
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A

Housing Deterioration Index (15)
Taken from Appendix E

Address of Subject

Codes:
L-Lumber
R -Rubble
MLR-Miscellaneous Large Rubble
A-Abandoned Auto
DS-Dilapidated Shed
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APPENDIX E

RESIDENTIAL STRUCTURE EVALUATION FORM

Part Material Condition
and Degree

Point Values for Extent
of Deterioration

ScoreNone or
LT Sq. Ft.

AL Sq. Ft.
NM 1/2

Wall

MT %
Wall

Wall Covering 1) Loose or cracked 0 3 3
Material 2) Hole or missing 0 8 5

Structural
Material

1) Warped, leaning,* or sagging 0 5

2) Crack
a) Rambler, MT 14" wide 0 3 7
b) Rambler, 1/2" wide or

less; network 0 s s

3) Wear
a) 14" deep or less 0 3 6
b) More than 14" 0 7 9

4) Hole
a) Shallow 0 7 9
b) Penetrating 0 9 9

Porch Covering 1) Loose or cracked 0 1 2
Material 2) Hole or missing 0 2 3

Structural
Material

1) Warped, leaning, or sagging 0 3 4

2) Crack
a) Network 0 1 4
b) Rambler

1) 14" wide or less 0 1 1
2) MT 24" 0 3 4

8) Wear
a) 14" deep or less 0 2 2
b) MT 14" deep 0 4 5

4) Hole (shallow or penetrating) 0 5 6

DETERIORATION INDEX

0 points = Good 1-19 points = Pair 20 or more points = Poor

*If entire house leans, it should be rated "poor."
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APPENDIX F

SOCIAL VARIABLES OF SPECIAL
EDUCATION CHILDREN

S ELF ELM AFI OLF OLM FS W MSP

1 11 12 $5, 000 Truckdriver Nurse Aid 4 No No
2 11 4 $2, 000 Construction House Wife 4 Yes Yes
3 11 12 $3, 000 Labor House Wife 5 Yes No
4 10 13 $3, 000 Labor Student 3 Yes Yes
5 7 11 $2, 000 Labor House Wife 15 Yes Yes
6 11 12 $5,000 Ser. Station Waitress 5 Yes Yes
7 10 10 $3, 000 Labor House Wife 7 Yes No
8 12 12 $5, 000 Fish Co. House Wife 8 Yes No
9 9 11 $4, 000 Labor House Wife 7 Yes No

10 11 12 $6, 000 Bakery Hospital 6 No No
11 10 11 $2, 000 Construction House Wife 6 Yes Yes
12 11 12 $6, 000 Cook Waitress 8 Yes Yes
13 8 11 $4, 000 Labor House Wife 8 Yes No
14 10 11 $2, 000 Disabled House Wife 11 Yes No
15 12 12 $4,000 Lumber Co. House Wife 9 Yes No
16 17 14 $12,000 Military House Wife 9 No No
17 11 12 $5,000 - House Wife 3 No Yes
18 11 10 $4,000 Welder House Wife 7 Yes No
19 7 11 $4, 000 Truckdriver House Wife 4 Yes No
20 12 12 $4,000 Lumber Co. House Wife 10 Yes No
21
22 12 12 $3, 000 Construction House Wife 9 Yes No
23 12 12 $5,000 Janitor House Wife 5 No No
24 10 12 $4, 000 Labor House Wife 8 Yes No
25 14. 12 $9,000 Physical Then Nurse Aid 11 No No

S-Subject
ELF-Educational Level of the Father
ELM-Educational Level of the Mother
AFI-Annual Family Income
OLF-Occupational Level of the Father
OLM-Occupational Level of the Mother
FS-Family Size
W-Welfare
MSP-Mother as Sole Parent
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APPENDIX G

SOCIAL VARIABLES OF NORMAL
SCHOOL CHILDREN

S ELF ELM AFI OLF OLM FS W MSP

1 14 12 $6,000 State Employee House Wife 4 No No
2 17 14 $8,000 Bank House Wife 5 No No
3 12 10 $3,000 Cat. Driver House Wife 6 Yes Yes
4 - - - - - -
5 13 4 $3,000 Deceased House Wife 3 Yes Yes
6 12 12 $5,000 Labor House Wife 4 No No
7 10 10 $5,000 Construction House Wife 10 Yes No
8 12 12 $4,000 Self-employed House Wife 6 Yes No
9 12 12 $8,000 Federal Gov. House Wife 7 No No

10 12 12 $4,000 Labor House Wife 5 Yes No
11 14 15 $9,000 Salesman House Wife 7 No No
12 10 12 $3, 000 Construction House Wife 5 Yes No
13 13 12 $3,000 Deceased House Wife 3 Yes Yes
14 12 11 $6, 000 Construction House Wife 6 No No
15 7 11 $7,000 Janitor House Wife 7 No No
16 12 12 $7,000 Welder Checker 5 No No
17 12 12 $6, 000 Labor House Wife 8 Yes No
18 8 14 $3,000 Custodian House Wife 9 Yes No
19 12 13 $8,000 Railroad Surg. Tech. 7 No No
20 12 13 $6, 000 Cook Waitress 7 No No
21 16 12 $10, 000 Minister House Wife 3 No No
22 14 12 $6,000 Self-employed House Wife 7 Yes Yes
23 12 12 $4,000 Self-employed House Wife 9 Yes No
24 12 12 $4,000 Labor House Wife 6 Yes No
25 14 14 $7,000 Railroad L. V. N. 7 No No

S-Subject
ELF-Educational Level of the Father
ELM-Educational Level of the Mother
AFI-Annual Family Income
OLF-Occupational Level of the Father
OLM-Occupational Level of the Mother
FS-Family Size
W-Welfare
MSP-Mother as Sole Parent
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APPENDIX H

LAND-PREMISE SURVEY RESULTS OF
SPECIAL EDUCATION CHILDREN

S HDI AA IRS DS L MLR DP

1 7 0 0 0 0 1 0
2 29* 1 3 0 2 1 0
3 12 0 0 1 0 0 1

4 0 5 1 1 2 0 0
5 54* 0 3 1 3 4 0
6 24* 1 5 0 2 0 0
7 9 1 1 0 4 1 0
8 41* 2 1 1 0 1 0

9 23* 1 3 1 2 2 0
10 53* 0 2 0 2 1 0
11 23* 0 2 1 3 3 0
12 11 1 3 0 3 1 0
13 41* 1 3 2 4 3 1

14 43* 0 3 0 2 1 1

15 0 3 1 0 2 0 0
16 13 2 1 1 1 0 0
17 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
18 26* 0 2 1 1 1 1

19 12 0 0 0 1 0 1

20 10 0 0 0 0 0 0
21 - - -
22 23* 4 1 1 0 0 0
23 10 2 2 0 3 1 1

24 12 1 2 0 2 1 0
25 0 0 1 0 1 0 0

S-Subjects
HDI-Housing Deterioration Index (* = Poor Housing)
AA-Abandoned Autos
IRS-Improper Refuse Storage
DS-Dilapidated Sheds
L-Lumber
MLR-Miscellaneous Large Rubble
DP-Dog Pens
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APPENDIX I

LAND-PREMISE SURVEY RESULTS OF
NORMAL SCHOOL CHILDREN

S HDI AA IRS DS L MLR DP

1 12 2 1 1 1 0 0

2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3 26* 1 2 1 0 1 1

4 - - - - -
5 44* 0 2 1 1 1 0

6 12 0 1 0 2 0 0

7 10 0 1 0 1 0 0

8 14 1 0 1 0 0 0

9 5 0 1 0 1 0 0

10 6 1 0 1 1 0 0

11 15 1 2 0 3 2 0

12 16 1 1 0 1 2 0

13 0 0 2 0 2 1 0

14 12 0 1 0 3 0 0

15 20* 1 1 1 1 1 0

16 10 0 0 0 2 2 0
17 23* 0 1 2 2 0 0

18 0 2 1 0 1 1 0

19 0 1 1 1 0 0 1

20 26* 2 2 1 2 0 1

21 0 1 0 0 1 0 0

22 10 1 1 0 1 0 0

23 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

24 8 0 2 1 2 2 0

25 14 0 2 0 0 0 0

S-Subjects
HDI- Housing Deterioration Index (* = Poor Housing)
AA-Abandoned Autos
IRS-Improper Refuse Storage
DS-Delapidated Sheds
L-Lumber
MLR-Miscellaneous Large Rubble
DP-Dog Pens


