


To the Graduate and Research Council: 

I am submitting herewith a Field Study \\Titt en by Chris Ceretti enti tled "Comparison 
Study of the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-Third Edition and Differential 
,.\bil it~ Scales Ln the Identification of Students With Learning Disabilities ." I ha,e 
examined the final copy of this Field Study for fonn and content, and I recommend that it 
be accepted in partial fulfillment of the requLremems for the degree of Education 
Specialist, \\ith a major in School Psychology. 

\\ ·e h3 , e re3d thj Field tud~ 
and re ommc nd it acceptance: 

J~ -._n (:'-:-. L.:. l , \) 
eC L' lld Commit tee \ !ember 

I I _, 

I :L JI ' , a.,f,\µL,, 
Thi rd Committ ee \ 1ember 

Dr. ha.rle 

Accepted for the Council : 



STATEi\ l ENT OF PERMI S ION TO USE 

In presenting thi s Field tudy in partial fulfillment of the requirement for an 

Educa ti on Specialist degree at Aust in Peay State niversit y, I agree th at the Library 

shall make it a, ail abl e to borrowers under rul es of the Library. Brief quotations from 

thi s Fi eld tudv are all o\\'ab le \\ithout spec ial permi ion, prO\·ided that accurat e 

ac kno,, ledgment of the source is made. 

Permission for e\ tensi,·e quotat ion from or reproduction of thi s Field Study 

may· be gra nt ed by my major professo r. or in hi absence, by the Head of Interlibrary 

Scn·ices ,,·hen. in the op ini on of eit her, the propo ed use or the material is for 

scholar ly purposes. An~· copying or u e of the materi al in thi s Field Study for financial 

ga in ~ha ll not be all o,, cd ,, ithou t my ,Hitt en perrni 10 11 

Signature 

Date 



COM PARISO STUDY OF THE WECH LER INTELLIGE CE SCALE FOR 

CH ILDRE -TH IRD EDITIO A 10 DIFFERE TIAL ABILITIES SCALES IN THE 

ID E 1TIFICA TION OF ST DE TS WITH LEARNING DISABILITIES 

A Field Study 

Presented for the 

Educati on Specialist 

Degree 

Austin Peay State ni\'ersity 

Chris Ceretti 

August 2002 



AC K 10\\'LEDG 'I T 

The author incerely thank Dr. Charl e Grah, my committ ee chairman and 

Field Study ad\'i or, fo r hi s encouragement , guidance, and support during the course 

of my graduate study. App rec iati on is also e:--tended to Dr . Ann Harris and Jean Lewis 

for their in \'a luable a i tance and contri bution in th i tudy. 

The au thor also e:-- tend pecial than k and appreciati on to her hu band and 

fa mil y for their unfa il ing suppo rt , pati ence and under tanding th roughout the proces 

or completing th is project. 

I I 



ABSTRACT 

The current resea rch im·esti ga ted the relati onship bet\\'een clu ster and composit e 

sco res ob tained fo r the Wechsler Int elligence Scale fo r Chi ldren, Third Editi on (W ISC Ill ) 

and the Differenti al Abilit y Sca les (DAS) to determine if these t\\'O instrument s are 

co mparable \\'hen used in the assessment of student s referred fo r possible lea rning 

disabi liti es Fifty 0 ---1 male and 16 female) student s of va ri ous ethnic ori oins att endino 
.::, , .::, 

rura l Georgia schools, \\'ere init ia ll y e\'a lua ted using the WISC Ill and determi ned to be 

eli gible fo r special educa tion services th rough the lea rning disab iliti es progra m. Upon 

re-c\ aluation, these same studen ts \\ere assessed usi no the DAS and the WISC Ill to 
~ 

determi ne contin ued el igibil ity for special educa tio n sen ices and to irl\'estigate the 

possibili ty of prac tice effec ts occurri ng \\'hen the same instru ment (the WISC III ) was 

used at the time of ini tia l e\ aluation and then consistentl y for re-eva luation. 

Using descr ipt i,·e and in feren ti al sta ti st ics, the cluster and composit e scores, 

mean and standard de\·iati ons, and significant differences re le\'ant to the identifi cation 

ot' student s \,ith learning disabili ties " ·e,-c obta ined for the WISC III and DAS Scores 

,,ere C.\a mi ned for correla ti ons and si milari ties to determine if score obtained on these 

1,, o instrumen ts,, ere comparable in assess ing student s with learn ing di sabilities . 

Result s of the current study indicated strong co rrelati ons between the cluster and 

composite scores or the \\' !SC Ill and DAS . Findings sup po rt ed the hypothesis that these 

t\\'O instru ments \\'ere comparab le for use in eva luati on of students \\'i th lea rning 

di sabilities 

Ill 
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CHAPT ER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Individual intelligence tests are ad . . . 
.... mmistered 111 the school setting to help 

make decisions regarding exceptionality r ·b·1· . 
' e igi I ity and educational placement for 

students identified as havin o learning disab1·1·t · I J 
e, 1 1es. n une of 1997, Public Law (P.L.) 

IO 1-4 76. the individuals with Disabilities Educ t' A · 
a ion ct, was reauthorized and amended 

becoming Public Law (P.L.) I 05-17 the Individuals 'th D' b·1· · Ed · · w1 1sa 1 1t1es ucat1on Act 

(IDEA) Amendments of 1997 (IDEA 1997) p L I 0)~ 17 d fi ·fi I · · • . . - e mes a spec1 1c eammg 

disabilit\' as '· ... a disorder in one or more of the basi·c psyclioloo ·cal · I d · 
· el processes mvo ve m 

understanding or in using language, spoken or written. which may manifest itself in 

an imperfect ability to li sten. think. speak. read. write, spe ll or to do mathematical 

calculations. including conditions such as perceptual disabilities, brain injury, 

minimal brain dysfuncti on, dyslexia. and de\'elopmental aphasia"' (IDEA 1997, 34 CFR 

Subpart A, 300. 7) . 

Approximately 3-5% of public schoo l children in the United States are referred 

for indi vidual assessment with an estimated total of more than 250 million standardized 

tests (group and indi\'idual) admini stered on a yearly basis (Sm ith, Smith. Matthews, & 

Kennedy, 1993 ). It is estimated that approximately 73% of students referred for individual 

testing are found to be eligible to receive special education services (National Information 

Center for Children and Youth with Disabilities; ICHCHY, 2000). In an article published 

in Science. Roush ( J 995 ) stated that " if learning to read, \-Vrite or do math at expected 

le\'e)s \\'ere a disease. American school children would be in the middle of an epidemic" 

(p. 1896). 
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In the schoo l Settin o IQ t t d · · 

::,• es s are a mini stered at the time of the initi al 

refe rra l to help determine eli gibility fo r special educat' · d h · 
1011 se rvices an t en agam 

approx im ately every three yea rs thereafter to detenni·ne 
1
· d 1· ·b·1· ti 

con mue e 1g1 1 1ty or 

spec ial educati on (SP ED) services. Because students receiving special education services 

are required to be re-evaluated approximately every three years, questions about 

admini stering the same IQ test to the same individual are rai sed. Are practice effects 

occ urr ing as a result of re-admini stration of the san1e test? Is it necessary to se lect 

alternative inte lligence tests which are comparable with the ori ginal IQ test given? Does 

ad ministeri ng an a lternati ve, psychometri cally comparable. intelligence test help ensure 

test-retest stability and avo id practice effects whi ch result from repeated administrations 

of the same test? Are the result s of the di ffe rent tests comparable in the class ification 

process (i.e .. are students initia ll y classifi ed as learning di sabled also class ified as learning 

disabled on the bas is of the second test)? 

Practi ce effec ts are o ften diffi cult to di stingui sh from changes which may have 

occurred due to educat ional interventi ons. pe rsonal experi ences. length of time 

bct\veen test admin istrations, regression to the mean, or age-based item content (test 

items whi ch tap di ffe rent abilit ies at different ages but clai m to be measure only one abili ty 

despite age differences) (Sattl er, 200 I). Practice effects may result in inflated scores 

and/or different d iagnostic impressions. which can lead to inaccurate estimates of students' 

ac tual cogniti ve abiliti es and ineffec ti ve educational dec isions. Using alternati ve 

· · · h · II parable with previous IQ tests given may mtcll 1gence tests which are psyc ometn ca Y com 

· · h t me of the classification and evaluation or may not help preserve consistency m t e ou co 
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process. 

The se lec ti on of similar and a - . . 
ppropnate alternati ve mstruments for the 

measurement of cogniti ve abilities in learn· d. bl d • 
mg 1sa e students requires that the 

t,,·o instruments have comparable properties u · b 
. s111g compara le tests may reduce 

the negati ve effects of repeatedly administering the s t d h I ame est an e p preserve the 

integrity of the results. 

To eliminate practice effects, many school psychologists prefer to give a different 

intelligence measure at the time of re-evaluation rather than using a previously 

administered measure. When choosing a different measure. several fac tors must be 

considered: the sampl e sizes should be comparable for the two IQ tests given, the standard 

deviations and sample distributions should be equi valent, the two difTerent measures 

should provide similar concurrent and construct validit ies, the two tests should measure 

the same ab ilities. and there should be long-tenn stabi lity of the test-retest scores for the 

traits being measured (Dumont. Cruse. Price. & Whelley. 1996). 

Selecting the most psychometrically sound and appropriate instrument is critical in 

pro,·iding the most useful infom1ation when faced ,,·ith making educati onal decisions. Test 

results are onl y one part of the e ligibility detennination process in the identification of 

students with specific learning disabilities. Placement decisions which are made based on 

the student· s test perfonnance, classroom perfo nnance and other available data have a 

pemianent effect on a student"s educational futu re. Two intelligence (IQ) tests with 

reportedly sound psychometric properties are the popular Wechsler Intelligence Scale for 

Children. Third Edition ( WISC Ill ; Wechsler, I 991) and the less well-k.no,-rn Differential 
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Abi lity Sca les (DAS: Elli ott. 1990a). The WISC III · . 

is one of the most widely used 

individual IQ tests for the identification of stud t · h . . . 
en s Wll specific learrnng disabilities. The 

WISC III has been reported by Kaufman ( 1994) t b • . 
o e especially good at detecting 

patterns of specific learn ing difficulties. It is considered by h 
I 

h 
1 

· 
many sc oo psyc o og1sts to 

be the most effec tive and efficient IQ test available because f ·t f d · · · 
, o I s ease o a m1m strat1on 

and scoring. and its interesting test materials which help make th t 
1
· · 

e es mg expenence more 

positive for the students being evaluated. Many students \•Vho receive special education 

services have been evaluated using the WISC Ill one or more times, typically at the 

time of the initial e\'a luation and/or again at the time of re-evaluation (Hutton Du bes & 
' ' 

Muir. 1992; Stinnett, Havey. & Oehler-Stinnett, 1994). Results may be impacted by 

practice effects that occur with repeated administrati on of the same test. This can lead to 

inappropriate and ineffective ed ucational decisions which may negati vely impact program 

planning and the student's academic success. 

One of the more recently introduced instrument . which is gaining popularity in 

educational setting . is the Differential Ability Scales (OAS; Elliott, 1990a). The DAS, 

developed by Co lin Elli ott. is based on the British Abi lity Scales (BAS; Elliott. Murray, & 

Pearson. J 979) which is widely used in Great Britain as a means of evaluati ng school-aged 

children with an instrument sensitive to the British culture and nonned on the British 

DAS I ·ded a new paradigm of evaluative student population. Development of the a so provi 

. p· , th ·es of cognitive development and practice based on research re lat 111g to iaget s eon 

Thurstone·s ( 1938) primary mental abilities. 

d · d bv Elliott ( 1990a) to be a The Differential Abi lities Scales (OAS) was esigne ✓ 
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reliable cognitive asse sment battery which would provide interpretable data about a 

Student' s co 0 nitive processing strengths and kn · · · 0 wea esses across a wide range of cognitive 

domains. The emphasis of the DAS is placed on a student's abilities (Braden, 1992; Platt, 

Karnphaus. Keltgen. & Gilliland, 1991 ) rather than a general definition of intelligence as is 

true with the WISC Ill. Elliott believes that to accurately assess learning deficits, cognitive 

processes should be evaluated to identify fac tors which contribute to the disability. This 

in fo rmati on is benefici al when designing educational intervention strategies, since it allows 

for specific cognitive processes to be exan1ined which may negati ve ly impact academic 

achievement. 

This study will explore the positives and negative of using the WISC III and DAS 

IQ tests. interchangeably, in the initial assessment and re-evaluation of special education 

students (SPE D) for evaluation. placement and educational planning. I ues which will be 

explored will include \Vhether or not reliabili ty and validi ty of test-retest re ults are 

possibly compromised \Vhen using different IQ tests. pos ible changes in class ification 

· d It h · h may vary and whether or not or students which may occur ue to test resu s w 1c , 

idcnti fication o r speci fie patterns of learning disabilities change when using different IQ 

tests. 



CI !A PTER 2 

REVI EW OF LITERATURE 

Students who are experi encing sign·fi d . . . 1 icant aca em1c d1fficult1es are often 

referred for a comprehensive psychoeducational I · d • • . • . eva uat1on to eterrnine ehg1b1hty 

fo r spec ial educati on (S PED) services. The Jndivi·duals \ll "th D. b"I· · Ed · 
•'Y 1 1sa 1 1t1es ucation 

Act of 1990. 1992, 1997 (IDEA) and P.L.94-142 (Education for All Handicapped 

Children Act of 1975 ) and P.L. I 05-17 are federal mandates that provide the guidelines 

fo r p ychoeducati onal assessment of students with possible )earning di sabilities. 

A comprehensi\'e psychoeducational eva luation includes the administration of an 

indi,·iduall y admini stered intelligence test (IQ) to provide an estimate of the student's 

cuITen t leve l of cogniti ve fun cti oning and an indi vidually admini stered achievement test to 

assess the students leve l of academic achi evement in relation to their cognitive ability. 

lndi,·id uall y admini stered IQ tests are admi ni stered at the time of the initial evaluation, and 

aga in at the time of re-eva luation. in conjunction with individual achievement tests, to 

detem1ine if a spec ifi c learn ing disabi lity i present. !fa learn ing disab il ity is identified at 

the time of initial evaluation. a re-evaluati on which includes the admini strati on of an 

individua l IQ and achievement tests, is conducted approx imately every three years. 

Psychoeducational assessments are conducted to provide in fo rmation needed to 

help identi fy specifi c learn ing defi cit areas, to aid in identi fy ing students who may be 

experiencing soc ial. emoti onal and/or behav ioral problems, to help guide eligibili ty 

· · (SPED) ·ces or cont inued SPED services. to detem1inati ons fo r special education serv1 

d ·1 tudent progress and to provide provide in fo rmation used to evaluate an mom or s ' 

. . . f I d. ·d al Educational Programs (IEP) as 
111fom1ation helpfu l in the modifi cation o 11 1v1 u 



needed (D umont. Cruse. Price. & Whell ey 1996. R 
' , ass-Reynolds. 1995). 

Most students with learning di sabilities a b 1. d 
re e 1eve to have average IQ scores, 

(ranging from approximately 85 to I 09 depending th · 
1 

.. 
on e part1cu ar IQ test admm1stered) 

suggesting average cogniti ve abi liti es and functioning (S 
1
9

96 0 wanson, ; umont, Cruse, 

Price. & Whe lley, 1996). The assumption underl ying the "average IQ" theory when 

identifying learning di sabled students comes from the idea that children wi th average IQ 

scores who experi ence academic difficulti es in reading, writing or math have di stinct 

7 

cognitive process ing deficits which result in lower academic achievement scores (academic 

scores \\'hich show a discrepancy between scores obtained for the overa ll IQ and scores 

ob tai ned for the ac hi evement test of 15 or more) (Braden. 1992). However, students \\~th 

lo\\' IQ scores (approximately 85 and below) have also shown discrepancies of 15 points 

or more between the IQ and achievement scores and are not considered to be learning 

di sab led. Traditionally. these students have been considered to be slO\ or mildly 

intellectually di sabl ed learners (Swanson. 1996). Thus, the use of the "average IQ" 

theorv and discrepancy scores to identi fy learning disabled students becomes problematic 

· · J · d. b·1·t· I w learners and mildly intellectually when dehneatrng between earnmg 1sa 1 1 1es, so 

disab led students (Swanson & Chri sti e. 1994 ). 

In a study by Glutting, McDemiott, Konold, Snelbaker and Watkins (1998) the 

. . b neral intelli gence and school authors noted that strong relat1 onsh1ps etween ge 

d findin s in empirical psychoeducational achievement are probably the most documente I g 

. . the re orted criterion-related va lid ity of 
research. These authors attribute thi s findmg to P 

. . al criteria used to identify patterns of 
IQ tests and subtest analysis ol specific ex tern 



8 
cognitive strengths and weaknesses importan . . . 

t to remedial mterventton plannin g. 

A ltho ugh th e "average IQ' ' theory 1 d .. 1as tra iti onall y been the underl ying 

ass umption for determining whether or not a t d h . . . . . 
s u ent as a specific leammg d1sab1hty, this 

theory does little to he lp explain the differences b t • . . . . 
e ween cogrntive ability and academic 

perfom1ance for the student with a learning disabil'ty I · 1 1 · · · · · 1 , or mu tip e eammg d1 sab1hties, 

,, ho doesn ·t have an average IQ. Significant ability-achieveme t d. · 1 n 1screpanc1 es are a so 

frequently found in students with below average and above average IQ sc I r. t ores. n 1ac , 

about 3% of school-aged children with speci fie learning disabilities are also identified as 

gifted stud ent s \-Vith above average to superior IQ scores (McDem1on & Glutting, 1997). 

Typically. studen ts with s ignificant abi lity-achievement discrepancies tend 

to experience e ithe r speci fic cognitive processing deficits or neurological impainnents 

\\'hich negatively impact the ir acade mic perfonnance and intellectual abi liti es to a marked 

degree. Other factors commonly associated with significant abi lity -achievement 

di screpancie are cultural and env ironmen tal disadvantages. economic disadvantage. lack 

of adequate instructi on and ed ucati on. multicultural backgrounds. emoti onal and 

behaYioral disorders. medical problems. poor school attendance. school transfers, lack of 

moti\'ation, and/or hearing and vision difficulti es (G lutting, McDermott, Konold, 

Snelbaker & Watkins. 1998). 

Careful consideration of all possible factors and accurately determining the 

· · ·b ( t an identified learning disability area of cogn itive processrng deficit contn u 111g o 

· · t ntion techniques designed to 
are critical in the development of appropriate 111 erve 

. . S lecting the most appropriate and 
help the student expenence academic succe s. e 



psychometri ca ll y sound IQ test is ce,1ainly f 
one o the most crucial factors in the 

outcome or psychoeducati onal evaluatio d -
ns an intervention planning, since not all 

IQ tests are equa l. IQ tests are selected based 1 - . 
on t 1e1r psychometnc properties and 

the ski ll s and abi liti es they are purported t . 
0 measure. Psychologists admini stering IQ 

tests must be familiar with the properties or th · 
e lllSlruments they administer, as 

well as be keenly aware or which ones are appro · t b d 
pna e ase on the reason for 

refeITal. 

While psychol ogists stri ve to provide the most accurate and useful 

infom1ation fo r assessment of children with learning di sabilities, controversies over 

the measurement of human abilities and the use of IQ tests in identi fy ing learning 

disab led students continue, because no theory or model has establi hed how 

9 

standardi zed IQ tests measure "potential' '. and no single theory or model has gained 

uni\·ersa l acceptance ( Wall ace, Larsen & Elksnin.1992. p. I 06; Watennan, I 994). Yet, IQ 

tests continue to represent the ·'measuring stick ... because of their diagnostic properties 

for establ ishing baseline cogni ti ve abilitie against which to compare achievement levels 

(Detterman & Thompson.1997). 

Although stro ng psychometric relationships fo r criterion-related va lidity between 

scores obtained for overall general intelli gence and academic achievement were reported 

in the study by Glutting. et al ( 1998), the use of IQ and achievement tests in identification 

f · · · · · · · d ( ns about the accuracy of using thi s o students with learn ing d1 sab1ht1es has rai se ques 10 

· · (D t an & Thompson.1997). Often IQ method fo r eli gibi lity and placement dec1s1ons et erm 

. d. h. vement levels (Swanson, I 996). 
scores fa il to adequately and consistently pre ict ac ,e 
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One example is w hen ab ility-ac hievement d. 

isc repancies are fo und between verball y related 

cou.n itivc ab iliti es and readino achievement I I r 
- e:, eves ior students who obtain hi gher Verbal 

IQ scores (Lyon, 1996). The Verbal IQ score is t · 11 . 
yp1ca Y considered to represent verbal 

ab iliti es associated with readin g and general co · • . 
mmurncat1on skill s (Stanovich & Siegel, 

1994). Verbal IQ scores are typically higher for stude t h · . 
n s w ose economic, educational and 

cultura l em ·ironments are more richly endowed w ith verbal experiences and 

communications. Therefore, students with higher Verbal IQ scores are not expected to be 

identified as hav ing a readi ng disability when the IQ score is compared to the reading 

achic\'cmen t scores. However, the higher Verbal IQ score often results in a significant 

di screpancy ( 15 point difference between IQ and achievemen t score) ei ther in word 

decoding. phonetic ana lys is, and/or reading comprehension. When an individual obtains a 

higher Verba l IQ score and a sign ificantl y discrepant reading achievement score, a verbally 

associa ted cogniti ve processing deficit is inferred based on the discrepancy method for 

idcntit~'ing learning disabilities. The positively skewed Verbal IQ score wi ll also tend to 

positively skew the overall o r compos ite IQ score. When this occurs, a learning di abili ty 

may be identified in other academ ic areas (e.g., math and/o r 'vvriting). And when thi s 

occurs. the "measuring stick '" becomes less re liable in effecti vely predicting academic 

achieveme nt and identi fy ing learni ng disabilities (Dettem1an & Thompson, 1997; 

Swan on, 1996 ). 

h time and more importantly, 
Brody ( 1997) noted that IQ sco res can c ange over · 

. . • . 1 and environmental opportuniti es in 
that they are re levant to the ind1v1dual s educati ona 

. . ·ve rocessing abilities. Many students wi th 
conjunction \\·ith verbally associated cogmti P 
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t,clo,,· a,·ernge JQ scores. who lack ade 

quate verba l con · · 1munication experi ences through 

thei r culture, educational opportunities . 
or environment, also exhibit reading di sabilities 

(Stano, ·ich & Siegel. 1994). The student wh b · 
0 0 tams a below average IQ score may be 

experi encing significant verbally associated · • . 
cognitive process ing deficits along with a 

paucity in ve rbal communication exposure and · experiences. 

The majority of students (52%) receiving SPED . . serv ices through the pubhc 

schools are identified as having a Specific Leaming o1·sab·1·t (SLD) · 1 · 1 1 y m t 1e areas of 

reading. math, written expression, oral expression or listening comprehension (USDOE. 

I 999). Many of the studen ts identified also meet eligibi lity criteria for more than one 

learning disability ( wanson. 1996). 

Wi th an e ti mated 73 % of referred tudents nationwide fo und to be eligible 

fo r special education services (N ICHCHY, 2000), providing spec ial education 

ser-·ices for studen t identified as having special learning needs is not onl y fed rally 

mandated. but is also big business and an expensive busines . The most current 

educational expendi ture infom1ation \Vas published in a national study completed by the 

National Center for Education Statistics CES, I 995). Fi ndings of thi s study estimated 

that approximately $2.780 a year is pent per pupil in regular education programs in 

public elementary and secondary schools. Four years later. CES ( 1999) reported that the 

estimated expend iture per specia l education student was approx imately $6,335. The 

· · · · d · · ng the collecti on of state/local at1o nal Center fo r Education Stat1st1cs stoppe requm 

th d · ded that the accurate collection of 
educational cost data after 1987-1988 because ey ect 

. . d. d t was too difficult to obtain on a national ba is 
comprehen 1ve educat ional expen 1ture a a 
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(Chambers. Parri sh, & Liebem1an 1999) S 

' · late and local school systems strive to maintain 

data for the students in their respective district . 
1 

. 
s, 1owever, accurate national data has not 

been accurately or responsibly reported sin 1988 (U 
ce SDOE, 1994). 

Most of the more current data is report d ct · . 
e accor mg to estimates calculated 

by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES 199 ~) · 
, ) which notes that part of the 

probl em in collecting accurate data is that costs vary ·ct bl 
cons1 era y across states ( e.g .. the 

average expenditure per student ranged from $2 758 1·n Indi·an t $8 ~01 · c · ) , a o ,) 111 onnect1cut 

and disability categories. The increased costs rea lized in special education are related to 

the legal requirements that guide the provision of special education services, 

including the provision for specially trained educators and specifically designed learn ing 

materi als used for the delivery of instruction to students with special needs, the 

requirement that licensed/certified psychologists conduct the psychoeducational 

assessments, and the expense of the instruments used in conducting these assessments. IQ 

te st materials are extremely costly and the most trusted and widely used instruments also 

tend to be the most ex pensive. Ensuring that a student has been appropriately and 

acc ura tely assessed th rough the use of psychometrically comparable instruments and 

providing for the student's unique learning needs are mandated legal regulations in pecial 

education. although not always funded mandates. These factors contribute to the selection 

· fi the assessment of learning di sabilities. of the most appropriate and effective measures or 

. . . . . h b measured usi ng an individually 
Once a student' s cog111t1ve abil1t1es ave een 

. ed with their academic ac hievement 
admini stered IQ test, the student' s IQ score is compar 

. _ . as (Oral Express ion. Listening 
scores 111 one or more o t the seven leammg are 
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Calculation and Math Reasoning). Differences - . 
of I) pomts or more (one standard 

dc\·iat ion or more) between cognitive abilit and . . 
y academic achievement scores indicate 

the presence of a learning disability. For exam le if h . 
P ' 1 e IQ score 1s I 00 an academic score 

of 85 (which is one standard deviation below th ) • 
e mean Ill one or more of the seven 

learning areas would be needed to establi sh that a st d th 
1 

· - . . 
u en as a eammg d1 sab1hty. A 

learn ing disability is genera ll y defined as a defi cit in cogn·t" · h. h • 
1 1ve processmg w 1c negati ve ly 

impacts a student" s ability to learn and achieve at the same rat h. I · e as 1s non- eammg 

di ablcd. age-rel ated peers (Salvia & Ys eldyke, 1995). 

According to the interpretation of a learning disability provided by Glutting. 

McDermott . Kono Id. Snelbaker and Watkins ( 1998), a learning di sabi lity is the result of a 

cogni ti ve process ing deficit which affects an individua l' s ability to interpret what he or she 

sees or hears (\ ·isual or auditory perception which are not linked to specific visual or 

hearing impairments) or hi s or her ability to link information from different parts of his or 

her brain in a manner which makes sense (information processing). However. it is 

important to note that not all learning problems are learning disabilities. Some students 

de velop skill s slower or fas ter than other students and/or may experience maturation 

delays which can effec t academic success (NIMH, 1993). 

. . · d arch on the DAS wi ll be A carefu l study of available mfo m1at1 on an rese 

· trument for the measurement of explored first, since it is the less well-known ms 

. . · of the WISC III in the cognit1\·c ability. Ne:xt. research and the effecti veness 

. . _ . . . . . . will be di scussed. fo llowed by 1dentif 1cation of students with leammg d1 sabiht1es 
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current research on the comparability of the DAS . 

and WISC 111111 assess ing students 
tor possible lea rning disabilities. 

Inastudyconductedby Plan etal(l 991 ) h h . . 
' t e t eoret1cal basis of the DAS 

and its properties were explored. This study points out that th DAS .d . 
e avo1 s us111g 

the term " intelligence" to describe what it is measuring. Elliott c1990c) believes 

that the term abi lity is a more accurate descripti on fior expla· · th r h" h 
1 111mg e 1actors w 1c t 1e 

DAS measures than the tem1 intelligence which is neither clearly defined nor globally 

accepted. The basic constructs of the DAS are not founded on a loose definition or single 

model of intelligence, but are based on a hierarchal model of abilities. This approach 

departs fro m Wechsler·s ( 1939) definition of intelligence as the "aggregate of global 

capac ity of the indi vidual to act purposefu lly, to think rationally, and deal effectively wi th 

their e1wironment (p.3). ·' Wechsler·s definition of intelligence presumes that general 

intelligence, or g, is more than the sum of its parts, or individual intellectual abilities. 

El li ott ( 1990c) believes that Wechsler·s beliefs led him to develop intellectual ubtests that 

arc not good measures of psychometric g. For Elli ott , Wechsler·s theory of intelligence, 

\\hich is the foundation for his psychometric tests. is too general and vague and its test 

items do not adequately assess the domains measured. 

The DAS is not based on any single theory of human ability or broad definition of 

intelligence as is the WISC Ill. The DAS was designed to assess specific abilities (specific 

. d. . · formation about an individual"s 
domains of performance) which provide 1st111ct 111 

f cogniti ve domains (Elliott, 1990b). 
cognitive strengths and weaknesses across a range 0 

- . or lobal scores which represent an 
l he WI SC 111 was designed to provide standard g 



indi\·id ual' s capaci ty fo r purpose ful acti ons (a . . 
s explained by Wechsler· s definiti on of 
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intelligence). 

Elli ott avo ids the tem1s intelli gence and lQ b 
ecause the General Conceptual Ability 

(GCA) score obtained on the DAS is defined h . 
somew at differently than the composite 

scores of the WISC Ill and Stanfo rd-Binet Jnte!r T 
igence est. Fourth Edition (SB:4E) 

which use the tem1 inte lli gence in their titl es The w h I IQ 
· ec s er tests and the Stanford-

Binet Intelli gence Test. Fourth Edition adopt a relati ve! b d d fi · · . . Y roa e 1111t1on of mtelligence as 

refl ected in Wechsler· s ( 1939) statement: 

··on~ of the grea_t est contri bu_ti ons of Binet was hi s intuitive assumption 
that in the se lec tion of tests. 1t made little difference what sort of tasks 
you used. prov ided that in some way it was a measure of the child' s 
general intelli gence" (p.6). 

WI SC Ill subtest and compos ite IQ scores are based on a diverse coll ec ti on of 

tasks. some of \,·hich have low g loadings (Elli ott. 1990b). For all ages. the DAS uses a 

rclati n ~ly small num ber of core subtcsts with high g loadings which contribute to the 

calculation of the Genera l Conceptual Abi lity (GCA) score. Ell io tt believes that the GCA 

scorl..'. is a more pure and homogeneous score and. therefore. a more interpretable measure 

or psychometric g. Ell iott de fines psychometric g as "the general ab ility of an 

indi\'i dual to perfo rm complex menta l processing that invo lves conceptuali zation and the 

transformation of infom1ation.'· 

The DAS Hand book (Elliott, J 9906) operationally defines the psychometri c 

· · · · al -component analvsis. the fi rst 
properties of gas: '·[ ... the fi rst component m a pnncip · 

. . ral fac tor in a hierarchica l fac tor 
fac tor m a common-factor analys is. or the most gene 

. 11 . h load ings are the ones that best 
analysis (Jensen. 1980. 1987) ... Tests with the ig eSl g 
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defi ne the na ture o f the underl ying vari abl e The D . 

· AS compos ite GCA score consists 

of subtes ts which load hi ghest on the first c f; 
ommon actor. .. Many studies of various 

batteri es o f menta l tes ts indicate that the tests , · th th h. h . 
;vi e ig est g loadm gs al so measure 

the most complex mental function s .. , p. 19]." 

For Elli ott , in o rder to effective ly interpret ind· v· d I b. 1. h 
1 1 ua a 1 1ty. eac cluster score 

and the GCA score must be deri ved from a set of subtests wh t t k ose con en s measure tas ' S 

" ·ith a common (homogeneous) dimension of ability rather than a variety of di verse 

(heterogeneous) abiliti es. The WISC Ill subtest and composite scores were designed to 

coYer a d i\'e rse range of tasks, processes and knowledge. accord ing to Elliott . "Subtests 

that contribute to a compos ite score should be similar in the sense that they correlate 

highl y with a common group fac tor or w ith the instrument 's operati onal definiti on of 

psychometri c g (E lliott , 1990b, p . 19) . In cont rast to the compos ite scores of many other 

ind ivid uall y admini ste red test batteri es, which give equal we ighting to all subtests, the 

GCA sco re o f the DAS is deri ved from onl y those subtests with hi gh g loadings. For 

El lio tt. thi s fea ture a ll ows fo r effi c ientl y obtai ning a va lid and foc used measure of the 

cent ra l component o f inte ll ectua l ability (E lliott. 1990b). 

The DAS nomi sam ple inc luded 3.4 75 children stratified by age (2 .6 to 17.11 

· · d 1· graphic region and educational years o ld). sex, race/e thni city, parent e uca 1011, geo 

- I d d h"ld "dent ifi ed as having leamino preschoo l enro llment. The sample a lso 111c u e c I ren 1 0 

_ . . d cable mental retardation, gifted abilities, 
disabi liti es, speech and language 1mpa1rments, e u 

. . . a1 hearing or motor im pairments. Bias 
emotional disorders. and those w ith mild visu · 

. s such as African-Americans and 
analyses inc luded the perfo rmance o f ethnic group 
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Hispanic children to help identi fy and eliminate 

1 
-

11 
. . 

po entia y biased items (Elliott, 1990c). 

The DAS is des igned to measure abilities on 17 · • . 
cogniti ve and three achievement subtests. 

Indi vidual subtest scores. the General Conceptual AbTt (GCA) -
1 1 y score and the Special 

onve rbal Ability scores, which measures conceptual and · . b-
1
- · ·u · · 

reasoning a 1 1l!es w1 1 minimal 

verbal components. and cluSler scores for measuring more specific abilities, all have a 

mean of I 00 and standard deviati on of 15. 

Elli ott ( 1990a) looks at the abilities measured by the DAS like pieces of a puzzle, 

each important in their O\\·n ri ght, but coming toget11er to give a global a ses ment of 

individual ability. Elliott ca ll s thi s outcome of abili ty measurement the General Conceptual 

Abi lity (GCA). Elli ott notes that the General Conceptual Ability is not the fin al asse ment 

of an indi vidual 's intelli gence. For Elliott the General Conceptual Abili ty is the top rung 

of a psychometri c hierarchy. 

During the development of the DAS, computer modeling was used to rate 

each item according to its diOiculty. Elli ott perceives thi s design as all owing fo r a 

more systematic di vision of subtest items which can be se lected to provide a more 

bT · ·fi eas of re li able and stati sti ca ll y acc urate estimate of individual a 1 tty 111 speci ic ar 

· b· 1 · · f bt sts range from 70 concern . Average DAS internal consistency relta 1 1t1e o su e · 

. c h GCA scores are reported to be .88 to .93 to .94 and retest reli abi lity correlati ons 1or t e 

(E lliott , 1990b). 

. , II the DAS actually measures abil ity as Kei th ( 1990) raised the queSlton of hov. we 

· 1· te thi s questi on by 
Ke I.th ( I 990) attempted to mves iga defined by Elliott ( 1990b). 

. f the DAS us inn data from the 
d h. hical analys is o "' conducting a conli rmatory an 1erarc 
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oriQina l standardi za ti o n sample (N = 3475) K ·ti , fi . 

- · ei 1 s mdmgs supported the assertion that 

the DAS measures a ge neral intellectual ability (g) ·th . 
wi a reported range of primary 

factor loadings from .328 to .984. These studies also fi d - . . . 
oun some mterestmg differences m 

the secondary factor loadings. The main difference between the initial model of the DAS 

and its fina l structure v,as noted to be a loss of a quantitative factor and the addition of a 

fac tor Keith ( 1990) labe led as "Gf' (fluid intelligence which is essentially nonverbal 

mental efficiency in\'o lv ing adaptive and new learning capabilities further defined by Hom, 

J 998) . Abilities in the areas of verbal reasoning. nonverbal reasoning. memory and 

speed were retained \,·hil e the lov,·est second order loadi ngs were seen in the areas of 

memory and speed . The results were repo rted to support the hierarchical structure of the 

DAS and identifica ti o n of factors re lated to the assessment o f fluid inte lli gence ('·Gf'). 

Another questi o n that arose among potenti al users of the DAS (Elliott , ., 1990) 

,,·a how \,·e ll the DAS findings re lated to the identification of students \Vi th spec ific 

learn ing disabilities. tephen E llio tt ( 1990) inve li gated the potential of the DA to 

· · · · · d . ·d 1· b ·1·t· Resul t reported!)' al low fo r more provide 1ntom1at1on abo ut an m 1v1 ua s a 1 1 1e • 

· ·1· fil. I ted to coonitive deficits (indi vidual pec ifi c interpre tati o ns and ab1 1ty pro I mg re a i:, 

d . • bTt -achievement discrepancies in the 
strength and weaknesse ) when pre 1ctmg a 1 1 Y 

. . . di sabiliti e The DAS was designed to 
identification of stude nts w ith specifi c leammg · 

. . e of common abilities with sufficientl y 
yield dis tinct in fonm1tion re lated to a wide rang 

. . t Elliott ( 1990b) provides cores that are 
reliable subtest specificity which. accordmg O 

' 

I . "d a on hi s belief that difference between 
more individually interpretable . Elliott basest 11 1 e 

· . . b d on the Rasch Model of item 
DA sco res are more meaningful since sconng is ase 



response theory (!RT). The Rasch Model of• 
item response theory (]RT) is based on the 
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belief that: 

··One or more characteristics or t .1 d . ra1 s etermme ' 
response to test items. Because th h . a person s observed 

ese c aractenst" . 
observable or measurable. they are t d 

I 
ics_are not directly 

. . - em1e atent tra t ( · h 
of cog111t1ve tests, abilities) . An IRT d 1 . 1 s or mt e case 
relationshjp between observable res mo e specifies an expected 

. . . . ponses on a test and th b bl 
trait s or ab il1t1es assumed to underlie th e UJ_1° serva e 
. • . d. . ose responses. The trait or ability 
1s a quant1tat1ve 1mens1on on which both ind · .d . 
be placed." (Elliott, J 990b, p.JJ 2) ivi ual s and test items can 

Latent trait s. or abi lities. are measured usino a J t t t · d 
o a en ra1t mo el (L TM) to analyze 

test it ems. This method of assessment refers to a measureme t d d I n proce ure eve oped to 

provide test items that are believed to have common discriminating abil ities (item 

difficulty and item discrimination) across groups which may differ widely in ability. 

Item di sc riminati on. item difficulty and the probability of a correct response occurri ng 

by chance are measured using IRT or L TM methods and provide important information 

::ibout the items and responses being evaluated (Sattler. 200 I). The probability of a person 

passing an item on the DAS depends on the individual 's ability level and the difliculty of 

the item . The ass umpti on in this model is that if an individual· s ability to so lve an item and 

the difficulty of the item are at the same point on a common scale, the odds of successful 

olution to the problem are even. Jf an individual"s ability is at a point higher than the 

difficulty leve l. the odds are even greater for successfull y solving a task. Likewise, iflhe 

• . . d. ·d I' b"Iin., the odds for a success ful 
11cm s dirticulty level is higher than the 111 1v1 ua s a 1 

'J• 

so lution are lower. 

. . S !lows for test score interpretation 
The Rasch mode l. as appli ed to the DA , a 

.d. •onalit)' Predetem1ined statistical 
and analyses using tests of goodness of fit and urn imensi · 



criterion (e.g .. criterion referenced tests) for the . 
DAS were establi shed to measure 
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ab ilit\' on the test items administered Dime · 
1
. 

. . ns1ona ity refers to the number of 

latent traits or abilities which underlie an ind · ·d 
1
. 

IVJ ua s performance on test items 

and helps explain or account for individual difTe . 
rences 111 perfom1ance. Criterion-

referenced test scores are based on abilities or beha · 
viors measured rather than 

comparison to a nom1 group as with nonn referenced tests such as the WI C Ill (Lyman. 

I 991 ). In calculating DAS scores, raw scores are converted to ab·1·t b d th 1 1 y scores ase on e 

Rasch model o f IRT. The ability and difficulty values within a DAS scale have 

equal-interval measurement characteristics, for example, item-re ponse theory models 

such as the Rasch are designed so that any difference between two ability scores. or an 

ab ility score and a difficulty value, maintain the same interpretati e properties at any point 

on the measurement scale. The probability of a per on· s passing a test item depends olely 

on the ability of that person and the difficulty of the item (Elliott 19906). DAS scores are 

ca lculated based on the number of items ac tually administered and does not allow for 

cred it awarded for items not administered or attempted. 

Kercher and Sandoval ( J 991) were al o interested in detem1ining the DAS ·s 

· · · d ·th die learning di sabilities. Kercher proficiency in accurately 1dent1fy111g stu ents w1 spe 1 

. d h DAS for 30 learn ing di sabled students and Sandoval compared the scores obtame on t e 

. . bt.ained by 30 non-learning di sabled 
(In the area of bas ic reading) agamst the scores 0 

. . d The scores for the learn ing di sabled 
students matched fo r age. ethnicity and gen er. 

. . ~ . f the mean for the ability subtests. but 
students were reported to be w1th111 ) pomts 0 

. . I aming disabled tudents on the achievement ubtests 
s1gn1ficantly below those of the non- e 



(Word Rcad ing. Q < .00 1; Spelling. n < 00I · . 
~ · · and. Bas ic 
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umber Skill s, 12 < .0 1). These 
results supported the authors theory that f h use o t e DAS b I b .. ' ot 1 a Ility and achievement 

subtests. were accurate and effec ti ve in ident"fy . . 1 mg students with reading di sabilities. 

McIntosh and Gridley ( 1993) demonst t d . . 
ra e similar support for using the DAS to 

iden tify students with learning di sabiliti es. Scores bta· d fi . 0 me or the Generalized Conceptual 

Abi lity (GCA) and achievement subtests by 83 of the I · d. . 
eammg I abled students 111 the 

original DAS standard izati on sampl e were analyzed usino cl t 1 • Th . 
o us er ana ys1s. e anal ysis 

yielded six homogenous subgroups identified as generali zed (Generali zed Conceptual 

Ability score fell within the below average range with consistently lower achievement 

scores) . high functioning (GCA score fell within the high average range with 

consistently lower ach ievement scores). nom1al (GCA score fe ll withi n the average range 

\rith consistentl y lo\\'er ac hi e\·ement scores noted), underachievement (GCA score fell 

\\ithin the below average range with ac hi evement scores commensurate with the GCA 

score). borderline (GCA ach ievement scores all fell wi thin the borderline range with no 

significan t d iscrepancies fo und). and dyseidetic (GCA scores fel l wi thin the below average 

ranoe with sionificant differences noted between the GCA and Verbal performance 
b :=, 

scores). Relati ve strengths \,\ 'ere found in verba l abi lity with significant differences between 

the GC A and achie\·ement scores in Read ing and Spelling for the dyse idetic subgroup. 

Mc Intosh and Grid lev ( 1993) conducted discriminant analyses between the abi lity 

and ac hievement scores to determine the effecti veness of differentially classifying 

d. · · t func ti on a\·eraged 78% accuracy 
subgroups of learning di sabled student s. The iscnmman 

. . . . . . . th eneralized high functioning. 
111 correc tl y classifying learn ing d1 sabtl1 t1 es 111 e g · 



22 underac hievement and dyse ideti c subgrou Tl . 
- ps. le obtained GCA and achievement score 

di screpancies were found to be consistent with ·d .fi . . 
1 

enti ication of a learn mg di sability . 
Fi nding supported the use of th full DAS b 

attery for the identification of students with 
learning di sabilities. 

hapiro. Buckhalt and Herod ( 1995) also fo und · ·fi d. 
a s1gn1 1cant I crepancy between 

the DAS Genera l Conceptual Abi lity (GCA) and achievement scores for the 83 students 

identified a learning di sabled in the DAS standardization san1ple. The DAS ability scores 

were reported to be strongly correlated with the archival Wechsler Intelligence Scale­

Re,·ised (WISC-R) IQ scores. However. differences were noted in the cogniti ve proce ses 

purported to be measured by the DAS and WISC-R. Shapiro. Buckhalt and Herod (1995) 

concluded that the ir results agreed ,vith the findings of Kercher and Sandoval (1991 ) and 

McI ntosh & Gridley ( 1993), furth er supporting the DAS 's diagnostic va lidity and utility 

fo r identifying studen t with learning di sabi Ii ti e . 

Glutting. McDermott. Konold , Snelbaker & Watkins ( 1998) researched the 

· · 1·d ·t f al subtest profi les from the DA u ing multivariate-nomothetic. cntenon-,·a 1 1 yo unusu 

· · · · · · · · ·sons The authors were investi gating un1va nate- nomothet1 c and uni van atc-1psa t1 ve compan · 

. . . . . b ·t dents who had a known disability 1g111ficant differences which mi ght occur etween s u 

. . . h d two hundred students were selected and those without a known d1 sabil1ty . One t ousan , 

. . . c art ici at ion in thi s study. From the 1.200 based on simil ar demographic 111fom1at1 on ior P P 

I DAS score profiles based on cri terion students. 60 tudents were fo und to have unusua 

. t" cs and GCA aQai n t 60 student ,·aliditv. These 60 students were matched by charactens 1 -

· d ding 10 criteri a e tablished fo r . were compare acco r 111 a control group. These two group 
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ton PED) classes, three norm referenced 
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achievement tests. and six standard ized behav· 
ioral scales completed by the students' 

teachers. The authors hypothes ized that they should fi . . . 
ind cntenon differences between 

the groups. However, no differences were found wh· h 
ic suggested that the wrnsual DAS 

subtest profiles were not helpful in detem,ining .fi . . . 
a spec, IC d1sab1ltty category. Gluttino et 

::,, 

al detennined that a more accurate method of com · 
panson would be one that utilized 

predictive rather than concurrent criteria. Subtest profile 1 · 1. . ana ys1s was 1mtted by 

score comparisons ,.vi thout exam ination of criterion-related c. t d · · • 1ac or eviat1on quotients 

(factor deviation quotients, unlike subtest scores, are based on criterion-related validi ty of 

their constructs supported by factor analys is). 

McDem1ott ( 1995) was interested in learning more about children ' s abilities with 

simil ar demographic characteristics. ability, achievement and adjustment profiles. Using 

the DAS nom1ative sample of 1,200 children, ages 5-17, McDermott evaluated ability 

scores obtained on the DAS verba l, nonverbal and spati al subtests and their respective 

achievement scores in the areas of readi ng and basic math. Adjustment constructs 

associ ated \\·ith attention deficit hyperacti vity di sorder. soli tary aggressive-provocati ve, 

I. · · · · · 1 d fi t d · ffident and avoidant disorders were so 1tary aggress1ve-1mpuls1ve, oppos1t1ona e 1an , 1 1 

assessed using the Adj ustment Scales fo r Children and Adolescents (ASCA) completed by 

the student's teachers. Demographic information, abili ty and adj uSrment scores were 

. . cedures Demographics, notably 
analyzed using canoni cal and multiple regression pro · 

. 1 18 9% of the students' abi lity score 
social class and ethnicity, accounted for approx imate Y · 

0 

. . . ,., % of variations in ability scores. Social 
\ 3nat1 ons. Race and ethnicity accounted for 1 -'·5 



- I d. 24 and cn10 t1 011 a a _1u stmcnt were reponed t 
0 account fo r on! ~ ~o/c . 

Y :u O of the van ance in ability 
and ac hievement. Age and gender accounted c ., 10 •0 r .) 1/o of the · · · · vanat1on m adjustment. 

Ma turation alone \Vas noted to account fo r 603/c f h . . . 
o o t e vanat1ons m ability. McDem1ott 

concluded that development of separate norms would b b . . 
e enefi cial when assessmg ability 

across differing demographic groups. 

Youngstrom , Kogos and Gluttino ( 1999) studied th · . . 
b e mcremental validi ty of the 

OAS fac tor scores in predi cting academi c achievement One th d h d . ousan , one un red and 

eir.hty-fi ve students were grouped according to gender ethnici·ty oeon h" · · 
- , , b 0 rap 1c on gm, 

parental ed ucati on and educati onal classifi cation. Descripti ve statisti cal fi ndi ngs revealed 

that scores obtained fe ll within the expected levels on all measures of ability and 

ac hievement \\·ith no signifi cantly differing variabil ity across samples. Standard deviations 

fe ll close to the ex pec ted va lue of 15. Assoc iations between ability and achievement were 

reponed as simil ar aero s learning and non-l earning disabled students. These authors also 

noted that the DAS GCA prov ides a more accurate measure fo r predicting achievement 

than the D/\S fac tor (abi lity) scores since mult iple factor cores tend to weaken infere ntial 

accuracy. 

In a study conducted by McDermott and Glutting ( 1997) hierarchical regression 

. • · urn ability potenti al , variation and disc riminant models were used to di ffe rentiate maxim 

. . I t t session behavior. and differi ng in ac hieYement leYels. individual leam mg sty es. es -

_ . score comparisons revealed that 
classi fi cations of learn ing disabled students. lpsati ve 

I . . terpreting achievement weaknesses 
O\"crall cogn iti ve abi lity scores were more usefu 111 111 

. be!. that use of subtest scores. th d Gluttmg ieve an subtest ability scores. McDermott an 



f . I b . . 25 instead o using go al ability scores alt 1 . 
, er t 1e meaningf I . . . 

u interpreti ve information related 
10 individual differences and abilities pro ·ct db 

v1 e y global ability scores. These authors 

argue against the use of ipsative subtest score c . 
ompansons based on mathematical 

relationships vvhi ch they report as showing w k . 
ea correlations (Holland & McDennott , 

1996; McDermott, Fantuzzo, Glutting Watkins & B 
1 ' agga ey,1992; Watkins & 

Kush. 1994) betv,1een ipsati ve and conventional IQ subt t 
es scores. For McDermott and 

Glutting ( 1997) unusual subtest profil es result from eithe h · · f . 
r c ance vanat1ons o less reliable 

subtests or admini stra tion errors. 

The Wechsler Intelli gence Scale for Children-Third Edition (WI SC III ) is the 

third rev ision of David Wechsler·s intelli gence scales fo r children. The first Wechsler 

intelli gence scale for children was publi shed in I 949. The WISC III is an individually 

admi nistered intelli gence test used in the assessment of intellectual ability in children 

ages 6 thro ugh 16 years o ld . The WI SC III is based on David Wechsler' s theory of 

intcll i0 cnce \\·hi ch desc ribes intelli oence as the total and comprehen ive sum of sk ills and 
~ 0 

behav iors which contribute to intelli gent behavior, rather than a measure of any part icular 

ab ility . Wechsler be li eves intelli gence is best understood as be ing "the capac ity of an 

individual to ac t purpose full y, to think rationall y, and to deal effecti ve ly with his/her 

. 11 · . the environment" (Wechsler. 199 1, p.1 ). He goes on to explain that mte igence is more 

. d. · d I' eneral level of current cogniti ve act of thinking and acting which refl ec ts an 111 1v1 ua s g 

ab ility. 

. . h bal scale and seven in the 
The WISC III consists of six subtests 111 t ever 

. , . Verbal IQ score. a Performance IQ score 
performance scale. Subtest 111dex score::. yield a 
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;_ll1d a f ull Sca le IQ score (Wechsler 199 I) S . 

, . coring fo r the WI SC III ct · rr 
111 ers somewhat 

fro m the scoring method used for the DAS. WISC II . . 
1 sconng is based on deri ved scaled 

scores ( oft en used in nom1 referenced instrument ) h. 
s w ich are detennined based on a linear 

standard score rather than raw scores converted t b·i· . 
o a I ity scores, as W1th the DAS. 

WISC III deri ved scores (e.g., standard score .
1 

. 
s, percent1 e ranks, starunes, nonnal 

curve eq ui valents, age and grade equivalents and rat·o IQ ) 
, 1 scores are calculated from raw 

scores and represent an individual's level of perfom1ance 1·n I t· 
1 

· . 
re a ions 11p to scores obtained 

by the norm group used. WISC III scoring allows fo r credit to be given for items above 

the basal v\ hi ch were not ac tually admini stered or attempted. Linear tandard scores 

represent the original di stribution of raw scores and their standard score equivalents as set 

by the test author (Lyman, 199 1 ). Usi ng th is method allows fo r transfomrntions from one 

kind of score (such as deri ved scaled scores) to another if the assumption is that a nonnal 

di stribut ion is used based on the same group of individuals. Derived scores are re lat ively 

independent of content diffi culty because they are based on the ind ividual's core as 

compared wi th the perfonnance of other people in a comparative or nonnative group. If 

the test content is des igned to be more di fficult, an ind ividual' s raw score is li ke ly to be 

· · t ·1 Because the difficulty of the lower than it wou ld be on an test with eas ier conten I ems. 

I · artic ipating in the standardization te t item content inOuences the scores of al examinees P 

. test fo r indiv iduals or groups ranging sample. it is sometimes possible to u e the same 

. can ai m for test items of about 50 
wide ly in leve l of abili ty because the test conSlrUCtor 

. . b the best difficulty level (from a 
percent difficu lty . Fifty percent 1s be lieved to e 

. . ·ts the largest n measurement poi nt of view) since 1t penrn 
um ber of inter-individual 



comparisons and di scriminations (Sattler, 200l). 
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The intell ectual factors measured by the WISC . 
III are noted 111 the manual ( 1991) 

10 be abstract reasoning, verbal comprehension pe 
1 

. . 
' rceptua and spatial skills, and 

Processing speed. These factors are identified as pro · d · . . . . 
vi 111g an estimate of an 111d1v1dual 's 

coonitive strengths and weaknesses. These cognitive strength d akn 0 s an we , esses are 

iden tifi ed through the 12 subtests of the WISC III which are ct· ·ct d · 
, 1v1 e 11110 two groups of 

tasks - Verbal (expressive and receptive language and memory skills) and Performance 

(pe rceptual-motor skill s and visual processing). Scaled scores obtained on these specific 

tasks are converted into three composite standard scores yielding the Verbal , Performance 

and Fu ll Scale IQ scores. In additi on. norm s are provided for four factor based index 

scores which are reported to measure verbal comprehension, perceptual organization. 

freedom from distractibility. and processing speed (Wechsler, 1991 ). 

Keith and Witta ( 1997) explored the reliability, validity and constructs purported 

to be measured by the WISC III. Their research centered around a main question - what 

constructs does the WISC III actually measure? Four aspects of intelligence were 

· · - h fi t der abilities of intelligence: verbal 1dl.'1lltl1cd by Wechsler and became known as t e 1rs or 

. . 1 · t" 11 (nonverbal ability), freedom from comprehension (verbal ab ility), perceptua organiza 10 

. . d cessing speed (speed of information d1stractibi lity (att enti on and concentration). an pro 

WISC Ill manual fails to provide adequate 
processing) . Keith and Witta note that the 

. ding the factor analyses used to 
infom1ation (fac tor loadings and factor correlatwns) regar 

lso troubled by the fact that the 
confirm these four first order abilities. The authors were a 

of the WISC Ill. . • t al theoretical structure 
manual fails to report test findings for the ac u 



The,, report that what is ac tua ll y measu d . 
. re is global cognitive ab ility, or general 

intellillence (g).The four first order abilities ar b . 
~ e eing measured through a variety of 

subtests which are derived from Wechsler's · fi 
Ill ormal theory of g. Index scores are 
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calculated from raw scores and reported to mea h fi 
sure t e irst order cognitive abilities 

identified. The Full Scale IQ score is considered t b 
0 e a measure of g. This structure 

could have been measured according to Keith and w·tt (1997) b 1 a , ut the WISC Ill manual 

fai ls to use a hi erarchical confinnatory factor analvses to n1 Ab"I · . 
J easure g. 1 1t1es 

(perceptual skill s, process ing speed, attention and concentration) which are measured 

u ing less cogn iti ve ly demanding tasks have lower loadi ngs on g than fac tors associated 

with genera l intelli gence (induction, abstraction, reasoning, and complex mental 

operations) which typ ica ll y load highly on g. The first order constructs (Verbal 

Comprehension, Perceptual Organization. Freedom from Distractibility, and Processing 

Speed) reported ly measured are res iduals of second order general intelligence fac tors 

(g) which Keith and Witta say are not actually con finned through facto r analysis in the 

WISC Ill manual or explai ned by the Full Scale IQ score. 

Lyon ( 1995) conducted a study des igned to compare the IQ scores obtained on the 

WISC-Rand WISC III for learning disabled students. Forty students were given the 

WISC-Rand the WISC III at the time of re-evaluation. All forty students were previously 

, . . . . . R I I wed significan tly lower WISC III 
identified as having a leammg d1sab11Ity. esu ts s 10 

ed to these same cores 
Verbal, Performance and Full Scale IQ scores when compar 

, rox imately one-third to one-half 
obta111ed on the WISC-R. Differences ranged from app 

. d the WISC Ill prompted Lyon to 
standard deviations (5 -8 points) . cores obtarne on 



recommend cauti on when conducting re 
1 

. 
-eva uat1 ons usi 

. ng scores obtained on the 
WISC Ill to estimate ability-achi eveme t ct · . 
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n iscrepanc1es when th 
e student was previously 

tested using the Wl SC-R. The author points t h 
ou t at these ty f -pes o differences often occur 

at the time of restandardi zati on of IQ tests and th 
at performance may often show a 

de fl ation in scores when based on outdated n . ormat1ve sam I s· P es. mce the IQ scores 

appeared to be defl ated . the conclusion that a no · · fi . . 
ns1gni icant abili ty-achievement difference 

occurred \VO uld prov ide inaccurate eli gibili ty inform t" Ch a ion. anges made to the WI SC III 

from the WISC-R may potenti all y di squali fy students wit! I · d. b. . . . 1 eammg 1sa 1ht1es at the time 

of rc-c \'aluati on. and may tend to limit the number of students identified as having a 

learning disab ilitv at the time of initi al eva luation In these cases the · Id b _ ., • . exammer wou e 

\\"ise to se lect a test of cogniti ve ability other than the WISC III. 

Schultz ( 1997) also examined score di ffere nces for students wi th learning 

disabi liti es fo lio-wing changes made between the WI SC-R and the WISC Ill. Sixty-two 

students identi fied as ha\' ing learning disabilities. when ini tia ll y assessed using the WJSC-R 

and Woodcoc k Johnson Tests of Achievement-Revised (WJ-R). were admini tered the 

\\' !SC Ill and Woodcoc k Johnson Tests of Achievement-Revised (WJ-R) at the time of 

trienn ia l re-evaluati on. o significant changes in correlations were fo und when comparing 

• cores obtained on the WISC-R. WISC Ill and W J-R . Eli gibili ty, based on a 15 point 

d. WISC III d W J R decreased from 86% score 1screpancy between the WISC-R. an - · 

on the WISC-R to 48% at re-evaluation with the WISC Ill. Alt hough WJ-R score changes 

. . . C R d W ISC III scores for students 
\\ere reported to be statisti cally s1g111ficant. WI S - an 

b · d b)' students who 
· . 

1 
d·t-r t fro m scores o tame 

retaining eligibi lity were not significant Y I ieren 



,,ere no longer eli gibl e for special educati . JO 
on services. Schultz ( 1997) I 

a so noted that score 
discrepancies between ability and achievem t en are less fre 1 quent Y found with the WISC III 
than ,rith the WISC-R. He concluded that cha 

nges made to the WlSC Ill were more likely 

to result in ineligibility for special education se · . 
rv1ces, especially when used with the W J-R 

for assessing learning disabilities. Use of the WlSC III d h 
an t e WIAT, when evaluating the 

possibility of a learning disability, were reported by Sch ltz (l 997) . 
u to show more reliable 

correlati ons between ability and achievement scores since th t · , ese wo mstruments were 

co-nom1ed on a common standardization sample. 

The potential for error in identification of students wi th learning disabilities, 

using the WISC Ill and the WISC-R, was also explored in a study conducted by Slate 

and Jones ( 1997). Slate and Jones hypothesized that "if lower re-evaluation IQ scores 

actual ly refl ect lower levels of intelligence, comparable declines in IQ scores should also 

occur ,,·hen the WISC-Ill is used for both the initial evaluation and at the time of 

rc-e\'aluation''(p.200). Stability of WISC Ill IQ scores obtained at initial evaluation and 

re-e\'aluation v;ere compared for a sample of34 students fo und to be eligible for 

special education services (22 of these students were identified as having a learnjng 

di sability and 12 ,,ve rc identified as mildl y intellectually deficient). Paired /-teSts showed 

. SC III V bal Performance and Full Scale IQ nons1gnificant differences between the WI er , 

_ . . . . • 1 . WISC III test-retest scores were 
scores lrom the time of 1rnt1al evaluat ion to re-eva uation. 

also noted to be significantly correlated .. 

h Wechsler Intelligence Scales 
Groth-Marnat ( 1996) discusses the use of t e ~ 

. . nal and clinical settings. The Wechsler 
a the model fo r assessment practices 111 educat io 



intclli (lcncc tests are noted by these auth 
1 c ors to 1ave be h 

come t e most frequently used 
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instruments for the measurement of intell ect I bT . 
ua a I Illes. According to Groth-Mamat the 

WISC III tasks were des igned based on abilitie 
s most valued by Western society as 

representing intelli gence, i.e., tasks related to and .d 
cons1 ered to be predicti ve of relevant 

skill s. Test-retest reli ability coefficients ranged fro 
man average of .95 (VIQ), .9 1 (PIQ), 

and .96 (FS IQ) across ages 6 to 16. The greatest fluctuati·ons d 
were note on the 

Performance subtests ranging from .54 to .93. across all ages G th M . 
. ro - amat cites an asset 

of the WISC III as .. providing va luable information about a person's cognitive strengths 

and weaknesses'' (p.125 ) when compared to age-related peers. However, in providing a 

global assessment of an indi vid ual abilities. the WISC III may be somewhat biased toward 

middle and upper class socioeconomic levels. since the sample used appears to over­

represen t these indi\'iduals and nom1s may not be app licable to those with lower 

soc ioeconomic backgrounds. A lack of sufficient data related to the validi ty of the 

WISC Ill is also noted by Anastas ia ( 1997). Internal consistency reliabilities for the 

WISC III subtests are somewhat lower than those fo r the VIQ, PIQ and FS IQ (Sattler, 

200 1 ). The average subtest internal consistency reliabil ity coefficients ranged from .69 to 

· · · · d. (W h 1 1991) between the W1SC nI and .87 across all ages. Cntcnon validity stu 1es ec s er, 

DAS were reported as showing that the WISC Ill FS IQ correlated highly wilh the DAS 

- (S ttl ?00 I) fo r the WlSC Ill General Conceptual Ability (GCA) at .92. Correlat ions a er, -

p fo miance onverbal ca les as .81, 
and DAS Verba l scales were noted as . 71, fo r the er 

AS d the Verbal and Perfom1ance 
and for the Spati al Conceptual subtests of the D an 

P fi nnance) and .86 (FSIQ). 
scales of the WISC Ill as .66 (Verbal) and .82 ( er 0 



32 f\ •bcmann and Barnett ( 1997) d con ucted a 
comprehensive study of Kaur , 

h I. b·I· mans approach tot e re ia 1 1ty of interpretati· 
1 ons re ated to d . 

e ucational decisions based on 
WISC III IQ test results. The authors belie h ve t at Kauf m , . 

an s model for estimating 
internal-consi stency and test-retest reliability fi h 

or t e WISC III did not adequately provide 

for ,·arious sources of error, e.g., practice effects . . 
, scoring errors, exammer differences, 

etc .. ,\·hich could negative ly affect individual profile 
patterns when evaluating test results. 

Ana lysis of the VIQ-PIQ differences, factor index scores d · . 
an 1psat1 ve profile patterns was 

conducted. Two large independent samples were analyzed .::0 1 · bl . 
i1 r severa vana es which 

affec t the reli ability of composite scores includino reliabili·ty of profile · 
e composite scores, 

method for determining individual strengths and weaknesses, number of subtests 

admin istered. and method of calculating ipsati ve subtest deviations. 

Results showed that Kaufman· s (I 994, p.6) assumption "that the limitations of IQ 

testing can be overcome through skilled detective work" did not provide substantial 

c\'idencc for reli able profile analysis important to educational planning and academic 

impro,·ement. Use of the WISC III to detem1ine intellectual strengths and weaknesses 

contributed little to a better understanding of a student"s learning difficulties due to 

· · J d · I de in his approach to explaj ning \'anous sources of error which Kaufman neg ecte to me u 

h . . . . ,, & 8 tt 1997) Macmann and Barnett t c benefits of '·mtelh gent testmg (Macmann ame , · 

~ . . f VIQ PIQ d · fTerences were substantial reported that error rates for 111terpretat1on o - 1 

- PIQ differences of 11 or more points 
(40.:i¾ of the standardization sample showed YIQ -

. . . . Kaufmann ( I 994) recommends a 111 enher d1rect1011 - either VIQ > PIQ or PIQ > YIQ. 

. . Q in order for these scores to be 1111111 mum 19 point discrepancy between YlQ - Pl 



interpretabl e). Factor index score difTerences (r r . . 
e iabd1ty of difTerences between factor 

scores ra nged from .56 to .83 fo r combined efD 
ect, test-retest, and parallel fo nns) and 

,.,,., 
.).) 

ipsati ve profile patterns (r =.56 for the mean i . . 
psat1 ve composite) on the WISC Ill rai sed 

im portant questi ons about the use of the WISC III · ak . . 
m m mg educational decisions. 

The WISC III Full Scale IQ (FSIQ) score wa fi d . 
s oun to be the best predictor of 

ac hievement levels when compared with achievement s b . . 
cores o tamed on its co-nom1ed 

ac hievement test, the Wechsler Indi vidual Assessment Test (GI tt· y 
u mg, oungstrom, Ward, 

Ward . & Hale. 1997) . Glutting. et al ( 1997) evaluated the Verbal Comprehension, 

Perceptual Organizati on. Freedom from Distractibili ty, and Processing Speed Index factor 

cores in conj uncti on with results of fo ur of the subtests of the Wechsler Individual 

Assessment Test (WI A T) for a sample of referred (N = 636) and nonreferred = 283) 

students. The authors used the FS IQ to predict the outcome of scores obtained on the 

WIA Treading. math. \"-T i ting and language subtests. Results were reported to indicate that 

the FS IQ allowed fo r approximately one-third to two-thirds of the variance in achievement 

test scores fo r both samples. 

Nichols and Ward ( 1998) conducted a comparison tudy of the DAS and 

WISC III scores fo r evidence of concurrent validi ty for a small sample = 26) of 

. d th (me of the student ' s three learning disabled students. Score were obtaine at e 1 

year re-evaluation. The students average age was IO. 7 years old. The aulhors 

. the WI SC Ill Full Scale IQ (FS IQ) 
locused on the differences of outcomes between 

and comparison of the WJ SC Ill 
and DAS General Conceptual Abili ty (GCA) scores 

Verbal IQ (V lQ) and Perfo m,ance IQ (PIQ) scores an 
d DAS Verbal Reasoning (YR). 



34 onn~rba l Reasoning ( YR). and Spatial-C 
onceptual Reasoning (SCR) cluster scores. 

WISC Ill mean IQ scores fell within the low 
average range (80 to 92). Standard 

de\' iations were noted to be somewhat hi ghe th 
r an expected ranging from 16 to 20. 

Significant correlations were reported for the WISC III 
and DAS IQ scores, with the 

Nonverbal IQ score consistently being the lowest s· •fi . 
· igm icant differences were found 

between the WlSC III FS IQ and DAS GCA scores with th GCA . . 
e consistently being the 

lowest (VIQ and NVR = 8.08 point difference). PIQ and NVR = l l 46 · d.ffi 
. pomt 1 erence 

(the DAS NVR measures nonverbal fluid intelligence not measured by the WISC 111 

PIQ). FSlQ and YR = 8.69 point difference, GCA and VIQ = 3.27 point difference, 

GCA and PIQ = 6.65 point di!Terence, and GCA and FSIQ = 3.89 point di ffe rence. 

Because the scores obtai ned on the PIQ and YR subtests represent nonverbal tasks. the 

11.46 difference is considered to indicate that these subtests are measuring unique abilities 

(11011\'erbal fluid intelligence measured by the DAS YR) in learning disabled students (the 

abi lity to so l\'e abstrac t problems using nonverbal reasoning sk ill s). Results showed that 

the DAS provides an appropriate and equitab le alternative to the WI C III when assessing 

students with learning disabilities. 

Significant correlations between the DAS and WISC III cluster scores were 

( 1996) F fty three students identified as also fo und by Dumont. Cruse, Price and Whelley · 1 -

. F II S le IQ score were re-evaluated 
having a learning disability based on tl1e WISC III u ca 

. . . . Verbal composite scores for both 
u 1ng the DAS as part of thei r regular tnenmal review. 

1 . fo r the DAS onverbal and 
test were reported to corre late highly (r = .77) . Corre ations 

. IQ ranged from .65 to .67. The DAS 
Spatial Reasoning IQ scores and the WISC III p 



GCA and WISC III FSIQ were reported to be hi 
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ghly correlated (r == . 78). Of the children 
rt'tested using the DAS 3 years after initial eval . 

uat1on, 25 Full Scale IQ score (47%) were 

found to show no change in their qualitative int II" . 
e igence classification. Differing qualitative 

intelligence classifications were noted for I 8 ch.Id (3 0 
I ren 4 1/o) when the DAS General 

Conceptual Ability (GCA) score was the only score co ·d d 
nsi ere , and 10 (19%)children 

m~re found to show hi gher GCA scores than WISC III FS IQ . 
scores. TI1ese differences in 

classifications were at1ributed to trying to directly compare lab 1 tt h d e s a ac e to exact FSIQ 

and GCA scores rather than considering the score range or standard error of 

measurement. Intelli gence classification errors, as well as eligibility classifications, tend 

10 occur with as littl e of a difference as one point obtained when comparing levels of 

intelli gence on different measures based on the exact GCA or FSIQ scores. A more 

reliable compari son is found when scores are reported in confidence interval . When the 

95% confidence interval scores were used, the DAS GCA and WlSC III FSIQ scores 

differed fo r only 4% (2 students) found to be classified a learning disabled. 

Find ings reported by Dumont, Cruse, Price and Whelley ( 1996) suggest that the 

\\'!SC Ill and DAS are compatible measures of intelligence. The DAS onverbaJ 

. . . ·fi lly measured by the WISC ril Rea oning score (a measure of 0u1d ability not speci ica 

h t frequently found significant 
Perfom1ance subtests ) was reported to repre ent t e mos 

difference between the two measures. 

fi dings from a concurrent 
The WISC III manual (Wechsler, I 99 1) reports in 

tandard , . . _ (N = ?7, ages 7-14) of students. 
, altdny study conducted with a small sample -

ared to composite standard scores 
composite scores obtai ned on the OAS were comp 



l1taincd on the WISC Ill. WISC III FS IQ 
o < scores were re d . 

porte to be highl y COITelated 
\\'ith the DAS GCA scores (r = .92). Hi gh correlar 

ions were also reported for the 
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\\'! SC Ill VIQ and DAS Verbal Reasoning scores (. == 
87

) 
' . and the WlSC III PIQ scores 

and DAS Nonverbal Reasoning (r == .78) and Spaf I R . 
ia easonmg scores (r ==.82). 

The current study was conducted to compare sc 
6 

· 
ores o tamed, over an 

approximate period of 3 years, on the WISC III and DAS whe d • h 
n use mterc angeably for 

the identification and eli gibility class ification of students with learn· d' b·i· • S 
mg 1sa 1 1t1es. cores 

obtained on initial evaluation using the WISC III were compared to scores obtained on the 

DAS at the time of re-evaluation. The WISC Ill was also administered again at the time of 

re-evaluati on to detem1ine whether or not practice effects were apparent. Results were 

expected to show a hi gh correlati on between scores generated fro m the WISC III and the 

DAS for students identified with specific learning disabilities. 

Elli ott bclicYCS that the DAS provides a wider range of mea urement for general 

intelligence (g) ,vhich provides more di stinct information about an individual" s cogniti ve 

strengths and weaknesses . Based on Elli ott 's be lief that the DAS General Conceptual 

. . . . h e becau e it wa designed to have Abtl1ty score results in a relati ve ly omogenous scor 

. . . . · ores obtai ned for the WISC III hi gh loadings on g, inYest1gat1 on of the d1 fferences 111 sc 

. . . . ocesses identified with the DAS which and DAS were also examined. Specific cogniti ve pr 

. . tervention and educational planning 
may affec t learning and all ow fo r more effecti ve in 

were also explored . 



Participants 
::.---

CHAPTER 3 

METHOD 

WISC Ill and DAS lQ scores from 34 male d 16 D 
an emale students (ranging in 

a~e from 9 to 1 7 years old. in grades 4-12) of various ti • . . . - e mic ongms. attendmg rural 

school s in Houston County, Georgia. were compared All stud t . · en s were previously 

identilied as hav ing a learning disability at the time of the initial evaluation (based on 

scon:-s obtai ned on the WISC Ill). approximately three years previously. Identification of 

a learning disability at the time of initial evaluation was based upon cores obtained from 

the standard 10 subtests of the WISC IIL established tate and federal criteria. and 

determinati on by the Placement Committee team members. Students were re-evaluated as 

pan of their regularl y schedu led triennial review using the six School-Age core subtest of 

the OJ\S and the IO subtests of the WISC 111. 

.Haterials 

The WI SC Ill is an individuall y administered measure of intelli gence for as es ing 

1 I h Tl e fi ve Verbal subtests of the 
students aQcs 6 ,·cars throu12.h 16 years. mont s. 1 

~ - ~ 

. . . . . . y b la , and Comprehen ion) were 
\\ .!SC Ill (lnfonnation. S1mtlanl!es. Anthmet1c. oca u f) , 

. . . d h fi e Perfom1ance subte t 
designed to measure verbal ab tl1t1es an t e iv 

(Picture 

k Desi n Object Assembly) were 
Completion. Codi ng. Picture Arrangement. Bloc g · 

d1.?signed to mca ure nonverbal ab ilitie 
V b 1 IQ (VIQ) compo ite score . 

. TI1e WI C lll er a 

(F IQ) composi te core 
) . . d the Full Scale IQ 
I ertonnance IQ (PlQ) composi te score, an 

b d on a mean of 
. . . . ' Standard scores are ase 

,,ere used tor comparison 111 the current stud) · 



1 OO \\ith a standard deviation of 15. 38 

Reliability coefficients for the mean co . 
mpos1te scores of the WISC III ( I 

ca culated 
fo r ages 6 to 16-11 years old. for 200 students) are . 

- reported 111 the manual , for test-retest 

reliabi lities, as: Verbal IQ (VIQ) .95 , Performance IQ (PIQ) 9 
· I, and Full Scale IQ 

(FS IQ) .96. 

The DAS School-Age battery is an individual] d · • 
y a ministered measure of cognitive 

ability designed to assess students ranging in age from 6 to 17 11 
. 

years, months. The six 

cogni tive subtests of the DAS School-Age battery, which yield a Verbal Reasoning (VR) 

IQ composite score. a onverba l Reasoning YR) IQ composite score, a Spatial­

Conceptual Reasoning (SC R) IQ composite score and a General Conceptual Ability 

(GCA) IQ composite score. were used fo r compari son in the current study. The DAS 

Verbal Reasonin g ab ility subtests include Word Definitions and Similarities, the onverbal 

Rea oning abi lity subtests include 1atrices and Sequential and Quantitative Reasoning, 

and the Spati al-Conceptual Reasoning abi lities subtests include Pattern Construction and 

Reca ll of Designs. Standard scores are based on a mean of I 00 with a standard deviation 

or 15. 

Reli ability coeffic ients for the mean clu ter scores of the DAS School-Age IQ 

• (YR) 88 onverbal Reasoning test are reported in the DAS manual as: Verbal Reasonmg · ' 

. 92 G I Conceptual Abi lity (GCA) 
(N VR) .90. Spati al-Conceptual Reasonmg (SCR) · · enera 

- . . . fr rn 6 to I 7 years, 11 months old) . 
. 9) (N == 200 for a sample population rangmg m age 0 
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Each participant had been previously identifi d h . . 
ie as avmg a specific learning 

d. bility at the time o f initi a l placement using the WISC III p .. 
1sa • a.rt1c1pants were 

d 1ini stered the six standard subtests of the DAS School-Ag b tt d 
a n e a ery an the IO standard 

btnsts of the WlSC III at the time of re-evaluation as pa.rt of th 1 1 
h 

su t: e regu ar y sc eduled 

triennial review. The WI SC III was also admini stered at the time of re-evaluation (within 

the past year) to investi gate for any possible practice effects which may have occurred. 

All scon::s examined in thi s study were obtained through archival data collected 

from Houston Co unty student Spec ial Educati on records. Consent fo rm were obtai ned 

prior to testin g as pa11 of the re ferral process. All pai1icipants were evaluated in 

acco rdance with the .. Ethical Principles of Psychologists ai1d Code of Conduct (American 

Psvcho loo ical Assoc iati on. 1992) and Georgia state and federal pecial education 
• t:-

mandates. 



CII APTER 4 

RESU LTS 

Scores obtained on the WI SC III and ti D 
1e AS ,vere examined for correlations 

bc tv,:een the WI SC Ill IQ composite scores and DAS 
1 c uster scores· sim1·1ar·t· , 1 1es and 

di fferences between the DAS General Conceptual Abilit 
y Scores (GCA) and the WISC III 

Full Scale IQ (FS IQ) scores; intercorrelations betwee th W 
n e ISC III Verbal, Perfom1ance 

' 
Full Scale IQ scores and the DAS Verbal Reasoning (YR). 

onverbal Reasoning (NVR), 

Spatial-Conceptual Reasoning (SCR) IQ scores· mean d" ffi ti 
' I erences orthe WISC III and 

D.AS cluster scores and significant differences relevant to tlie 1·d t·fi · f en 1 1cat1on o students 

\,·ith learning di sabiliti es . 

The fo ll o,,·ing descript ive and in fe renti al statisti cs were used: Pearson correlations 

of composite and cluster scores. probabilities, paired sample r-tests, obtained mean IQ 

score correlati ons. and subtest cluster score correlations fo r the WISC Ill and DAS. 

Addi tionally, investi gati on o f any changes (increases or decrea es) in ability as measured 

by the WISC III VIQ. PIQ. and fS IQ scores . on repeated admi nistration. was exam ined. 

/\n alpha level of .05 was used fo r a ll stati stical tests. 

:v1cans and Standard Dev iations were calculated for the ini tia l admini tration of 

the WISC 111 and admini strati on of the DAS on re-evaluation (Table I). Descriptive 

. . . • . 0 oe (90 _ I 09) except fo r the 
Slat1 st1cs revea led mean IQ scores fe ll within the Averaee ran° 

D range (80 _ 89). The lower 
AS NV R IQ score whic h fe ll \'Vithin the Below Average 

D , i . • earch findings for students 
AS NVR IQ scores were consistent with previou res 

. . . , e found to be lower than 
identified as hav ing learn ing disab il ities. Standard deviattons "' er 

~ ~ · · t·on WI C lli 
, , . PI Q first ad111 rn 1stra t • th
t: t:\pccted , ·aluc or 15 (notably for the WISC Ill 
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YIQ for the second ad mini stration. the DAS . . GCA and WISC lll FSIQ at the time of 

re-evaluation with the standard dev iat,· c: 1 . ons 1a 1mg a . pprox1mately 5 points below the 

expected value of 15). 

Table l 

Means and Standard Deviations of WISC III IO ' d - s an DAS Cluster Scores 

Standard 

ubscales Mean Deviation 

WY IQ 9-l .22 12.5 5 

\\'PIQ 95.80 11 .85 

WFSIQ 93.88 9.92 

DA VR 96.06 11.47 

DA. R 89.74 l l.73 

DAS CR 95.00 12.4 1 

DASGCA 92. 18 10.32 

~otc. WVIQ = WI C Ill crbal IQ: PIQ = WI C Ill Perfomrnnce IQ: 
Full Scale IQ: DASVR = OAS erbal Rea oni ng IQ: D onverbal Rea oning IQ: 
D,\ . SCR = D patial-Conceptual Rea oning IQ: D General Conceptua l 

F IQ = I C Ill 



To e\·aluate if any changes occu rTed in abT 42 
, ity from the fir .. 

. . st admrn,stration of the WISC II 
compared to the second admrnr stration of the W 1 

!SC III , mean and standard de . . 
viations 

\\°ere calcul ated (Table 2). 

Table 2 

\kans and tandard Deviations for the WISC III R . at e-Eval uatJon 

Standard 

Sub cales Mean Deviation 

\\" VlQ2 94.40 9.80 

\\ .PlQ2 92.80 11.70 

\\ 'F IQ2 9 1.50 10.30 

Findings revealed no ignificant changes in the WI C Ill IQ core aero 

admini stra ti ons. t = -0. 173 ( 49). Q < 0.864). However, a tati ticall ignificant drop in 

\\"l 'C Ill PIQ scores at the time of the econd ad mini tration wa obtained. t = __ 56.., 

( ➔ 9) . 12 0.013). as \\'ell as a drop in F IQ, t = 2.7 17. Q .009. 

No changes in eli gibility statu for pecial edu ation services occurred for 

tudcn t participating in the current tud y. pecial education cla ification and 

eligibili ty statu remained the ame \ ith no additional areas of di abilit identified. 

Tab le.., pre ent the intcrcorrelation among the core obtai ned fo r the initial 

d . d . . 1 d at the time of re-e aluation. 
a mini tra ti on of the WI C III and for the DA a mrni ere 
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correlation Matrix for WISC llI and DAS Cl 
~ uster Scores 

- WV IQ WPIQ WFSlQ DASVR DAS YR DASSCR GCA 

\\ 'VIQ 1.000 

WPIQ 0.130 1.000 

WFSIQ 0.783 0.657 1.000 

OASVR 0.643 0.213 0.571 1.000 

0.-\ NVR 0.169 0.495 0.379 0. 103 1.000 

DASSCR 0.309 0.629 0.509 0.410 0.522 1.000 

O:\SGCA 0.478 0.592 0.641 0.682 0.694 0.858 

Pearson correlations of cluster and compo ite scores obtained for the initial 

ad mini stration of the WISC III and fo r re-evaluation using the DA (administered 

arrro:-;imatcly 3 years after initial evaluation). revealed ignificant correlation 

hctwccn scores for the V.. I C III and D Verbal and on erbal ubte t a well a 

fo r the WISC III Verbal and DA GCA. WI C lll Perfom1ance and D 
patial-

1.000 

Conceptual Reasoning subtest and DA GCA; WI C III Full cale IQ and D 

Reasoni ng. Spatial-Conceptual. and GCA IQ scores. 

Verbal 

btained for the initial 
Pear on correlation of composite and cluster scores. 0 

d 
. Wl c III at the time of 

a 111 ini stration of the WI C Ill and administrat ion ofll1e 

re-e . I . . .., fter initial evaluation) ·were 
\ a uat1on (ad mini ste red approximately-' year a 



,Jso c,lculatcd (Table 4). S ignificant co 1 . 44 ' . rre at1 ons were ~ . . ound fo r the WISC l1l 

pJQ. and FS IQ across administrations b I VIQ, u not fo r the V b I . . er a compared to the Perfo 

scores. This findin g would be expected . nnance since these two subte 
. . . . . sts are measuring differe 

,ogn1tl\'C ab1h11es. nt 

Table 4 

Correlation Matrix fo r W ISC Ill Cluster Seo 1 • . - res at nit1al Evaluation and R E . e- valuation 

- WY IQ I WPIQ l WFSIQ l WVIQ2 WPIQ2 WFSIQ2 

WVIQI 1.000 

WP lQI 0.130 1.000 

WFS!Ql 0 .783 0.657 1.000 

WV lQ2 0.8 10 0 .287 0.747 1.000 

\\"PlQ2 0.22 1 0.749 0.574 0.4 I 8 l .000 

\\'F lQ2 0.636 0.608 0.805 0.799 0.834 1.000 

Table 5 presents Pearson con-elations obtained for administration of the 

WISC l1l and OAS at the time of re-evaluation. Signi ficant correlations bet\ een 

th
' WI C 111 and DAS were found for all composite and cluster scores except for 

th
e 

DA VR and OAS VR. 
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Matri x fo r W ISC l11 second administration and DAS Cluster Scores 
(orre\atJ OI 
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---------=----=-----=----=-=-=------------------------ OASVR D AS VR D ASSCR DASGCA WV1Q2 WP1Q2 WFSlQ2 ----D. sVR 
1.000 

R o. \ 03 \ .000 
D S 

CR 0.4 10 0.552 1.000 
DA 

0.682 0.694 0.858 1.000 
DA GC 

0.632 0.328 0.375 0.563 l.000 

WV\Q2 

0.476 0.680 0.634 0.418 \ .000 

WP\Q2 0.3 \ 2 

0.647 0.730 0.799 0. 4 \ .000 

WF \Q2 0.594 0.456 



CHAPTER 5 

01scuss1o 

The purpose of the current study wast 
o compare the cluster and composite 

ores obtained for the WISC Ill and DAS to d t . . 
sc e ermine if they are comparable 

. struments for assessing students with learning d" b·i· . . . 
in isa I ities. Significant correlat· ions were 

found between the cluster and composite scores for the WISC III and DA which 

indicates that these two instruments are comparable for use · 
1 

. . 
m eva uatmg students with 

karninl!, disabilities. The possibility of practice effects occurr·i·ng h I WIS . 
- w en t 1e C III is 

admi ni stered during initi al evaluation and again at the time re-evaluation wa also 

explored. There were no indications for practice effects found in the current tud . In fac t. 

a drop in scores was found on the Perf onnance subtests from the time of initial evaluation 

to the time of re-evaluation . o changes in eligibility or cla ification tatu occurred 

fo r students evaluated in the current study. Finding indicate that using ei ther the 

WISC Ill or DA in the proce of evaluating student with learning di abilitie . doe not 

appear to significantl y affect the results or outcome. 

Compos ite sco res obtained for the WI C 111 at the time of initi al evaluation and 

. . - . d t th clu ter cores obtained for again at the time of re-evaluation were compare o e 

• p correlation re ealed admini stration of the DA , at the time of re-evaluation. ear on 

igni!icant relationships for score obtained on the initial admini tration of th Wl C Ill 

and rc-c\'aluation using the DA . In the current tud · the DA 
CR and PIQ mean 

score were found to be more closely correlated than lhe DA 
R and WPIQ core 

. I erceptual abi litie than 
"hich may uggest that the \\ Pl Q i a better measure of spaua -p 

non\'Crbal abilities as reported by ichols and Ward ( 1998)-



Slate and Jones ( 1997) reported stabTt 4 7 1 1 Y of WISC III 
. . scores obtained at initial 

·aluation and aga in at the time of re-evaluat · c e\ '- ion ior a sam I f.., 
. . . . p e o .)4 students identified as 

having learning d1 sabil1t1es and mild intellectual ct · b ... 
1sa 1ht1es Th th . ese au ors reported that 

aired /-tests showed nonsignificant differences b t 
p e ween the WISC Ill YIQ, PIQ, and 

FS IQ mean scores from the time of initial administ t· . 
ra ion to re-evaluation In th · e current 

stud\". paired /-tests showed nonsignificant differences b t h 
. e ween t e WVIQ mean scores 

from the time of initial administration to re-evaluation Sta( ( 11 . . 
· is ica Y s1gmficant drops in 

WPIQ and FSIQ scores across administrations may suggest a resi·duaJ re . 
e 1ect associated 

with an increasi ng range of task difficulty for age, scoring errors, or examiner 

interpretation differences on the WISC III Performance subtests. Drops noted in the 

WP IQ may also be attributed to impulsivity, guessing and random responses, or fatigue on 

the nonverba l items which are more abstract in nature, or a lack of appropriate and 

effecti ve ed ucational curriculum. Findings of the current study also support the results 

obtained by Groth-Mamat ( 1996) wh ich indicated the greatest fluctuations occurred for 

the WP IQ scores across ages and administrations. 

WISC llI Full Scale IQ and DAS General Conceptual Ability composite scores 

- . . f · d. ·dual ' s intellectual ability were lound to provide the most consistent estimate o an m ivi · 

h r than the FSIQ or DAS GCA across ages and admini strations. Use of subtest scores, rat e 

. . . d. b.lities is not recommended since 
scores, 111 the identifi cat ion of students with learmng isa 1 

sand administrations fai l to pro ide 
greater fluctuati ons between subtest scores across age 

. . ct· t d achievement levels. Because 
the most reliable information related to ability and pre ic e 

· rate 
. . . . in misclass ifications and/or maccu 

core Yanat1ons across ad mi111 strat1ons can result 



. tcrvcnti ons and educati onal pl anning sco d'f 48 
111 ' re I f erences d fl 

. . an uctuations should be 
refully considered when evaluatmg learnin d' 

ca g 1sabled students. 

Results of the current study indicate that . 
use of either the WISC III h 

or t e DAS 
composite/cluster scores provide accurate and efti . 

ectJve measurements for the 

identification of students with learning disabilities Fl . 
. uctuations noted in WPIQ and 

WFSIQ scores from initial administration to re-evaluati . 
on, which may be associated with 

increased difficulty leve ls of tasks presented across age . 
s, sources of error mcluding 

scoring mi stakes and differences in interpretation across exa · h 
1 mmers s ou d be more closely 

in\estigated. 

As Nichols and Ward ( 1998) stated in their study, the DAS Nonverbal Reasonino 
t, 

subtest may be measuring unique abilities assoc iated with nonverbal, fluid intelligence (the 

ability to solve abstract problems usi ng nonverbal reasoning skills) which the WPIQ 

subtests do not measure. The subtests of the DAS on verbal Reasoning cluster are 

believed by 1ichols & Ward to rely more on the identification of rules and hypotheses 

testing for more abstrac t problems than the WPlQ or DAS Spatial-ConceptuaJ Reasoning 

subtcsts. In thi s regard. the DAS Nonverbal Reasoning items may be more sensi ti ve in 

·d · · · · · ·th bal reasoning abi lities and/or 1 ent1ficat1on of students who have d1fficult1es w1 nonver 

. . d . h verbal cognitive processing 
experience possible learn ing di sabilities assoc iate wit non 

de ficit s. 

. of s ecial education services upon 
Further studi es designed to explore the impact P 

IQ . I d tion interventions and 
scores are needed to help determine if specia e uca 

h time of re-evaluation. 
mod·fi . . . ffi t n IQ scores at t e 1 1cat1ons have a negative or pos1t1ve e ec 0 
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ible reasons fo r changes in scores across administrations (such as personal 
Other poss 

. and \earning, regression to the mean, age-based item content and item 
·penences 

e\ 

,aminer differences, scoring errors, length of time elapsed between evaluations, 
difliculty. ex 

d m 
or impul sive responding or guessing) should also be more closely 

. e ran o faugu • 
h Ip detennine possible underlying factors which may affect score 

e\'a\uated to e 

{1uctuati ons. 
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